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1. INTRODUCTION

This initial study was prepared pursuant to the State of California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) of 1970 (as amended) (California Public Resources Code 21050 et seq.) and in
accordance with the State Guidelines for the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA
Guidelines). The County of Merced Department of Planning and Community Development
(County) is the CEQA lead agency for this document.
The proposed project addressed in this initial study is the approval of a conditional use permit
(Thoreson CUP Application No. 06-014) to remove sand from a 6.9-acre site in Merced County,
north of the Merced River on El Capitan Way near the community of Cressy. The site is
currently fallow pasture with horse corrals occupying roughly one acre of the site. The proposed
project, if approved, would remove approximately 75,000 cubic yards of sand and/or aggregate
from the project site within a five-year period, ending in 2012. The maximum depth of mining
activities would be approximately 14 feet below the existing ground surface. The excavation
activities, however, would not result in a “pit” or depression but would instead lower an existing
“bench” area to approximately the elevation of a lower river terrace. Excavation would be
carried out with a single front loader and excavator and would be hauled off-site. No on-site
processing of materials is proposed under the requested CUP.
The proposed project also includes approval and implementation of the mine reclamation plan
for the site in accordance with all current requirements of the California Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act (SMARA) of 1975, as amended. Under the plan, mined areas would be
graded, resoiled, and replanted with pasture grasses to restore the site to agricultural use.
Initial Study Contents
This initial study contains the following sections:
Section 1: Introduction – This section provides an overview of the initial study, a description of
the CEQA review process and schedule, and CEQA lead agency contact information.
Section 2: Project Description – This section discusses the background of the proposed
project and describes the project elements and required entitlements for project implementation.
Section 3: Environmental Checklist – This section contains the environmental checklist. The
checklist identifies environmental issue areas that could be affected by the proposed project and
lists the determination of whether the project’s effects on those areas are significant, less than
significant with mitigation, less than significant, or are to have no impact. The checklist also
contains the rationale and support for each determination.
Section 3 presents the determination that, based on the results presented in the environmental
checklist, the Lead Agency has concluded that preparation of a project-specific Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) is appropriate to meet the environmental review requirements for
the proposed project under CEQA.
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1. Introduction

Environmental Review Process
This initial study and proposed MND was circulated for public review and comment on
February 8, 2008 for a period of 30 days. All comments on the initial study should be submitted
in writing to Merced County no later than March 10, 2008. A public hearing to consider adoption
of the MND and to approve the amended reclamation plan will be held before the County
Planning Commission. The date of this hearing will be publicly noticed. All interested parties
are encouraged to attend. All substantive comments on the initial study and those presented
during the hearing will be considered by the County prior to taking action on the proposed
amended reclamation plan.
Ms. Oksana Newmen, Planner II
Merced County Department of Planning and Community Development
2222 M Street,
Merced, CA 95340
A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) will be prepared after receipt of comments
on the IS/MND. The MMRP will be provided to the Merced County Planning Commission for
their review and approval prior to approval of the proposed project.
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2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Location
This initial study evaluates the environmental impacts of implementing the Thoreson Sand Pit
and Reclamation Plan project (proposed project) proposed by the project applicants, Mr. Ricci
Thoreson and Ms. Leesa Thoreson. The project site consists of approximately 6.9 acres located
south of El Capitan Way, north of the Merced River, near the community of Cressy in Merced
County (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2). The site is approximately 0.5 miles west of Santa Fe Drive
within Section 7: Township 6 south, Range 12 east, Mount Diablo Base & Meridian.
Project Site
The 6.9-acre site proposed for mining and reclamation (the project site) is located roughly in the
middle of a larger 34.8-acre parcel owned by the project applicant. The parcel boundaries and
the project site are delineated in Figure 2.2. The southern portion of the project site has been
previously disturbed by mining activities and currently contains areas of bare ground, weedy
vegetation and stockpiled material. Areas previously disturbed by unpermitted mining are
evident in the aerial photograph presented in Figure 2-3. As a result of previous mining
activities, the elevation of the southern-most portion of the project site is roughly 15 feet lower
than the relatively flat upper terrace that makes up the majority of the project site. The
excavated area is relatively flat expect for the presence of overburden stockpiles. The elevation
of the previously-excavated area is roughly equal to that of adjacent pasture land to the south of
the project site. The upper terrace contains fallow pasture and horse corrals (see Figure 2-3).
The project site is located on land designated Agricultural in the General Plan and zoned A-1
(General Agricultural).
As can be seen in Figure 2-3, residential structures, a barn and other agricultural buildings
occur immediately north of the project site. Parcels to the west, northeast, and northwest of the
project site contain farm residences, and agricultural lands that are visible from the project site.
One residence located on a bluff above the south bank of the Merced River is also visible from
the project site.
No man-made structures are present on the project site except for a groundwater well (see
Figure 2-4) and horse corrals. The well site contains a power pole, electrical connection, piping,
an electric pump and related facilities.
Project Background
In the summer 2006, County staff determined sand mining operations were occurring on the
proposed project site without proper permits or an approved reclamation plan. This occurred
during an application process to open a horse boarding facility on the parcel containing the
project site. During that process, the landowner indicated that 100,000 cubic yards of material
was to be removed from the parcel. The County determined that this activity required a
conditional use permit and subsequently issued a notice of violation on August 29, 2006
instructing the landowner to cease mining activities until a permit was attained. Subsequently,
the landowner submitted permit application materials to the County in October 2006, but County
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2. Project Description

staff determined the application was incomplete. Additional application materials were
submitted in January 2007. After extended discussions between the County and project
applicant, contracts to complete an Initial Study for the proposed project were approved by the
County in August 2007.
Project Description
Mining Activities
A description of mining activities that would occur under the proposed project is included within
the project applicant’s Conditional Use Permit Application to mine the Thoreson Sand Pit site.
This application in its entirety is included with this Initial Study as Appendix A. The information
provided in the application was used to prepare the descriptions of proposed mining activities
presented below unless otherwise noted.
The project applicant proposes to excavate sand from the 6.9-acre project site which is a portion
of the 34.8-acre parcel. Excavation of sand would be accomplished by a single front
loader/excavator. Prior to excavation of sand materials, soil/overburden would be scraped from
the top of the sand deposit and stockpiled adjacent to the southern boundary of the site (see
Figure 2-3). Annual production of sand is anticipated to be 15,000 – 20,000 cubic yards, with an
estimated total site production of 75,000 cubic yards. The CUP06-014 application lists a project
start date for proposed mining activities of June 29, 2007 and a projected termination date of
June 2012. The applicant therefore assumes excavation could be completed in 5 years.
Because the projected start date has been delayed, however, it is unclear if the June 2008
termination date need to be changed prior to reclamation plan approval.
Figure 2-4 (Mining Plan) shows the existing topography of the project site. As can be seen in
the figure and as described above, the southern boundary of the project site is located on a
relatively flat area of riparian terrace. Moving north across the project site, there is an upland
slope running in an east/west direction, which bisects the project site. The upland slope leads
to another relatively flat upland terrace, approximately 14 feet above the lower terrace.
Proposed excavation activities would remove overburden and sand deposits that occur above
the elevation of the lower terrace, which is approximately 113 feet above mean sea level (msl)
and the overburden stockpile location. As shown in Figure 2-4, a 30-foot setback would be
maintained between existing roadways and areas to be mined. The figure also identifies the
location of a berm along the southern boundary of the proposed mining area. This berm would
be 2 feet high, 3 feet across on top, and roughly 10 feet wide at its base. This berm is intended
to contain stormwater runoff on the project site. In addition to the berm, a silt fence would also
be constructed along the southern site boundary. The Merced River is located approximately
350 feet east and 500 feet south of the project site.
Figure 2-5 (Final Reclamation Plan) shows the post-mining site topography of the project site.
As can be seen in this figure, much of the site would be excavated to an elevation roughly
equivalent to the lower terrace area, i.e., 113 feet msl. Upon conclusion of mining activities, the
mined area would be bounded by relatively gentle slopes (4:1 [horizontal:vertical]) on three
sides, forming a three-sided bowl opening to the south.
Figure 2-6 (Site Cross Sections) shows three cross-sections of the project site indicating both
pre-project and post-project conditions.
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2. Project Description

The projected time of operation for mining and hauling activities, or the number of days of week
the mine would operate are not identified in the CPU permit application or reclamation plan.
However, the project applicant has informed the County1 that intended hours of operation are
6am to 7pm, Monday through Saturday. The applicant also indicated that there may be
infrequent occasions where nighttime and Sunday operations may be warranted in response to
requests from cities, the County, Caltrans, or others for sand in the event flooding emergencies.
The projected number of haul trips per day is identified as 12-15 truck trips per day. Trucks
would enter and exit the project site using an existing paved driveway which runs along the
eastern boundary of the parcel. A water truck would be used during mining operations for dust
control.
The well would continue operation after excavation is complete. For purposes of this Initial
Study, we assume that prior to excavating materials beneath the project well site, well facilities
would be dismantled and stored. The well casing would remain in place during excavation
activities. After mining activities achieve final site elevation at the well site, the well casing
would be shortened as needed, and the pump and other well-related facilities would be
reinstalled. Disconnection of the pump site’s electrical connection, removal of the existing
electrical pole and electrical transmission wires, and reinstallation of the pole and wires would
require the approval of a Facility Change Application by Turlock Irrigation District (energy
provider to the project site).
All sand extraction activities would be required to comply with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District Regulation VIII (Rule 8021). The purpose of the rule is to limit fugitive dust
emissions and requires preparation and submittal of a Dust Control Plan to the District prior to
the start of mining. Additional requirements that must be implemented during mining are listed
in the Initial Study Checklist Item 3.
Reclamation Plan
Topsoil Salvage, Maintenance, and Redistribution
Upon completion of mining activities, stockpiled soil would be spread uniformly across mined
areas prior to the planting of pasture grasses. The topsoil stockpile would be placed south of
the proposed mining area, allowing for future spreading of the material onto the mined area.
The soil horizon is uniform in the Tujunga series with the upper 6 to 8 feet being sandy to
gravelly sand. These soils are well drained and allow for easy farming practice with the addition
of fertilizers and other soils amendments. The site topsoil has been removed and stockpiled as
shown in Figure 2-4. The stockpiled topsoil would be seeded and irrigated to provide a
protective grass cover until such time that the material is used for reclamation at the site. Areas
that have been mined would receive an application of erosion control seeding to prevent soil
runoff and control erosion.
Revegetation
The soil series on the project site has little organic matter and a deep horizon. The available
topsoils at the surface that have been weather would be salvaged to a stock pile for spreading
across the completed mined area. These soils along with the use of fertilizers (NPK fertilizer
16-20-0 at a rate of 240 lbs/acre and soils amendments (gypsum 100 lbs/acre) shall be used to
provide for the growing of pasture grass.

1

Personal communication, email from Oksana Newmen (Merced County Planning and Community
Development Department to Richard Hanson, PBS&J dated 1/16/2008. Subject: Thoreson Project.
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Upon completion of mining activities, the mined area would be graded and stockpiled soil would
be redistributed to allow planting of pasture grass. To ensure the successful establishment and
long-term maintenance of pasture grass on the site, a sprinkler irrigation system would be
installed and used. The water source would be from an existing well on the project site property
(see Figure 2-4). The pasture grass to be planted would be of the following mix or similar mix at
the time of reclamation. Prior to planting the area would be ripped and disked for decompaction and soil preparation as is typical for a farming operation of this nature. The control
of weeds shall be through the application of herbicides or through mechanical removal of the
plant when such process would be successful. The proposed revegetation mix is 25% Tall
Fescue; 25% Orchard grass; 20% Timothy grass; 20% Tetrapoid Rye grass; 10% Festulolium.
Reclamation success would be judged on whether or not it achieves the following performance
standard: 5 horses per 5 acres within one year of completion of site reclamation.
As noted above, the end slopes of the mined area would be left at 4:1 slope and the slope
would be hydro seeded with the following erosion control grass mix: 10% Bromus, 15% Festuca
ovina, 10% Phalaris tubersoa, 15% Lolium multiflorum, 15% Vicia ssp., 10% trigolium
incarnatum, 15% Trifolium hirtum, 10% Medicago spp. Seeding would be carried out in the fall
prior to fall rains at a rate of 30 lbs/acre and applied via a hydroseed mulch or dry-seeded using
a belly-grinder. Hydro-mulching or straw mulching would be used in conjunction with grass
seeding to insure successful germination rates.
Proposed Reclamation End Land Use
The proposed project also includes approval and implementation of the mine reclamation plan
for the site in accordance with all current requirements of the California Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act (SMARA) of 1975, as amended. Under the plan, mined areas would be
graded, resoiled, and replanted with pasture grasses to restore the site to agricultural use.
Pasture grass and would be used to continue the existing permitted horse breeding, training,
and boarding operation that is ongoing on the project site and other portions of the parcel that
contains the project site.
Maintenance and Monitoring of Reclaimed Areas
SMGB regulations require that the vegetation cover be capable of self-regeneration without
continued irrigation, soil amendments or fertilizer. Cover, density, and species richness of
natural habitats must be documented in baseline studies. Test plots are required to be planted
simultaneously with mining, unless revegetation success has been documented from
experience.
As described in the CUP Application (see Appendix A of this Initial Study), mining on the project
site would be completed in one phase. In general, mining would begin along the southern
boundary and move north. The mined area would be reclaimed within one year of mining
activity completion.
Mine Waste, Waste Rock, and Overburden
On-site processing of mined sand is not proposed for the Thoreson site. All mined materials
would be transported off-site. As noted above, soil overburden would be stockpiled on-site and
redistributed on the project site to facilitate site revegetation upon conclusion of mining
activities.
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Public Safety
The reclamation would result in a green space of pasture, thus providing for little or no affect on
public heath and safety.
Permits and Approvals
The County of Merced Department of Planning and Community Development is the CEQA lead
agency for the proposed project. The Merced County Planning Commission shall be
responsible for adopting the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program prior to approving the Conditional Use Permit application and Reclamation
Plan for the proposed project.
Prior to the start of mining, a Dust Control Plan must be submitted to the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District in accordance with Regulation VIII (Rule 8021).
An encroachment permit would be required from the County Department of Public Words Road
Division to construct an agricultural-type rural driveway approach at the El Capitan Way access
point to the project site prior to the start of removal of material from the site.
Disconnection of the groundwater well pump site’s electrical connection, removal of the existing
electrical pole and electrical transmission wires, and reinstallation of the pole and wires would
require the approval of a Facility Change Application by Turlock Irrigation District (energy
provider to the project site).
As a condition of approval for the Conditional Use Permit 06-014, the Merced County
Department of Public Works (DPW) recommends the project applicant provide a “roadway
impact evaluation” prepared by a registered Geotechnical Engineer or Civil Engineer to
determine the potential impact that the project will have on Merced County roadways.2 In lieu of
performing this evaluation, the project applicant may enter into a “Roadway Impact Agreement”
with Merced County. This would require the project applicant to contribute to the Merced
County Road Fund $2.50 for every loaded truck leaving the project site or $0.08 per ton of
material transported. The Agreement would stay in place for five (5) years or until the project
terminates.
Construction activities are regulated under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) General Permit (General Construction Permit) for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff,
provided that the total amount of ground disturbance during construction occurs on one acre or
more. These requirements would apply to the proposed project because it would involve
ground disturbance on most of the 6.9-acre site. Coverage under a General Construction
Permit requires the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and Notice
of Intent (NOI) to request coverage under the General Permit.
Schedule of Mining Reclamation Activities
As described in the CUP Application (see Appendix A of this Initial Study), mining on the project
site would be completed in on phase and is expected to end by 2012. In general, mining would
begin along the southern boundary and move north. The mined area would be reclaimed within
one year of mining activity completion.
2

Price, K.J. Merced County Department of Public Works: Roadway Division. May 8, 2007. Letter to
J. Wilson, Code Compliance Manager, Planning and Community Development Department. Subject:
Conditional Use Permit No. 06014 Thoreson Sand Pit.
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Introduction
The following section contains the environmental checklist form. This form is fashioned after
that presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. Section I of the form contains
basic project information. Section II identifies environmental factors significantly adversely
affected by the proposed project. Section III presents the lead agencies determination of which
CEQA required document is appropriate given the findings of the impact evaluation presented in
this initial study. Section IV presents those findings in checklist format. The checklist lists
environmental factors potentially affected by the proposed project and identifies whether or not
the project will have a significant impact on those factors. Following each determination is an
explanation of that determination and a description of any mitigation measures needed to
reduce the level of impact, as appropriate.
The following designations are used in the environmental checklist to describe the level of
potential project impacts:
Potentially Significant Impact: An impact that could be significant and for which no feasible
and effective mitigation has been identified. If any potentially significant impacts are identified,
an EIR must be prepared.
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated: An impact that requires mitigation to
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
Less-Than-Significant Impact: Any impact that would not be considered significant under
CEQA relative to identified standards.
No Impact: The project would not have an impact.

P:\Projects - WP Only\51402.00 Thoreson Quarry\Final\ISMND.020508.doc

3-1

3. Environmental Checklist

Section I: Basic Project Information
1.

Project Title:

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address:

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number:

Thoreson Sand Pit Conditional Use Permit
and Reclamation Plan
Merced County Department of Planning
and Community Development
Mr. Jeffrey Wilson
Code Compliance Officer
(209) 385-7654 ext. 4582

4.

Project Location:

11019 El Capitan Way
Ballico, Merced County, California 95303

5.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

Ricci and Leesa Thoreson
11019 El Capitan Way
Ballico, Merced County, California 95303

6.

Project Agent’s Name and Address:

7.

General Plan Designation:

8.

Zoning:

9.

Description of Project:

10.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
Turlock Irrigation Department
Merced County Encroachment Permit
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(Dust Control Plan)
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3. Environmental Checklist

Section II: Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: None of the environmental factors
listed below would result in any significant effects that cannot be mitigated to less-thansignificant levels through project-specific mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study.
Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Hazards & Haz. Materials
Mineral Resources
Public Services
Utilities & Service Systems
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Section IV: Environmental Checklist Form
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

1.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

No
Impact

AESTHETICS.
Would the project:
a.

Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista?

b.

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

c.

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

d.

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









Discussion
a, c.

The project site is located approximately 1,000 feet south of El Capitan Way. The
elevation of the roadway is slightly higher than that of the project site, affording a limited
view of the project site. Much of the site, however, is obscured by the presence of
residences and farm buildings located between the project site and El Capitan Way.
Because much of the much of the mining activity under the proposed project would
occur below grade, views of these activities from El Capitan Way would be partially or
fully obscured by existing terrain. Midrange to long-range views to the south from
El Capitan Way, include agricultural vistas, views of riparian trees along the Merced
River and the bluff along the river’s south bank. These views would be unobstructed by
project activities.
Upon completion of mining activities and site reclamation, views of the project site from
El Capitan Way would be largely obscured by existing terrain, trees and structures.
Those views of reclaimed slopes and pasture which are not obscured from view would
be fully consistent with existing views of surrounding agricultural properties.
The project site is also visible from three residences, not including the residence of the
project site owner. The most direct view of the project is from a residence located
approximately 200 feet to the east from the eastern boundary of the site. Another
residence to the northwest is approximately 600 feet from the site. Both of these
residences would have direct view of the truck traffic entering and exiting the project site
during mining/reclamation activities. Below-grade excavation activities, however, would
be partially or fully obscured from view by existing terrain.
The third residence with views of the project site is located approximately 2,000 feet
south of the project site on a bluff above the south bank of the Merced River. Views of
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the project site from this residence are from a greater distance than adjacent properties,
but relatively unobstructed.
The operation of mining and reclamation equipment and site excavation activities from
El Capitan Way would be visible from residential properties with views of the project site.
However, the visual character of mining and reclamation activities as proposed by the
applicant would not be substantially different from with views typically associated with
agricultural activities such as grading, disking, plowing and harvesting. This is
considered a less-than-significant impact.
Long-term views of the project site post-reclamation would include a view of relatively
flat pasture bordered by on three sides by gentle side slopes. Depending on the
vantage point these views would either be distant or generally obscured. For this
reason, and because long-term views would consist of pasture and vegetated side
slopes, the impact of the project on long-term views is considered less than significant.
b.

The site does not contain any historic buildings (see Item 5a), rock outcroppings or trees
designated for removal. In addition, the project site is not within view of a state or locally
designated scenic highway. Therefore, the project would have no impact.

d.

Mining and reclamation activities would take place only during the day. There would be
no new light sources at the site. No buildings or other reflective surfaces would be
developed at the site. There would be no impact related to light or glare that could
adversely affect views in the area.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

2.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.
In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by
the California Dept. of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland. Would the
project:
a.

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

b.

Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

c.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact



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

Discussion
a.

As shown in Figure 3-1 (NCRS Soils Types), the area to be mined consists almost
exclusively of Tujunga Loamy Sand. Tujunga Loamy Sand is an excessively drained soil
found in floodplains, with a Class IIIs-4 capability rating. A small portion of the southeast
corner of the site contains Grangeville Loam. Grangeville soils are rated by the NRCS
as a “good” source of topsoil (the upper part of the soil, which is the most favorable
material for plant growth). Soils rated “good” have friable loamy material to a depth of at
least 40 inches. These soils are naturally fertile or respond well to fertilizer. The 2005
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) maps for Merced County show the
approximately 6 acres of the project site as containing Prime Farmland. The FMMP
defines Prime Farmland as farmland with the best combination of physical and chemical
features able to sustain long-term agricultural production. It should be noted that the
portion of the project site has been previously mined with some sand removed and soil
from this area stockpiles along the southern boundary of the project site. The remaining
acreage of the project site is currently supports fallow pasture and horse corrals.
Implementation of the proposed project would excavate previously unmined areas of the
6.9-acre site to remove sand materials as described in Chapter 2 of this Initial Study.
Mining operations are anticipated to occur over a five-year period. Upon completion of
mining operations, the site would be graded, and stockpiled soil would be redistributed
on the project site to allow reclamation of the site as pasture. During mining operations,
agricultural use of the project site would cease temporarily. Upon completion of site
reclamation, the entire 6.9-acre site would support horse pasture and related agricultural
operations. Given that interruption of agricultural operations would be temporary, and
given that site reclamation would allow long-term expansion of existing agricultural
operations on the site to include areas of the site that are currently unusable for this
purpose, the potential impact of the project on Prime Farmland is considered to be less
than significant.

b.

The Merced County General Plan establishes the types of uses for the Agricultural
designation as: “Certain non-agricultural uses may also be found including mineral
resource extraction and processing…” Proposed temporary mining operations and longterm restoration of the project site for agricultural use is consistent with the current
zoning of the project site: A-1 General Agriculture. No Williamson Act contract is in
effect for the project site.3 There would be no impact.

3

Newmen, O. Merced County Planning and Community Development Department. Personal Communication
with R. Hanson, PBS&J, 10/23/07.
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Source: Fremming, Parson & Pecchenino.
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c.

Any changes to the existing environment related to on site mining and reclamation
activities would be temporary, lasting approximately two years.
The long-term
restoration of the project site as horse pasture would be consistent with existing use on
the project site and in keeping with agricultural use which surrounds the project site. It is
unlikely, therefore, that the proposed project would result in additional conversion of
farmland on the project site or surrounding areas. This impact would be less than
significant.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

3.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

No Impact

AIR QUALITY.
Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district
may be relied upon to make the following
determinations:
Would the project:
a.

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



b.

Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?



c.

Result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?



d.

Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?



e.

Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?



Discussion
a-d.

Mining and Reclamation
The mining operation would involve the removal of approximately 15,000 to 20,000 cubic
yards of sand on an annual basis from the 6.9-acre project site. Mining is anticipated to
occur over a five-year period. A front loader/excavator would be used to excavate the
sand, and a water truck would be used for dust control. The applicant estimates there
would be approximately 12 to15 truck trips per day to haul the material off-site. The
heavy equipment and trucks would generate ozone precursors (NOx and ROG), PM10
and PM2.5, and diesel-particulate matter (DPM) emissions. Construction of the
reclamation plan elements would involve grading and compaction, revegetation including
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planting, and vehicle travel to and from the site. According to the Financial Assurance
Cost Estimate, reclamation would only involve a dozer and a water truck operating for a
few hours as reclamation is implemented at the conclusion of mining.
The project site is located in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB). The San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District regulates air quality in Merced County in
accordance with federal and state laws and regulations. The SJVAB’s air quality has
been designated non-attainment by the federal and state for ozone and PM10. There is
an approved 2007 Ozone Plan, which sets a federal deadline of 2024 to reach air-quality
standards and meets federal legal obligations. In June 2007, a Fast-Track Action Plan
designed to clean up the valley’s air sooner than the 2024 federal attainment deadline
was submitted to the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Governing Board.
The SJVAPCD has also adopted a 2007 PM10 Maintenance and Request for
Redesignation Plan.
The SJVAPCD has adopted various rules and regulations to implement its air quality
attainment plans, and it has established screening criteria for determining whether air
emissions would exceed numerical thresholds for NOx and ROG (Table 4-1 in the Guide
for Assessing and Mitigation Air Quality Impacts [GAMAQI]). The first screening test is
the Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL). Projects that do not exceed the SPAL criteria
do not require detailed quantification of emissions and are assumed to not exceed
thresholds of significance. The SPAL screening criteria that are relevant to the proposed
mining and reclamation project are listed in Tables 5-1, 5-2 and 5-3(d) in the GAMAQI.
Table 5-1 identifies the analysis requirements to determine whether a project can be
screened under the SPAL criteria. Table 5-2 establishes a maximum level for daily
vehicle trips at which the SJVAPCD has determined there is no possibility of exceeding
the SJVAPCD thresholds in Table 4-1. Table 5-3(d) establishes maximum project size
levels based on square footage for various types of industrial land uses.
At 12 to 15 truck trips per day during peak mining periods, and even fewer trips during
reclamation, the proposed project would be well below the Table 5-2 screening criteria of
1,506 trips per day for an industrial land use. The 6.9-acre site (300,564 square feet) is
also well below the Table 5-3(d) screening criteria of 920,000 square feet (heavy
industrial). Therefore, the NOx and ROG thresholds would not be exceeded.
The proposed mining and reclamation activities would be required to comply with
SJVAPCD Regulation VIII, Rule 8021 (Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction,
and Other Earthmoving Activities) Sections 5.2, 5.4, and 6.3. This rule is intended to
minimize PM10 emissions. Because compliance with these rules is mandatory, no
additional mitigation would be required. The applicable requirements4 of Rule 8021 are
listed below for informational purposes:
Rule 8021 - CONSTRUCTION, DEMOLITION, EXCAVATION, EXTRACTION,
AND OTHER EARTHMOVING ACTIVITIES (Adopted November 15, 2001;
Amended August 19, 2004)
No person shall perform any construction, demolition, excavation, extraction, or
other earthmoving activities unless the appropriate requirements in sections 5.1
through 5.5 are sufficiently implemented to limit VDE to 20% opacity and comply
4

Not all sections of Rule 8021 are applicable to a mining and reclamation operation. Section 5.1 addresses
demolition of structures, which would not occur with the proposed project. Section 5.3 identifies
requirements for unpaved roads. A previous condition of approval for another use at the site required a
paved road be installed, and this condition would be reimposed for the mining operation.
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with the conditions for a stabilized surface area when applicable. In addition to
the requirements of this rule, a person shall comply with all other applicable
requirements of Regulation VIII.
5.2 A person shall control the fugitive dust emissions to meet the requirements in
Table 8021-1.

SVJAVPD GAQAMI Table 8021-1
CONTROL MEASURE OPTIONS FOR
CONSTRUCTION, EXCAVATION, EXTRACTION, AND
OTHER EARTHMOVING ACTIVITIES
A. PRE-ACTIVITY:
A1 Pre-water site sufficient to limit VDE to 20% opacity, and
A2 Phase work to reduce the amount of disturbed surface area at any one
time.
B. DURING ACTIVE OPERATIONS:
B1 Apply water or chemical/organic stabilizers/suppressants sufficient to limit
VDE to 20% opacity; or
B2 Construct and maintain wind barriers sufficient to limit VDE to 20% opacity.
If utilizing wind barriers, control measure B1 above shall also be implemented.
B3 Apply water or chemical/organic stabilizers/suppressants to unpaved
haul/access roads and unpaved vehicle/equipment traffic areas sufficient to
limit VDE to 20% opacity and meet the conditions of a stabilized unpaved road
surface.
C. TEMPORARY STABILIZATION DURING PERIODS OF INACTIVITY:
C1 Restrict vehicular access to the area; and
C2 Apply water or chemical/organic stabilizers/suppressants, sufficient to
comply with the conditions of a stabilized surface. If an area having 0.5 acres
or more of disturbed surface area remains unused for seven or more days, the
area must comply with the conditions for a stabilized surface area as defined in
section 3.58 of Rule 8011.

5.3 Speed Limitations and Posting of Speed Limit Signs on Uncontrolled
Unpaved Access/Haul Roads on Construction Sites
5.3.1

An owner/operator shall limit the speed of vehicles traveling on
uncontrolled unpaved access/haul roads within construction sites to
a maximum of 15 miles per hour.

5.3.2

An owner/operator shall post speed limit signs that meet State and
federal Department of Transportation standards at each construction
site’s uncontrolled unpaved access/haul road entrance.
At a
minimum, speed limit signs shall also be posted at least every 500
feet and shall be readable in both directions of travel along
uncontrolled unpaved access haul roads.

5.4 Wind Generated Fugitive Dust Requirements
5.4.1

Cease outdoor construction, excavation, extraction, and other
earthmoving activities that disturb the soil whenever VDE exceeds
20% opacity.

5.4.2

Continue operation of water trucks/devices when outdoor
construction excavation, extraction, and other earthmoving activities
cease, unless unsafe to do so.
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6.3 Dust Control Plan
6.3.1

An owner/operator shall submit a Dust Control Plan to the APCO
prior to the start of any construction activity on any site that will
include 10 acres or more of disturbed surface area for residential
developments, or 5 acres or more of disturbed surface area for nonresidential development, or will include moving, depositing, or
relocating more than 2,500 cubic yards per day of bulk materials on
at least three days.
Construction activities shall not commence until the APCO has
approved or conditionally approved the Dust Control Plan. An
owner/operator shall provide written notification to the APCO within
10 days prior to the commencement of earthmoving activities via fax
or mail. The requirement to submit a dust control plan shall apply to
all such activities conducted for residential and non-residential (e.g.,
commercial, industrial, or institutional) purposes or conducted by any
governmental entity.

6.3.2

An owner/operator may submit one Dust Control Plan covering
multiple projects at different sites where construction will commence
within the next 12 months provided the plan includes each project
size and location, types of activities to be performed. The Dust
Control Plan shall specify the expected start and completion date of
each project.

6.3.3

The Dust Control Plan shall describe all fugitive dust control
measures to be implemented before, during, and after any dust
generating activity.

6.3.4

A Dust Control Plan shall contain all the information described in
Section 6.3.6 of this rule. The APCO shall approve, disapprove, or
conditionally approve the Dust Control Plan within 30 days of plan
submittal. A Dust Control Plan is deemed automatically approved if,
after 30 days following receipt by the District, the District does not
provide any comments to the owner/operator regarding the Dust
Control Plan.

6.3.5

An owner/operator shall retain a copy of an approved Dust Control
Plan at the project site. The approved Dust Control Plan shall remain
valid until the termination of all dust generating activities. Failure to
comply with the provisions of an approved Dust Control Plan is
deemed to be a violation of this rule. Regardless of whether an
approved Dust Control Plan is in place or not, or even when the
owner/operator responsible for the plan is complying with an
approved Dust Control Plan, the owner/operator is still subject to
comply with all requirements of the applicable rules under Regulation
VIII at all times.

6.3.6

A Dust Control Plan shall contain all of the following information:
6.3.6.1 Name(s), address(es), and phone number(s) of person(s)
and owner(s)/operator(s) responsible for the preparation, submittal,
and implementation of the Dust Control Plan and responsible for the
dust generating operation and the application of dust control
measures.

P:\Projects - WP Only\51402.00 Thoreson Quarry\Final\ISMND.020508.doc

3-13

3. Environmental Checklist

6.3.6.2 A plot plan which shows the type and location of each
project.
6.3.6.3 The total area of land surface to be disturbed, daily
throughput volume of earthmoving in cubic yards, and total area in
acres of the entire project site.
6.3.6.4 The expected start and completion dates of dust generating
and soil disturbance activities to be performed on the site.
6.3.6.5 The actual and potential sources of fugitive dust emissions
on the site and the location of bulk material handling and storage
areas, paved and unpaved roads; entrances and exits where
carryout/trackout may occur; and traffic areas.
6.3.6.6 Dust suppressants to be applied, including: product
specifications; manufacturer’s usage instructions (method,
frequency, and intensity of application); type, number, and capacity
of application equipment; and information on environmental impacts
and approvals or certifications related to appropriate and safe use for
ground application.
6.3.6.7 Specific surface treatment(s) and/or control measures utilized
to control material carryout, trackout, and sedimentation where
unpaved and/or access points join paved public access roads.
6.3.6.8 At least one key individual representing the owner/operator or
any person who prepares a Dust Control Plan must complete a Dust
Control Training Class conducted by the District. The District will
conduct Dust Control Training Classes on an as needed basis.

Mining and reclamation would not involve any on-site processing operations. Hazardous
materials would be limited to small amounts of fuel and oil that would be consumed in
the operation of the heavy equipment and trucks. The heavy equipment would be
diesel-fueled, which would emit diesel particulate matter (a toxic air contaminant).
However, even though there are a few residences (sensitive receptors) in the vicinity of
the project site that could be exposed to these emissions, the number of truck trips
generating DPM along local roadways would be minimal and would not present a
substantial health risk.5 Because there would be no processing operations, there would
be no odors.
Because the proposed mining operations would not conflict with the screening
requirements established by the SJVAPCD for a small project, mining and reclamation
would not result in any emissions exceeding thresholds. No air quality standards would
be violated, and the proposed project would not conflict with implementation of an air
quality plan. There would be no cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
air pollutant, or exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
The impact would be less than significant.

5

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) low-volume freeway scenario for estimating DPM risk assumed
a flow of 2,000 heavy trucks per day. The proposed project off-site hauling truck volumes would be less
than 0.01 percent of that volume.
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Post-Reclamation Maintenance
After final reclamation is completed, activities at the site would be limited to routine
activities related to monitoring and maintaining irrigated horse pasture on the project
site. Maintenance likely will involve periodic mowing and operation and repair of the
irrigation system. These activities would not involve the use of heavy equipment or
generate a large number of vehicle trips. This would be a less-than-significant impact.
e.

The proposed project would consist primarily of excavation activities using no more than
two or three pieces of equipment at any one time. The only potential source of odors
during mining or reclamation would be odors from the diesel fuel exhaust from heavy
equipment. Because the operation of diesel-powered equipment during reclamation
would be of short duration and intermittent, occasional odors from diesel equipment
exhaust might be experienced by people in close proximity to the project site or along
adjacent roadways. However, this effect would be intermittent, contingent on prevailing
wind conditions, and would occur only during mining and reclamation activities.
Accordingly, construction odors would not affect a substantial number of people.
Because the generation of odors would be sporadic, of short durations, consistent with
ongoing agricultural operations in the area, and because these emissions would not
affect a substantial amount of people, the impact is considered less than significant.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

4.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:


a.

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

b.

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



c.

Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact



d.

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

e.

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



f.

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



Background
On August 29, 2006, a cease of mining activities at the Thoreson Sand Pit site (project site) was
ordered until the proper permits were submitted for mining operations. In January 2007, a
Conditional Use Permit (No. CUP06-014) application was filed for the project site with the
Merced County Planing and Community Development Department. In a letter dated May 23,
2007, the California Department of Fish and game determined a CEQA document was required
for approval of the Conditional Use Permit. The Thoreson Sand Pit project consists of
excavating 75,000 cubic yards of sand from the 6.9-acre project site over a five-year period.
The maximum depth of the mining pit is expected to be no more than 14 feet, and the project
site would be reclaimed by grading, replacing the stockpiled topsoils, and then seeding with a
mixture of grasses. After the sand is extracted from the project site, the southern limit of the
mined area would have a berm to retain the storm drainage and irrigation on the project site.
The southern boundary of the project site would have a silt fence to retain sediments on-site
from the mining activity. The end slopes of the project site would be at a 4:1 slope and
hydroseeded with an erosion control grass seed mix.
Information on biological resources at the Thoreson Sand Pit site (project site) was obtained
from reconnaissance-level field survey on October 24, 2007, a query of the October 2007
version of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), and lists of endangered and
threatened species that may occur or could be affected by the project, requested from the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The project site is located in an area that is used
predominantly for agricultural uses and is surrounded by orchards, row crops, and a horse
pasture. The existing plant communities at the project site are mainly ruderal (weedy) habitats,
and it is currently vacant. The Merced River is located approximately 350 feet east and 500 feet
south of the project site and would not be affected by sand mining operations. A list of species
observed is in Appendix B.
The project site was evaluated for the presence of special-status plants, wildlife, and sensitive
natural habitats. The evaluation included a review of occurrence records of special-status
plants, wildlife, and sensitive natural habitats from the CNDDB for an approximate 5-mile radius
of the project site (Appendix B), which encompasses a sufficient distance to accommodate for
regional habitat diversity and to overcome the limitation of the CNDDB; and a review of USFWS
and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) special-status plant and wildlife species lists.
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The reconnaissance-level field survey consisted of walking the entire 6.9-acre project site and
portions of the surrounding parcel, focusing on areas that had the highest likelihood of
potentially supporting special-status species. Using information gathered from the field survey,
the species target list was then refined to concentrate on those species most likely to occur on
the project site. The CNDDB also maintains a list of sensitive natural community types. Two
sensitive community types were included in the CNDDB target list. However, due to the historic
elimination of natural community types and disturbance of the original soil profile through prior
mining activities, none of them occur at the project site. Special-status species from all sources
that were judged to have no suitable habitat in or adjacent to the project site are not addressed
further in this section.
Special-Status Species
Special-status plant and wildlife species evaluated are those that have the potential to occur at
the project site or are known to occur in the vicinity, based on a query of the CNDDB,6 a list of
species generated through a query of the USFWS Endangered Species Website,7 and from a
reconnaissance-level survey of the project site conducted on October 24, 2007 by PBS&J. For
the purposes of this section, special-status species include:
•

listed, proposed, or candidate species for listing as Threatened or Endangered by the
USFWS pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1969, as amended;

•

designated as Species of Concern by the USFWS (note: although this status designation
does not itself trigger any FESA requirements, many of the species that have this
designation meet the definition of rare, threatened or endangered under CEQA);

•

listed as Rare, Threatened, or Endangered by the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) of 1970, as
amended;

•

designated as Fully Protected under Sections 3511 (birds), 4700 (mammals), and 5050
(reptiles and amphibians) of the California Fish and Game Code;

•

designated by the CDFG as California Species of Concern;

•

plant species listed as Category 1B and 2 by the CNPS; and

•

not currently protected by statute or regulation, but considered rare, threatened or
endangered under CEQA (Section 15380).

Permits Required
U.S. Clean Water Act
Under Section 404 of the U.S. Clean Water Act (CWA), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) has authority to regulate activities that could discharge fill or dredge material or
otherwise adversely modify wetlands or other waters of the United States. The Corps
implements the federal policy embodied in Executive Order 11990, which is intended to
preserve wetland function and values. In achieving the goals of the CWA, the Corps seeks to
avoid adverse impacts and to offset unavoidable adverse impacts on existing aquatic resources.
Any fill or adverse modification of wetlands could require a permit from the Corps prior to the
start of work. Typically, permits issued by the Corps condition a project with mitigation to offset

6
7

California Department of Fish and Game’s Natural Diversity Database, Rarefind 3, October 2007.
http://sacramento.fws.gov/es/spp_lists/auto_list_form.cfm
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unavoidable impacts on wetlands and other waters of the United States in a manner that
achieves the goal of no net loss of wetland acres or values.
The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) also has authority over wetlands and
waters of the U.S. through Section 401 of the CWA. The CWA requires a Section 404 permit
applicant to also obtain certification from the appropriate State agency that the Section 404
permit is consistent with the State’s water quality standards. In California, the State Water
Resources Control Board delegates this certification authority to nine Regional Water Quality
Control Boards (RWQCB).
Federal Endangered Species Act
The USFWS implements the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA; 16 USC 153 et seq.).
Projects that would result in take of any federally-listed threatened or endangered species are
required to obtain authorization from the USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) through either Section 7 (interagency consultation) or Section 10(a)(incidental take
permit) of FESA, depending on whether the federal government is involved in permitting or
funding the project. The authorization process is used to determine if a project would jeopardize
the continued existence of a listed species and what mitigation measures would be required to
avoid jeopardizing the species.
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
The MBTA regulates or prohibits the taking, killing, possession of, or harm of migratory bird
species listed in Title 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 10.13. It is an international
treaty for the conservation and management of bird species that migrate through more than one
country, and is enforced in the United States by the USFWS. Hunting of specific migratory
game birds is permitted under the regulations listed in Title 50 CFR 20.
California Endangered Species Act
The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) derives its authority from the Fish and
Game Code of California, which implements the California Endangered Species Act 1985
(CESA; Fish and Game Code Section 2050 et seq.). CESA prohibits the “take“ of listed
threatened or endangered species. Take under CESA is restricted to the direct killing of a listed
species and does not prohibit indirect harm by way of habitat modification.
California Fish and Game Code
Perennial and intermittent streams also fall under jurisdiction of CDFG pursuant to Section
1600-1603 of the Fish and Game Code (Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement). CDFG
jurisdiction over work within the stream zone or lake shore includes, but is not limited to, the
diversion or obstruction of the natural flow or changes in the channel, bed, or bank of any river,
stream or lake.
Discussion
a.

Special-Status Species
Plants
There are no special-status vascular plant species known to occur in the vicinity of the
project site in Merced County. Based on the existing plant communities present at the
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project site (including soil substrates), all special-status plant species are presumed to
be absent, and, therefore, mining and reclamation operations would have no effect on
regional populations of these species. This, in combination with the fact that all
reclamation activities would be limited to areas previously disturbed by mining and
mining-related activities, support the conclusion that implementation of the project would
have no impact on special-status plant species.
Fisheries
There are three special-status fish species known to occur in the Merced River, delta
smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus), Central Valley steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss),
and Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). The
project site is located outside the 100-year floodplain of the Merced River, and the
proposed construction of a berm and silt fence at the lower boundary of the project site
will prevent erosion from the project site to the river. Therefore, mining operations or
thereafter would have no effect on regional populations of these species. This, in
combination with the fact that all reclamation activities will be limited to areas previously
disturbed by mining and mining-related activities, support the conclusion that
implementation of the project will have no impact on special-status fish species.
Terrestrial Wildlife
From a query of the CNDDB for the Cressy and nine surrounding USGS quadrangles,
one special-status invertebrate, one special-status reptile, one special-status bird, and
one special-status mammal have been recorded within five miles of the project site
(Appendix B). Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB; Desmocerus californicus
dimorphus) and Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) and are recorded within five miles
of the project site. In addition, several California ground squirrels (Spermophilus
beecheyi) were observed in the project site and provide suitable nesting habitat for
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), a California species of special concern. The existing
habitats found within the project site could provide potentially suitable habitat for these
three special-status animal species. The project site does not provide suitable habitat
for western pond turtle (Emys marmorata marmorata) or Merced Kangaroo rat
(Dipodomys heermanni dixoni).
During the October 2007 field survey, one blue elderberry (Sambucus mexicana) shrub
was observed in the project site along the proposed dirt access road. In addition, seven
blue elderberry shrubs were observed outside but adjacent to project site. Blue
elderberry is the host plant for the VELB beetle, which is listed as a federally threatened
species. Implementation of the proposed project may result in damage to, or loss the
two aforementioned elderberry shrubs through root damage, removal of the shrub or
trampling resulting from excavation or other mining related activities. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures Bio 1-1(a) and 1-1(b) would reduce impacts to VELB to a less-thansignificant level through avoidance and protection of their habitat. If implemented, no
further mitigation would be required. However, if these shrubs cannot be avoided by
project-related activities then Mitigation Measures Bio 1-1(c), 1-1(d), and 1-1(e) shall
apply. The VELB impact is less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
Mitigation Measures (Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle)
Bio 1 (a)

Pursuant to the July 9, 1999 USFWS Conservation Guidelines for the
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle, the project applicant shall establish a
20 foot buffer zone around each of the two potentially affected elderberry
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shrubs within which, no mining or excavation or other activities that could
result in the damage to or loss of the elderberry shrubs shall occur. This
buffer shall be marked with high visibility fencing during excavation so
excavation crews can easily avoid them during the excavation of the site.
This buffer zone shall remain in place throughout the life of the project.
(b)

The project applicant shall conduct Worker Environmental Awareness
Program (WEAP) training for construction crews before construction
activities begin. The WEAP shall include a brief review of the specialstatus species and other sensitive resources that could occur in the
proposed project site (including their life history and habitat requirements
and what portions of the proposed project site they may be found in) and
their legal status and protection. The program shall also cover all
mitigation measures, environmental permits and proposed project plans,
such as the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), Best
Management Practices (BMPs), erosion control and sediment plan, and
any other required plans. During WEAP training, construction personnel
shall be informed of the importance of avoiding ground-disturbing
activities outside of the designated work area.

(c)

Prior to any ground disturbing activities within 20 feet of the dripline of any
elderberry shrub, the applicant or their representative shall initiate
consultation pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act with the
USFWS. Section 7 Consultation will occur if the US Army Corps of
Engineers (ACOE) is involved with this project through a Section 404
permit. Section 10 Consultation will be required if there is no ACOE
involvement with this project. Specific mitigation measures for project
related impacts on VELB will be developed during this process, but will
generally include the following mitigation measures.

(d)

If the elderberry shrubs cannot be avoided then those elderberry shrubs
shall be transplanted to a USFWS approved location following the
guidelines set forth in the July 9, 1999 USFWS Conservation Guidelines
for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. This location may be
established on site, or at an approved mitigation bank.

(e)

In addition to transplanting the affected shrubs, the project applicant shall
plant additional seedlings or cuttings in the established mitigation area
following the guidelines set forth in the July 9, 1999 USFWS Conservation
Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle.

Suitable nesting habitat does not occur in the project site for nesting raptors. However,
suitable nesting habitat for raptor species, including Swainson’s hawk a state threatened
species, is present along the Merced River, which is located south and east of the
project site. Nest structures suitable for Swainson’s hawk or other raptors were not
observed during the survey of the project site. However, due to the presence of suitable
nesting and adjacent foraging habitat, and the length of time over which this project
would take place (five years), it is possible that Swainson’s hawk or other raptor species
could establish nest sites adjacent to the project site prior to the excavation activities. If
nests are established adjacent to areas where there are ongoing mining activities, it is
unlikely that the continued activity would cause the birds to abandon the nest site
because they would already be acclimated to the disturbance prior to nesting. However,
if Swainson’s hawk or other raptors are nesting in trees adjacent to an area where
excavation has yet to begin, the disturbance created by heavy equipment during the
P:\Projects - WP Only\51402.00 Thoreson Quarry\Final\ISMND.020508.doc

3-20

3. Environmental Checklist

initiation of mining activities may cause them to abandon the nest. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures Bio 2(a) and 2(b) would ensure the protection of nesting raptors (if
present). This impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
Mitigation Measures (Swainson’s Hawk)
Bio 2 (a)

If proposed project construction occurs during the nesting season for
Swainson’s hawk (March 1 - September 15), pre-construction surveys for
active nests shall be conducted with 1000 feet of the project site. If an
active nest is located, CDFG shall be consulted to determine if project
construction may proceed during the nesting season. Suitable avoidance
measures may include establishing a construction exclusion buffer or
monitoring the nest during construction to determine if activities are
adversely affecting the nesting cycle. Applicants must submit proof of
CDFG consultation, in addition to survey results, to the Planning and
Community Development Department prior to grading and excavation.

(b)

If the above survey does not identify any nesting species protected by the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, within 1000 feet of the project site, no
additional mitigation would be required for nesting birds. However,
should any active bird nests (excluding Swainson’s hawk) be located
within 250 feet of the project site, the following mitigation measures shall
be implemented.
The applicant shall avoid all birds nest sites located in or within 250 feet
of the project site during the breeding season (approximately February 1
through August 30) while the nest is occupied with adults and/or young.
Avoidance shall include the establishment of a non-disturbance buffer
zone around the nest site, the size of which will be determined in
consultation with DFG. The buffer zone shall be delineated by highly
visible temporary construction fencing. Any occupied nest shall be
monitored by a qualified biologist to determine when the nest is no longer
in use.
Every effort should be made to preserve Swainson’s hawk nest trees
through Project design or avoidance measures. However, if removal of
the nest tree during the nesting season is unavoidable, a Section 2081
permit would be required from the CDFG. Mitigation for the loss of active
Swainson’s hawk nest trees at any time of year would be determined in
consultation with the CDFG and could include the replacement of trees at
a CDFG approved mitigation site and ratio.

A Swainson’s hawk nest site has been identified 2.25 miles southwest of the project site
(CNDDB Occurrence No. 1108).
CDFG has determined that most successful
Swainson’s hawk nests are those that have ample foraging habitat within a 10-mile
radius of the nest site. Therefore, they require mitigation for loss of any suitable foraging
habitat within 10 miles of any nest site that has been active within the last 5 years. Loss
of foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk is considered to be a potentially significant
impact. As noted above, the Project Site has been previously disturbed by mine
excavation activities and the construction of horse corrals. Remaining areas of pasture
constitute approximately 3-4 acres of the Project Site, are unirrigated, and have been
previously disturbed by equipment storage and vehicle traffic. Mining activities would
temporarily impact the limited Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat these 3-4 acres
currently provide. It is anticipated, however, that reclamation of the entire 6.9-acre site
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to irrigated pasture would result in a long-tern improvement in foraging habitat value of
the project site. For these reasons, the short-term impact of the proposed project on
foraging habitat is considered less than significant. In addition, the proposed project
would provide a long-term benefit to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.
b.

The project site does not contain sensitive natural communities (e.g., Valley Sacaton
Grassland, Northern Hardpan Vernal Pool). The proposed mining and reclamation
activities would result in no impact on listed sensitive natural communities.

c.

Wetlands or “other waters” include lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams),
mud flats, sand flats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or
natural ponds fall under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Wetlands in the vicinity of the project site are
primarily restricted to the Merced River. The project site occurs outside the 100-year
floodplain of the Merced River. The southern limit of the mined area would have a berm
to retain storm drainage and irrigation drainage on-site. The southern boundary would
have a silt fence to retain sediments on site from the mining activity. The extraction of
sand from the project site would result in no impact on the Merced River.

d.

The project could potentially affect burrowing owls during the nesting season.
Disturbance of nesting burrowing owls during their nesting season Implementation of
Mitigation Measures Bio 3(a) and 3(b) mitigate impacts on burrowing owl by identifying
any owls in the project site according to CDFG survey protocol guidelines and avoiding
any nesting owls if found in the project site. This impact is less than significant with
mitigation incorporated.
Mitigation Measures (Burrowing Owl)
Bio 3 (a)

Pre-construction surveys for burrowing owls shall be conducted by an
experienced biologist within 30-days prior to the start of work activities
where land construction is planned in known or suitable habitat areas. If
construction activities are delayed for more than 30 days after the
preconstruction surveys, then a new preconstruction survey shall be
required. All surveys shall be conducted in accordance with the
CDFG/California Burrowing Owl Consortium survey protocols.8

(b)

If burrowing owls are discovered in the project site, CDFG shall be
notified. Where construction activities could directly affect burrowing owl
survival or reproductive behavior, or where maintenance of a minimum
250-foot buffer zone around active burrowing owls nests (160 feet when
owls are not nesting) is not practical, the applicant shall retain an
experienced burrowing owl biologist to recommend project/site–specific
mitigation measures to avoid violating California Fish and Game Codes
Section 3503 and Section 3503.5 and the MBTA, which could include the
following or equally effective measures:
A site-specific plan to complete sand extraction and reclamation when
adult owls are in burrows attending to young nestlings (and thus not
disturbed by the presence of construction equipment);

8

California Burrowing Owl Consortium, “Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines”, Raptor
Research Report No. 9, The Burrowing Owl, Its Biology and Management, including the Proceedings of the
First International Burrowing Owl Symposium, 1997.
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Modification of construction procedures so construction tasks could be
completed in as short a time as possible; and
Close monitoring of the owls’ behavior before, during and after
construction so any significant changes in the owls’ behavior would be
apparent.
Mature trees located along the Merced River, adjacent to the project site could provide
nesting habitat for raptors or other migratory birds. Migratory birds and their active nests
are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and nesting raptors are further
protected under Section 3503.5 of the Fish and Game Code of California. Construction
noise and other activities can disturb nesting birds and/or nestlings. Disruption of
nesting birds, resulting in the abandonment of active nests, or the loss of active nests
through structure removal would be a potentially significant impact, but could be reduced
to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures Bio 1 and
Bio 2 by identifying if any Swainson’s hawk, other raptors, or migratory birds are nesting
in or adjacent to the project site. The impact on nesting habitat for raptors or other
migratory birds and their active nests is less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.
e.

There are no County-adopted biological resources protection policies or ordinances that
would apply to the proposed project. There would be no impact.

f.

There are no Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Conservation Community Plans, or
other adopted plans that would conflict with the goals and objectives of the mining and
reclamation plan. Therefore, there would be no impacts associated with implementing
the mining reclamation plan.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

5.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

No
Impact

CULTURAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a.

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

b.

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

c.

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or unique
geologic feature?

d.

Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.
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Discussion
a.

A cultural resources records search was conducted for the proposed project in
November 2007 by the Central California Information Center.9 The records search
identified no historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. In
addition, no evidence of human-made structures or facilities were evident during an onsite inspection of the 6.9-acre site (carried out by PBS&J staff) other than a pump facility,
access roads, and metal horse corrals and shelters. The portion of the project that did
not contain these structures/facilities contained previously-graded pasture and areas that
have been excavated in the course of past sand mining operations. The lack of
identified historical resources from the cultural resources records search, in combination
with no observed structures or site modifications that could hold historical significance,
indicate that the proposed project would have no impact on historically significant
resources.

b, d.

As noted above, a cultural resources records search for the project site was conducted
by the Central California Information Center. That search found no record of significant
prehistoric archaeological resources on or near the project site. Despite the low
likelihood of encountering intact archaeological resources on the project site or human
remains, the possibility remains that previously unidentified archaeological resources
could be adversely affected by proposed mining or reclamation activities. Therefore, the
potential impact of the project archeological resources as defined in Section 15064.5 of
the CEQA Guidelines is considered a potentially significant impact if no mitigation is
required. Implementation of Mitigation Measure Cul 1 would ensure that if any
resources are discovered, they are managed in accordance with applicable regulations.
The impact is considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
Mitigation Measures
Cul 1 If any cultural resources, such as unusual amounts of bone or shell,
artifacts, or human remains, are encountered during any reclamation
activities, work shall be suspended within 100 feet of the find. The
Merced County Community Development Department shall be notified
immediately of the discovery, and the project proponent shall retain the
services of an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Archaeology to evaluate the find and provide
recommendations for treatment of any significant archaeological
resources.
If human remains are discovered during any reclamation activities, work
within 100 feet of the remains shall be suspended immediately and the
County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains are
determined by the county coroner to be Native American, the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours.
The project proponent shall also retain a professional archaeologist with
Native American burial experience to conduct a field investigation of the
specific site and consult with the Most Likely Descendant, if any, identified
by the NAHC. As necessary, the archaeologist may provide professional
assistance to the Most Likely Descendant, including the excavation and
removal of the human remains. The Merced County Department of
Community Development will be responsible for the approval of
recommended mitigation, taking account of the provisions of state law, as

9

Central California Information Center. CCIC File # 68721. November 17, 2007.
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set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) and Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98. The project proponent shall implement the
approved mitigation, to be verified by the County, before the resumption
of activities at the site where the remains were discovered.
c.

The proposed project would remove an alluvial sand deposit, approximately 14 feet in
depth beneath 6.9 acres of the proposed project site. Because of the alluvial nature of
the deposit and relatively limited size and depth of the proposed excavation, it is unlikely
the proposed project will affect any unique paleontological resource or unique geologic
feature. The impact, therefore, is less than significant.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

6.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

GEOLOGY AND SOILS.
Would the project:
a.

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:

i.

Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent
Alquist - Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

ii.

Strong seismic ground shaking?



iii.

Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?



iv.

Landslides?



b.

Result in substantial soil erosion, or the
loss of topsoil?



c.

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



d.

Be located on expansive soils, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

e.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact



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

Discussion
a.i.

There is no evidence of active or potentially active faults within the boundaries of the
project site. As such, the proposed project would not be subject to fault rupture or any
special development standards associated with Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Act (formerly Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone) requirements.10 There would be no
impact.

a.ii.

Groundshaking motions from seismic activity are estimated by probabilistic methods at
specified hazard levels. The intensity of the groundshaking depends on the distance
from an earthquake epicenter, the magnitude of the earthquake, soils types and
conditions, and the characteristics of the source. California has active and potentially
active faults; as a result, all areas within the state are exposed to some degree of
seismic groundshaking and associated seismic hazards. Although this area of the
central valley is generally considered less seismically active than other areas of
California, the project site could be susceptible to seismic groundshaking due to
earthquakes.
Because of the seismic history of California, there is always a possibility for an area to
be affected by seismic activity on this fault.
The closest seismic source in the area of the project site is the northwest-trending
Foothills fault system. The Foothills fault system terminates at its southern extent
approximately 30 miles east-northeast of the project site. The Foothills fault system is
well defined and includes approximately 25 other mapped, but unnamed, smaller faults.
According to the CGS, these faults are inactive. Based on mapping and historical
seismicity, the seismicity of the Sierra Nevada foothills near the project site is generally
considered low to moderate.11 The eastern part of Merced County is located in Seismic
Zone 3.
The nearest fault of major significance is the San Andreas fault, located approximately
60 miles southwest of the project site. The only fault known inside Merced County is the
“Ortigalita” fault, also known as the Telsa-Ortigalita fault, located in the western quarter
of Merced County. This fault, which is approximately 30 miles southwest of the project
site, has not been active in historic times; however, there is no assurance that it will
never become active again.12 Located outside Merced County are the Hayward and
Calaveras faults to the southwest, the White Wolf, Garlock, and Sierra Nevada faults to
the south of the County, and the Bear Mountain fault zone, located approximately five

10
11.
12.

California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in
California, Special Publication 42, Revised 1997, Supplements 1 and 2, 1999.
California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, Probabilistic Hazard Assessment for
the State of California, 1996.
Merced County Planning Department, Merced County Year 2000 General Plan, June 1989.
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miles east of the County’s eastern border. These faults would be the primary sources of
seismic activity in Merced County.
The proposed project would excavate sand material to a maximum depth of roughly
14 feet below the existing ground elevation. Final side slopes of the excavated area
would be approximately 4:1 (horizontal:vertical). As noted, the proposed project would
not build structures or residential housing that could subject humans to seismic hazards.
With 4:1 slopes, the finished side slopes would be stable, and because no structures are
proposed, the potential impacts from exposure to hazards associated with strong
seismic groundshaking are considered less than significant.
a,iii

Liquefaction is the sudden temporary loss of shear strength in saturated, loose to
medium dense, granular sediments subjected to groundshaking. Liquefaction generally
occurs when seismically-induced ground shaking causes pore-water pressure to
increase to a point equal to the overburden pressure. Liquefaction can cause foundation
failure of buildings and other facilities due to the reduction of foundation bearing
strength. The duration and strength of an earthquake along with soil density, particle
size and groundwater elevation determines the potential for liquefaction affects. Areas
at risk of liquefaction are characterized by a high groundwater table, and loose to
medium-dense, granular sediments occurring in younger alluvium and artificial fill.
As noted, the proposed project would not build permanent structures or construct
facilities with foundations that could fail as a result of liquefaction during an earthquake.
Additionally, because of depth of excavation is relatively shallow (14 feet) and because
slide slopes would be maintained at a stable 4:1 slope, risk to mine workers during
excavation and reclamation due to liquefaction would be minimal. Therefore, this impact
is considered less than significant.

a.iv, c. The proposed project would involve excavation to depths no greater than 14 feet below
the existing ground elevation. In addition, the side slopes of the excavated area would
not be steeper than 4:1 (H:V). Therefore, the project site would not be exposed to
landslide hazard, and this impact would be less than significant.
b.

The project site currently contains several areas of bare soil and steeply cut slopes that
are remnants of previous mining activities. The proposed project would excavate sand
deposits to a depth of 14 feet below the existing ground surface. Topsoil on the project
site would be collected and stockpiled along the southern boundary. To contain
stormwater runoff on the project site and to reduce the potential for erosion and off-site
transport of sediment, a berm would be constructed along the southern boundary of the
proposed mining area (see Figure 2-4). This berm would be 2 feet high, 3 feet across on
top, and roughly 10 feet wide at its base. In addition to the berm, a silt fence would also
be constructed along the southern site boundary. Figure 2-6 (Typical Cross-Sections)
shows a cross-section of the berm. Figure 2-6 also shows representative cross-sections
before and after the completion of proposed mining activities.
Soil stockpiles would be upslope of the berm and silt fence described above. In addition,
the stock-piled topsoil would be seeded and irrigated to provide a protective grass cover
until such time that the material is used for reclamation at the site. Areas that have been
mined would receive an application of erosion control seeding to prevent soil runoff and
control erosion.
The project applicant anticipates mining operations would be completed within two to
five years, at which time stockpiled soils would be redistributed on the excavated area
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and side slopes and revegetation initiated. The end slopes within the excavation area
would be hydroseeded with an erosion control grass mix containing the following seed
mix: 10% Bromus, 15% Festuca ovina, 10% Phalaris tuberose, 15% Lolium multiflorum,
155 Vicia ssp., 10% trifolium incarnatum, 15% Trifolium hirtum, 10% Medicago spp.
Reclamation of the project site upon conclusion of mining activities would result in
relatively flat pasture surrounded on three sides (east, north and west) by shallow 4:1
(H:V) side slopes. The entire site will be seeded with pasture grasses as described in
Chapter 2 and maintained as horse pasture.
The mining and reclamation plan identifies methods that would reduce the potential for
erosion impacts associated with erosion during and after reclamation, as described
above. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial erosion or loss of
topsoil, and impacts are considered less than significant.
d.

The project site is located on an area containing two soil types: Tujunga Loamy Sand
and Grangeville Loam. Neither of these soil types are expansive in nature. Therefore,
no impact would occur through implementation of the proposed project.

e.

The proposed project would not generate wastewater. The site is served by permitted
septic systems, and no sewer facilities are proposed. Therefore, no impact would
occur.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

7.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
Would the project:
a.

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



b.

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



c.

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



d.

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

Issues

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

e.

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



f.

For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?



g.

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



h.

Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?



Discussion
a, b.

Mining and reclamation activities for the proposed project would involve the use of heavy
equipment and vehicles containing fuel, oil, and grease. These fluids could leak from
construction vehicles or be inadvertently released in the event of an accident, potentially
releasing petroleum compounds and metals. Unless properly managed, such releases
could result in adverse health effects, present an increased risk of fire or explosion or
contaminate exposed soil. This analysis assumes the routine use, storage, and disposal
of hazardous materials during mining and reclamation would be in compliance with
applicable regulations and codes, including, but not limited to, Titles 8, 19, 22, and 26 of
the Code of California Regulations, Uniform Fire Code, Chapter 6.95 of the California
Health and Safety Code, and the Merced County Department of Public Health: Division
of Environmental Health regulations, as compliance with these regulations are
mandatory. This requirement would be stipulated in the construction contract(s).
Additional site-specific controls are recommended to ensure hazardous materials are not
inadvertently released to the environment. This impact is considered less than
significant with mitigation incorporated. Implementation of the following mitigation
measure would reduce reclamation-related hazardous materials impacts to a less-thansignificant level:
Mitigation Measures
Haz 1 If any hazardous materials or waste that are stored on-site that exceed
threshold quantities, the project applicant will prepare a hazardous
materials business plan (HMBP) with the Merced County Department of
Public Health: Division of Environmental Health.
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c.

There are no schools located within one-quarter mile of the project site. Therefore, there
would be no impact.

d.

The project site is not included on the list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5.13
There are no deed restrictions or
environmental protection liens recorded for the property that indicate the site had been
subject to any cleanup orders imposed by a federal, state, or local agency.
Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact.

e, f.

The project site is not within two miles of an airport. Proposed mining and reclamation
activities would not conflict with any airport land use plan in a manner that would create
safety hazards for people. Therefore, there would be no impact.

g.

The proposed project would not temporarily or permanently alter the design or
geometrics of any public roadways. Staging for mining and reclamation activities would
be on-site. According to the permit application, the applicant expects the project to
generate approximately 10-15 truck trips per day during active mining operations.
Additionally, a small number of vehicle trips to and from the site would occur to
accommodate the transport of mining/reclamation equipment, materials, and/or
personnel to and from the site.
Access to the site would be from El Capitan Way. Vehicles would proceed down a
driveway past the residence of the site property owner. Emergency vehicles would
continue to provide emergency response to the project site through the entrance on
El Capitan Way. No traffic or vehicle obstructions would occur due to mining or
reclamation activities aside from possible minor delays associated with typical ingress
and egress to the project site. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would
not interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.
This impact is less than significant.

h.

The project site is approximately 6.9 acres located in a predominantly agricultural area
supporting pasture, vineyards, orchards, and other crops. The Merced River located
south and east of the project site supports a band or native riparian forest. Short-term
mining activities on the project site and long-term maintenance of the project site as
irrigated pasture would not increase the risk of wildfire in the project vicinity. The impact,
therefore, is considered less than significant.

13

California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Hazardous Materials Sites Database, on website:
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/database/Calsites/calf2002.cfm. California State Water Resources Control Board,
GeoTracker, on website: http://www.geotracker.swrcb.ca.gov. California State Water Resources Control
Board, Enforcement Order Document Search, on website at: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/enforcement/
docs/ind/search_orders.html. California State Water Resources Control Board, Leaking Underground
Storage Tanks, on website: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb5/availabledocuments/ug_tanks/LUST.pdf.
California State Water Resources Control Board, Solid Waste Information System (SWIS), on website:
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

8.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

No Impact

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:
a.

Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements?



b.

Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (i.e., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?



c.

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?



d.

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site?



e.

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



f.

Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?



g.

Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area, as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?



h.

Place within a 100-year floodplain
structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?



i.

Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as
a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j.

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?
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Discussion
a, c, f. The 6.9-acre project site currently supports approximately one acre of sparsely
vegetated soil within two horse corrals, approximately four acres of fallow pasture, and
less than two acres of bare soil and sand deposit, soil stockpiles, access roads, and
some relatively steep slope cuts on areas that have been mined.
The majority of stormwater runoff from the project site flows south. Hydrophytic
vegetation near soil stockpiles at the southern boundary of the site suggests that much
of the runoff is currently collected in low lying areas upslope of the stockpiles. Runoff
that does leave the project site drains to the south in sheet flow across pasture land or
along an existing access road running south from the project site toward the Merced
River.
The proposed project would construct a berm along the south boundary of the project
site on relative flat ground. Soil stockpiles would be located south of this berm on
relatively flat ground and vegetated with an erosion control mix of annual grasses. A silt
fence would be installed along the southern-most boundary of the project site and would
be in place until site reclamation is complete.
Reclamation of the project site would establish irrigated pasture on flat areas and side
slopes of all areas proposed for excavation and the maintenance of the existing access
road that runs in a north/south direction on the eastern border of the project site.
Earth-moving and sand excavation activities on the project site would expose soils to
wind and water erosion. Spills or leaks from heavy equipment and machinery
(petroleum products and/or heavy metals), or in equipment staging areas could also
occur. Stormwater runoff could contain soil and sediment, hazardous constituents, or
elevated levels of contaminants, which, if not properly managed, could potentially
degrade water quality if discharged to the Merced River.
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Act) established the provisions of water
quality control within California. Additionally, the Act authorizes the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), which established effluent limitations and water
quality requirements for discharges to waters of the state. The Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) is the regulatory agency charged with
administering the NPDES program for Merced County. These activities include
administering permits, performing water quality planning and providing local enforcement
for water quality violations.
Construction activities are regulated under the NPDES General Permit (General
Construction Permit) for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff, provided that the total
amount of ground disturbance during construction occurs on one acre or more. These
requirements would apply to the proposed project because it would involve ground
disturbance on most of the 6.9-accre site. Coverage under a General Construction
Permit requires the preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and
Notice of Intent (NOI) to request coverage under the General Permit. The NOI includes
site-specific information and the certification of compliance with the terms of the General
Construction Permit. The SWPPP includes pollution prevention measures (erosion and
sediment control measures and measures to control non-stormwater discharges and
hazardous spills), demonstration of compliance with all applicable local and regional
erosion and sediment control standards, identification of responsible parties, a detailed
construction timeline, and best management practices (BMPs) monitoring and
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maintenance schedule to determine quantities of pollutants leaving the site. The
SWPPP does not have to be submitted to the CVRWQCB but must be available at each
construction project site. SWPPP BMPs are recognized as effective methods to prevent
or minimize the potential releases of pollutants into drainages, surface waters or
groundwater. Strict SWPPP compliance coupled with utilizing the appropriate BMPs
would reduce potential water quality impacts during the proposed mining and
reclamation activities.
It should be noted that implementation of the proposed project, would result in a
reduction in site runoff and the off-site transport of sediment by constructing the
proposed berm near the southern boundary of excavation area, coverage of existing and
proposed soils stockpiles with a grass mix to control erosion, installation of a silt fence,
and grading the site to remove existing slope cuts. With the implementation of the
above measures, in addition to any additional BMPs required by the NPDES permit, the
potential impact of the project on water quality standards, waste discharge requirements,
or water quality is considered to be less than significant.
b.

The proposed project would require continued use of an on-site well for dust control and
pasture irrigation purposes. This would not represent a substantial change in current
water use patterns on the project site, which, historically, has been irrigated. Therefore,
the impact on underlying groundwater supplies is considered to be less than
significant.

d, e.

As noted above, the northern half of the 6.9-acre project site currently consists of an
upper terrace supporting fallow pasture and horse corrals, dropping down to a lower
terrace to the south and approximately 14 feet lower than the upper terrace. The
proposed project would remove approximately 75,000 cubic yards of sand and/or
aggregate from the project site. The maximum depth of mining activities would be
approximately 14 feet below the existing elevation of the upper terrace. The proposed
excavation would not result in a “pit” or depression but would instead lower areas of the
upper terrace to approximately the same elevation of the lower river terrace.
The majority of stormwater runoff from the project site flows south and collects in
depressions behind existing soils stockpiles or drains to the south in sheet flow across
pasture land or along an existing access road running south from the project site toward
the Merced River. The proposed project would construct a berm along the south
boundary of the project site on relatively flat ground, which would prevent stormwater
runoff from the site entering the Merced River.
Under the proposed project, the rate of runoff from the project site would be reduced or
remain unchanged due to the construction of a berm along the southern boundary of the
excavation area. Therefore, the project would not significantly contribute to downstream
flooding conditions, or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems. For the same reasons and for reasons
described under Item 8 a, c, f above, the project would not provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, these impacts would be less than significant.

g, h.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRMs) designate areas of flood hazards. The project site is located outside of the
100-year floodplain [see Appendix A: Figure 6 (FEMA Flood Zone Map)]. Therefore, the
project would have no impact on the flow or resources within the floodplain.
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i.

The project site is located within the dam failure inundation area for the New Exchequer
Dam on Lake McClure Reservoir. However, because the project would not construct
permanent residences or other structures within this area, the project would not expose
people or structures to significant risk of flooding. Therefore, the impact is less than
significant.

j.

The project site is not located near a coastal area or a large inland body of water. There
would be no impact.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

9.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

LAND USE AND PLANNING.
Would the project:
a.

Physically divide an established
community?



b.

Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
on environmental effect?



c.

Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?



Discussion
a.

The proposed project site is private land that currently supports pasture and horse
corrals. Proposed temporary mining activities and long-term reclamation of the site as
irrigated pasture would not separate an established community. Therefore, there would
be no impact.

b.

The Merced County General Plan identifies mining activities as a type of use that may
occur in the Agriculture land use designation.14 The General Plan states: “Certain nonagricultural uses may also be found including mineral resource extraction and
processing…” The proposed mining and reclamation activities would be consistent with
the A-1 zoning district and Agricultural land use designation of the General Plan for the
proposed project site. Therefore, temporary mining activities would not conflict with
applicable land use plans, policies or regulations. Similarly, long-term reclamation of the
site for agricultural use would represent no change in historic use of the project site, nor
would it conflict with existing land use plans. Therefore, there would be no impact.

14

Merced County General Plan, p. I-13.
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c.

There are no Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Conservation Community Plans, or
other adopted plans that would conflict with the goals and objectives of the mining and
reclamation plan. Therefore, there would be no impact associated with implementing
the mining and reclamation on the project site.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

No
Impact

10.

MINERAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:

a.

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



b.

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



c.

Exceed energy demands significantly more
than the current use or conflict with energy
conservation plans?



Discussion
a, b.

The entire project site is included in an Aggregate Resource Area as defined by the
State Geologist in the 1999 Mineral Land Classification of Merced County, California.
“The highest probable use of material from this deposit is PCC-grade aggregate”. It is
classified as MRZ-2a for Sand and Gravel Resources, which means that the area is
underlain by mineral deposits where geologic data indicates that significant measured or
indicated resources are present. “Land included in MRZ-2a is of prime importance
because it contains known economic mineral deposits.”
The proposed reclamation activities would not preclude future mining at the site if it were
determined to be viable, and the anticipated end land use also would not prevent mining.
There would be no impact.

c.

The primary long-term reclamation activity would be revegetation and maintenance of
the restored areas as pasture, which would use few energy sources on a long-term
basis. The impact on energy use would be less than significant.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

11.

Less Than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

NOISE.
Would the project result in:
a.

Exposure of persons to or generation
of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?



b.

Exposure of persons to or generation
of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?



c.

A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without
the project?



d.

A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?



e.

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



f.

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?



Discussion
a,c,d. The project site is vacant and does not have any ongoing activities or operations that are
a source of noise other than operation of a groundwater pump located near the center of
the site (see Figure 2-3). Ambient noise levels on the project site would be
characterized as low. The project site is located in a rural setting, approximately
1,000 feet from the nearest public road (El Capitan Way). The site is surrounded by
agricultural parcels and some residences. It is reasonable to assume that these
generally quiet ambient conditions are periodically interrupted by noise generated by
vehicle and equipment operation on the site and neighboring properties associated with
typical agricultural operations. While present at the site on October 24, 2007, PBS&J
personnel observed the operation of all-terrain vehicles on and near the project site and
trucks and tractors on adjacent properties.
The nearest sensitive noise receptor is a residence located approximately 200 feet east
of the project site boundary. A second residence is located adjacent to the project
driveway leading to El Capitan Way. That residence is approximately 100 feet from the
driveway and just over 100 feet from El Capitan Way.
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Chapter 18.41 of the Merced County Zoning Ordinance identifies noise level
performance standards for different land use zones. According to Section 18.41.07, the
maximum noise level at the boundary line of the parcel receiving noise shall be 70 dBA
Ldn15 for Agricultural Zones.
The proposed project would operate a single front loader/excavator to excavate and load
sand into haul trucks for transport off the project site. Due to existing site topography and
topography that would be created as a result of implementing the proposed mining and
reclamation plan, excavation and loading operations would be largely out of the line of
site of the nearest resident to the east of the project. For this reason, noise levels
generated by these operations are not expected to exceed 70 dBA Ldn. In addition, haul
truck trips during mining operations would be infrequent (10-15 trucks per day) and,
therefore, noise generated by these trips is not expected to exceed 70 dBA Ldn which is
a 24-hour average measurement.
Truck-generated noise levels would not be
inconsistent with noise generated by agricultural operations in the project vicinity and
traffic noise from El Capitan Way. Following reclamation, the only other on- or off-site
project-generated noise sources would be vehicles and equipment associated with the
maintenance and operation of the horse pasture to be created by the reclamation plan.
For the reasons presented above, project impacts related to noise standards and
ambient noise levels are considered less than significant.
b.

Ground-borne vibration can be an issue when vibration causes structural damage to
existing buildings or disturbs sleep. Equipment used for mining and reclamation would
be limited to a front-loader, water truck, and haul trucks. These would not be a
permanent or substantial source of vibration for adjacent residences. The impact,
therefore, would be less than significant.

e-f.

The project site is not within an adopted airport land use plan or within two miles of a
public use airport or private airstrip. There would be no occupied land uses or new
structures built that would be required to comply with any land use restriction or interior
or exterior noise attenuation requirements. The proposed project would not expose
people working in the project area to excessive aircraft noise levels; therefore, there
would be no impact.

15

“Ldn” is the Day-Night Average Level. This measurement is a 24-hour average (Leq) with a 10-dBA “penalty”
added to noise during the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account for noise sensitivity in the evening and
nighttime. Leq, the equivalent energy noise level, is the average acoustic energy content of noise for a
stated period of time; thus, the Leq of a time-varying noise and that of a steady noise are the same if they
deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear during exposure; for evaluating community impacts, this rating
scale does not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs during the day or the night.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

12.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

POPULATION AND HOUSING.
Would the project:
a.

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



b.

Displace substantial numbers of
existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?



c.

Displace substantial numbers of
people, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?



Discussion
a.

The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in an area because
the project does not propose any physical or regulatory change that would remove a
restriction to or encourage population growth in an area including, but limited to, the
following: new or extended infrastructure or public facilities; new commercial or
industrial facilities; large-scale residential development; accelerated conversion of
homes to commercial or multi-family use; or regulatory changes including General Plan
amendments, specific plan amendments, zone reclassifications, sewer or water
annexations, or LAFCO annexation actions.
Reclamation of the project site would return the site to use as horse pasture. No homes,
businesses, roads, or infrastructure would be constructed as part of the reclamation
process. Further intensification of land use beyond that allowed by the General Plan or
zoning, if any, would be subject to City approvals and would require separate CEQA
documentation.
Workers who would carry out proposed mining and reclamation activities would likely be
residents of Merced County. No new permanent jobs would be created as a result of
reclamation.
For the above reasons, the project would have no impact on population-related growth
inducement.

b, c.

The area proposed for excavation is currently vacant and supports pasture and other
facilities related to the adjacent horse facility. The proposed project would not displace
existing people or housing, or require the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

13.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

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


a.

Fire protection?

b.

Police protection?



c.

Schools?



d.

Parks?



e.

Other public facilities?



Discussion
a.

The proposed project would involve excavation and grading of an area that currently
supports fallow pasture and horse corrals. The project site is surrounded by agricultural
properties. Proposed reclamation of the site would restore the area to irrigated pasture.
None of the proposed activities presents an elevated fire risk relative to typical
agricultural activities in the project vicinity. The impact of the project on demand for fire
services, therefore, is considered less than significant.

b.

As noted above, the proposed project would involve operation of sand mining activities
on the project site for up to five years. Upon completing of mining, the site would be
reclaimed as pasture. Neither mining/reclamation activities nor the long-term operation
of horse pasture at the project site would result in demand for additional police
protection. Therefore there would be no impact.

c-e.

End use of the project site would consist of irrigated pasture. Reclamation of the project
site would not result in the development of housing, roads, or businesses, or otherwise
increase population. Therefore, there would be no effect on the demand for schools,
parks, or other public facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

14.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

RECREATION.
a.

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



b.

Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?



Discussion
a, b.

The proposed project would not cause an increase in population, and, therefore, would
not generate an increase in demand for neighborhood or regional parks or other
recreation facilities. The site is private property, and is gated to prevent unauthorized
access. The proposed project does not include structural enhancements or other means
to facilitate recreation upon completion of reclamation, and the property would remain
privately owned with no public access. There would be no impact.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

15.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

No
Impact

TRANSPORTATION/
CIRCULATION
Would the project:
a.

Cause an increase in traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing
traffic load and capacity of the street
system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity
ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?



b.

Exceed, either individually or
cumulatively, a level of service
standard established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?



c.

Result in a change in air traffic
patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks?

P:\Projects - WP Only\51402.00 Thoreson Quarry\Final\ISMND.020508.doc



3-40

3. Environmental Checklist

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

d.

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



e.

Result in inadequate emergency
access?



f.

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g.

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?

No
Impact




Discussion
a, b.

El Capitan Way is a two-lane local roadway that provides direct access to the project site
from Santa Fe Avenue. Vehicle traffic on El Capitan includes passenger vehicles, lightduty trucks, and larger vehicles in part associated with the transport of agricultural
equipment and products. The proposed mining operations would be carried out for as
long as five years. Traffic generated by the project would include up to 10-15 round-trip
haul truck trips per day, periodic materials/equipment deliveries to the project site, and
vehicle trips to transport 1 or 2 personnel to and from the project site to conduct daily
excavation/reclamation activities. Project-related vehicle traffic would not cause an
increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections), or exceed,
either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard. Impacts would be less
than significant.

c.

The proposed project would involve sand recovery and transport, and site reclamation.
No structures would be built, and no aircraft operations would occur. Reclamation
activities would not result in a safety hazard for people working within the project site.
Therefore, there would be no impact.

d.

Approximately 10-15 haul trucks would enter and exit the project site using the private
driveway that currently serves the parcel containing the project site and horse facility.
Slow-moving agricultural equipment may be present on the local roadways that haul
trucks would use, but the number of trucks would be limited on an hourly and daily basis,
and there appear to be sufficient gaps in average traffic flow to allow safe turning
movements for trucks leaving the site. Site distances at the project site entrance are
excellent. No roadways that provide access to areas adjacent to the project site would
be changed as a result of project implementation. The project would not result in any
off-site hazards to the public, and the site would remain privately controlled. Impacts
would be less than significant.

e.

As discussed under Item 7g above, the proposed project would not temporarily or
permanently alter the design or geometrics of any public roadways. Staging for mining
and reclamation activities would be on-site. According to the permit application, the
applicant expects the project to generate approximately 10-15 truck trips per day during
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active mining operations. Additionally, a small number of vehicle trips to and from the
site would occur to accommodate the transport of mining/reclamation equipment,
materials, and/or personnel to and from the site.
Access to the site would be from El Capitan Way. Vehicles would proceed down an
driveway past the residence of the site property owner. Emergency vehicles would
continue to provide emergency response to the project site through the entrance on
El Capitan Way. No traffic or vehicle obstructions would occur due to mining or
reclamation activities aside from possible minor delays associated with typical ingress
and egress to the project site. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would
not interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.
This impact is less than significant.
f.

Parking for project workers would be readily available on the project site. There would
be no impact.

g.

All project activities, aside from the transport of sand, would occur on the project site and
would not result in any disruption to transit services, bicycle lanes, or other forms of
alternate transit. Truck traffic generated by the project would be limited to 10-15 round
trips per day and would be consistent with other traffic that currently uses local
roadways. The proposed project would not result in any population or permanent
employment growth that would affect the need for alternative transportation. Therefore,
the impact is considered less than significant.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

16.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.
Would the project:
a.

Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?



b.

Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects?



c.

Require or result in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?



d.

Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new
or expanded entitlements needed?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact



e.

Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing commitments?

f.

Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?



g.

Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?



Discussion
a,b,e. The proposed project would not generate wastewater, and no wastewater discharges
subject to Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements would be generated as a
result of mining or reclamation. There would be no impact.
c.

Please see Issue 8.c-e (Hydrology and Water Quality) of this document regarding effects
on drainage systems. The impact of the project is considered less than significant.

d.

Water to the site is supplied by a groundwater well. An irrigation system would be
installed to assist to establish and maintain pasture that would be the mine reclamation
end use. No new water service would be required on-site, and no new or expanded
water entitlements would be needed. Therefore, the impact on water supply would be
less than significant.

f, g.

The proposed project would involve excavation of sand resources and reclamation as
pasture. The proposed would not generate solid waste other than occasional trash
generated by project personnel. This would not impact local landfills or result in any
disposals that would violate solid waste statutes and regulations. The impact, therefore,
is considered less than significant.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

17.

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

No Impact

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.
a.

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

b.

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

c.

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







Discussion
a.

Implementation of the proposed project would require the excavation of sand deposits
beneath approximately 6.9 acres of land to a depth of up to 14 feet below the existing
ground surface. The project would also transport sand off-site for processing and/or
sale. Mining activities on the project site could occur for a period of up to five years.
Upon completion of the mining plan, the site would be reclaimed to irrigated pasture as
part of adjacent horse handling facilities. This initial Study identifies potential project
impacts on biological resources. However, with implementation of proposed mitigation
measures, all identified significant impacts on biological resources would be reduced to
less-than-significant levels.
This Initial Study also determined that no prehistoric or historic resources of significance
have been identified on the project site. Based on site inspections and the results of a
database search by the Central California Information Center, such resources are
unlikely to be present on the project site. Nevertheless, the potential exists for
previously undiscovered cultural resources of significance to be uncovered in the course
of proposed excavation of the project site. Therefore, measures are presented in this
Initial Study to adequately mitigate any potential impact on such resources in the event
that they are discovered during project implementation.
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3. Environmental Checklist

b.

None of the proposed reclamation or post-reclamation activities would substantially
contribute to any cumulatively significant impact on the evaluated resources. The
proposed project would not result in any unmitigated adverse project effects on air
quality, biological resources, drainage, or water quality, and there would be no
contribution to any cumulatively considerable impacts in these issue areas. There would
be no long-term loss of agricultural resources or loss of availability of a mineral resource
of value to the state, region, or locally, so there would be no cumulative effect. The
project would involve reclamation of the project site for continued agricultural use. There
would not be an adverse change in scenic value or visual quality or noise levels that
could contribute to a cumulative impact. No impacts on services or utility systems would
occur as a result of project implementation that could combine with cumulative effects
elsewhere.

c.

This initial study concludes that potential direct and indirect impacts of the proposed
project on human beings related to issues such as aesthetics, land use, noise,
population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation, and public utilities
and services would not be significant, and no mitigation is required. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure Haz 1 in this initial study is recommended to reduce potential project
impacts related to the use and handling of hazardous materials exposure to a less-thansignificant level.
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APPENDIX A
Merced County Conditional Use Permit Application 06-014

APPENDIX B
Biological Resources Data

PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED
THORESON QUARRY PROJECT SITE
Plants
Scientific Name
Amaranthus albus
Amaranthus retroflexus
Brassica nigra
Bromus catharticus
Bromus diandrus
Bromus hordeaceus
Chenopodium album
Conyza bonariensis
Conyza canadensis
Cucurbita palmata
Cynodon dactylon
Cyperus esculentus
Datura stramonium
Echinochloa crus-galli
Epilobium brachycarpum
Erodium botrys
Erodium cicutarium
Helianthus annuus
Heterotheca grandiflora
Juglans californica var. hindsii
Lactuca serriola
Malva nicaeensis
Marrubium vulgare
Oenothera laciniata
Poa annua
Polygonum arenastrum
Portulaca oleracea
Raphanus raphanistrum
Raphanus sativus
Rumex crispus
Salsola tragus
Sambucus mexicana
Setaria sp.
Solanum americanum
Sorghum halepense
Tribulus terrestris
Verbena bonariensis

Common Name
Tumbleweed
Redroot pigweed
Black mustard
Rescue grass
Rip-gut brome
Soft chess
Lamb’s quarters
Asthmaweed
Horseweed
Coyote Melon
Bermuda grass
Nutsedge
Jimson weed
Barnyard grass
Annual fireweed
Filaree
Red-stem filaree
Sunflower
Telegraph weed
N. California black walnut
Prickly lettuce
Bull mallow
Horehound
Cut-leaf evening primrose
Annual bluegrass
Common knotweed
Common purslane
Jointed charlock
Wild radish
Curly dock
Russian thistle
Blue elderberry
Nightshade
Johnsongrass
Puncturevine
Purple-top vervain
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PLANT AND WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED
THORESON QUARRY PROJECT SITE
Vicia sativa ssp. sativa
Xanthium spinosum
Wildlife
Aphelocoma californica
Callipepla californica
Carduelis psaltria
Carpodacus mexicanus
Corvus brachyrhynchos
Euphagus cyanocephalus
Mimus polyglottos
Passerculus sandwichensis
Pica nuttalli
Sceloporus occidentalis
Sialia mexicana
Zonotrichia leucophrys

Common vetch
Spiny cocklebur
Western scrub jay
California quail
Lesser goldfinch
House finch
American crow
Brewer’s blackbird
Northern mockingbird
Savannah sparrow
Yellow-billed magpie
Western fence lizard
Western bluebird
White-crowned sparrow
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CNDDB Occurrences
1, Merced kangaroo rat
2, Merced monardella
3, Northern Hardpan Vernal Pool
4, San Joaquin Valley orcutt grass
5, succulent owl's-clover
6, Swainson's hawk
7, valley elderberry longhorn beetle
8, western pond turtle
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