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ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES
3800 Cornucopia Drive, Suite C, Modesto, CA 95354
Phone: (209) 525-6700

 __________________________________________________________________________________________________________

STRIVING TOGETHER TO BE THE BEST!

CEQA INITIAL STUDY – PUBLIC DRAFT
(Adapted from 2019 CEQA Guidelines APPENDIX G Environmental Checklist Form, Final Text, Revised June 11, 2019)

1. Project title: Hunter Ranch – Installation and Operation of up to
Five Agricultural Wells and One Support Well
[Permit Application Nos. 2021-69, 2021-70, 2021-
71, 2021-72 and Two Future Permits]

2. Lead agency name and address: Stanislaus County Environmental Resources
3800 Cornucopia Way
Modesto, California 95358

3. Contact person and phone number: Shawn Conde (209) 765-3125

4. Project location: Southwest corner of Milton Road and Highway 4,
Eugene, CA

5. Project sponsor’s name and address: Shawn Conde, Conde Farms
15880 Sonora Road, Oakdale, CA 95361

6. General Plan designation: Agricultural

7. Zoning: General Agriculture (A-2-40)

8. Description of project:

Conde Farms (Applicant) plans to develop three (3) previously installed test wells and install up to three (3) additional
new irrigation wells for the planned almond orchard operations on Assessor’s Parcel Number 001-010-002 in rural
unincorporated Stanislaus County (the Site). The Site is located southwest of the intersection of State Highway 4 and
Milton Road as shown on Figures 1 and 2. The Site is zoned A-2-40, General Agriculture, and occupies approximately
635 acres.

The proposed project will be implemented in phases as described below. The three existing test well locations, the
three proposed new supply well locations, and the portions of the parcel to be served by the wells are shown on Figure
2.

¶ Phase I of the Project will consist of the conversion of two existing test wells into irrigation wells, the
conversion of a third test well into a supply well for miscellaneous incidental water supply needs (<2 acre-feet
per year [AFY]), and the long-term operation of the two irrigation wells to supply the water demand of
approximately 175 acres of orchard for a period up to approximately 20 years.

¶ Monitoring will be conducted during the initial pumping for Phase I to assess whether groundwater drawdown
is consistent with or less than the drawdown predictions presented in the Groundwater Resources Impact
Assessment (GRIA). If so, then the Project will proceed to Phase II.
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¶ Phase II of the Project will consist of construction of up to three additional irrigation wells to supply the water
demand of up to an additional 175 acres of orchard for a period up to approximately 20 years.

The Applicant submitted well permit applications and received County approvals to construct the three test wells. Test
wells PW-1 (Permit Application No. 2021-72) and PW-2 (Permit Application No. 2021-70) were constructed and will be
converted to irrigation supply wells and operated as part of the Phase I scope of work. The third test well PW-2a
(Permit Application No. 2021-72) will be operated for miscellaneous orchard operations support.

The Applicant has also submitted a well permit application (No. 2021-69) for one of the new supply wells identified as
PW-3, to be installed as part of the Phase II scope of work. The Applicant will submit up to two additional well permit
applications in the future (for proposed wells PW-4 and PW-5) as part of the Phase II scope of work. The future Phase
II wells would be operated if groundwater drawdown from the installed and operating wells is consistent with or less
than the GRIA drawdown predictions and upon approval from the County. This CEQA evaluation is considerate of the
potential two future well applications to be submitted; however, a CEQA Addendum shall be prepared to support the
additional future well permit applications at the time of their submittal to the County. The CEQA Addendum shall
confirm that the proposed well locations, construction and operation are consistent with this Project Description or,
if not, describe the proposed changes and update the resource area evaluations as applicable. In addition, the CEQA
Addendum shall identify and address any CEQA updates issued in the interim.

The proposed Project activities include: conversion of two (2) existing test wells to irrigation supply wells, conversion
of one (1) test well into a supply well for miscellaneous incidental water supply needs, construction of up to three (3)
new irrigation supply wells, construction of up to six (6) well pads with electrical sources, installation of well pumps,
and long-term operation of the wells to support up to 350 acres of orchard operations. The proposed Project will
support agricultural use of the Site, consistent with the A-2 (General Agriculture) zoning (Stanislaus County Code
21.20), and consistent with the declared policy of Stanislaus County to “encourage the development and improvement
of its agricultural land for the production of food and other agricultural products” (Stanislaus County Code 9.32.020
A). However, the planned orchard is not part of the proposed Project as it is consistent with the County A-2-40
designated zoning purpose (County Code 21.20.010), does not require land use permits (County Code 21.20.030 and
21.20.040), and does not require land division (County Code 21.20.050).

The proposed conversion of existing test wells to operate as supply wells and installation of new irrigation supply wells
are subject to the requirements included in the Stanislaus County Water Wells Ordinance (Stanislaus County Code
Chapter 9.36) and the Groundwater Ordinance (Stanislaus County Code Chapter 9.37); with the exception of the
miscellaneous supply well which is exempt from Chapter 9.37 as it is considered de minimis (< 2 AFY) per County Code
9.37.0301. The Stanislaus County Department of Environmental Resources (DER) must exercise discretion to determine
if conversion of the existing three (3) test wells and installation of up to three (3) new irrigation supply wells will meet
the requirements of the County Water Wells and Groundwater ordinances.

This Initial Study was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to specifically
evaluate compliance with the County Water Wells and Groundwater ordinances and is aligned with the Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)2 adopted by the County in 2018. The PEIR evaluated potential impacts to
environmental resources associated with implementation of the County’s discretionary well permitting and

1 This well is not exempt under Chapter 9.36 and is therefore part of the CEQA evaluation.
2 Jacobson James & Associations, 2018. Program Environmental Impact Report, Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program, Stanislaus
County, California. June 11.
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management program. The PEIR determined that implementation of the well permitting program would result in less
than significant impacts to 12 of the 17 environmental resource areas requiring consideration under CEQA at the time
of the PEIR preparation, and less than significant impacts with mitigation measures applied for the remaining five
resource areas. This Initial Study evaluates potential impacts to those five resource areas that were identified to
require further analysis: Biological, Cultural, Geology/Soils, Hydrology/Water Resources and Noise. In addition, this
Initial Study evaluates potential impacts to the additional resource areas added through CEQA updates since the PEIR
was prepared: Tribal Cultural added per the 2018 CEQA update, Energy and Wildfire added per the 2019 CEQA update.

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: Agriculture

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g.,
permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.):

None

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1: Site Location and Land Use Map
Figure 2: Proposed Site Development

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1: Flow Charts
Attachment 2: Biological Resources Survey
Attachment 3: Cultural Resource Record Search Report
Attachment 4: Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
“Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

ᵟAesthetics ᵟGreenhouse Gas Emissions ᵟ Public Services

ᵟ Agriculture & Forestry Resources ᵟ Hazards & Hazardous Materials ᵟ Recreation

ᵟ Air Quality Ἠ Hydrology / Water Quality ᵟ Transportation / Traffic

ἨBiological Resources ᵟ Land Use / Planning Ἠ Tribal Cultural Resources

Ἠ Cultural Resources ᵟ Mineral Resources ᵟ Utilities / Service Systems

ᵟ Energy ᵟ Noise ᵟ Wildfire

Ἠ Geology / Soils ᵟ Population / Housing ᵟ Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

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

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

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

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

Signature Date
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the information
sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the
referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls
outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as
general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-
level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, than the checklist answers must indicate
whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant
Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially
Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must
describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures
from Section XVII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced).

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately
analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.

Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and adequately
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe the
mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address
site-specific conditions for the project.

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g.,
general plans, zoning ordinances). References to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a
reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be
cited in the discussion.

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally address
the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9) The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) the significant criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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I. AESTHETICS -- Except as provided in Public Resource Code
Section 21099, would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

X

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

X

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

Discussion: A Program level Initial Study completed in 2016 (2016 IS) determined that potential impacts to aesthetic
resources associated with wells constructed or operated under the Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting
Program are less than significant. The 2016 IS was completed to scope a Program Environmental Impact Report that was
subsequently completed in 2018 (2018 PEIR). The 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR findings are applicable to Aesthetics at locations
throughout Stanislaus County (including the Site location for this proposed Project). The 2016 IS findings are applicable to
unincorporated areas of Stanislaus County that are not under the jurisdiction of a public water agency. The proposed
Project meets these criteria, therefore the findings from the 2018 PEIR are applicable to the proposed Project.

Note: The questions included in the above table reflect updates contained in the 2019 version of Appendix G that were
not contained in the version of Appendix G used for the 2016 IS or 2018 PEIR. Specifically, potential impacts to “non-
urbanized areas” are specified, and “public views” are clearly defined. These minor changes do not affect the “less than
significant finding” for the proposed Project, and no further consideration of potential impacts to this resource is
warranted.

Views from near the Site are primarily agricultural and rangeland. The addition of Project pump house pads and the
subsequent agricultural use of the Site would not affect the open-space scenic quality of the views in the area and will be
consistent with agricultural vistas. The aesthetic impacts related to the project are less than significant.

Mitigation: None.

References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study - Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining
whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts
to forest resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of
forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment
Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. --
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

X

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

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

X

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

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

X

Discussion: Findings from the 2016 IS indicated that construction or operation of wells under the County’s Discretionary
Well Permitting Program will result in no impact related to items “c” and “d” listed in the above checklist, and a less than
significant impact for item “b”. Further, findings from the 2018 PEIR indicated that impacts associated with items “a” and
“e” are also less than significant.

Findings from the 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR are applicable to Agriculture and Forest Resources at locations throughout
Stanislaus County (including the Site location for this proposed Project). The 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR are applicable to the
proposed Project, which is located in an unincorporated area in Stanislaus County that is not under the jurisdiction of a
public water agency.

The Project Site is not identified as any type of Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, and the land will not
be converted to non-agricultural use. In Stanislaus County, only parcels that are located within a designated agricultural
preserve may be enrolled under a Williamson Act contract. The Stanislaus County Agricultural Preserve was amended on
October 20, 1970 to include all lands within the A-2-40 (General Agricultural) zoning district. The proposed Project will
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support agricultural use of the Site, consistent with the A-2-40 (General Agriculture) zoning (Stanislaus County Code
21.20); and consistent with the declared policy of Stanislaus County to “encourage the development and improvement of
its agricultural land for the production of food and other agricultural products” (Stanislaus County Code 9.32.020 A). The
future agricultural operations are to be consistent with accepted customs and standards, per Stanislaus County Code
9.32.050. Therefore, the proposed Project is expected to result in a less than significant impact to agricultural and forest
resources and no further consideration of potential impacts to this resource is warranted.

Mitigation: None.

References:
California Department of Conservation. California Important Farmland Finder.
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/. Accessed December 2021.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.

Stanislaus County Code Title 21 Chapter 21.20 Zoning
http://qcode.us/codes/stanislauscounty/view.php?topic=21-21_20-21_20_010&frames=on. Accessed December 2021.

Stanislaus County Code Title 9 Chapter 9.32 Agricultural Land Policies.
https://qcode.us/codes/stanislauscounty/view.php?topic=9-9_32-9_32_020&frames=on. Accessed December 2021.

Stanislaus County. Planning and Community Development – Planning Division, Williamson Act.
https://www.stancounty.com/planning/pl/williamson-act.shtm



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist – PUBLIC DRAFT Page 9

III. 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:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

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

X

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? X

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

Discussion: According to 2018 PEIR, construction and operation of wells under the County’s Discretionary Well Permitting
Program will result in less than significant impacts to air quality related to items “a” through “d” in the above checklist.
These findings are applicable to the proposed Project, which is located in an unincorporated area of Stanislaus County
that is not under the authorization of a public water agency.

It is worth noting that checklist items “a” through “d” in the table above reflect updates to Appendix G that were not
included in the version of Appendix G used in the 2018 PEIR. Specifically, references to ozone, dust, and air quality
standards are no longer included in the checklist. These changes do not affect the less than significant findings for the
proposed Project for a well construction and operation.

The air quality impacts from the Project include the short duration emissions from routine equipment such as drill rigs,
concrete trucks, and support vehicles, motor vehicles traveling to and from the Site as well as fugitive dust generated by
travel on unpaved roads. Air impacts associated with the construction of a typical well were examined in the PEIR and
determined to be less than significant. The construction of up to three new irrigation supply wells is proposed in Phase II
of the Project. There will be less than significant impact as the construction of three additional wells will be done
consecutively, and as estimated in the PEIR, emissions will be under the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(SJVAPCD) threshold of 100 pounds per day threshold of criteria pollutant (PEIR – Appendix E – Section 2.0).

The Project will support the future enhanced agricultural use of the Site, and it is noted that air quality impacts related to
agricultural operations from orchard development and operations. The SJVAPCD requires agricultural operators to comply
with a variety of regulations designed to limit air quality impacts from agricultural operations. Future agricultural
operations related to the proposed project would be subject to these requirements.

The proposed Project will not directly or indirectly conflict with or obstruct air quality plans nor contribute to a violation
of air quality standards. Impacts related to air quality for the Project are anticipated to be less than significant.

Mitigation: None.

References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.
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Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

X

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

X

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

X

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

X

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

X

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

X

Discussion:

According to the 2016 IS, the construction and operation of wells under the County’s Discretionary Well Permitting Program
will have no impact with respect to items “d” and “f” in the above checklist. For items “a”, “b”, “c”, and “e”, the 2018 PEIR
determined that impacts are less than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, and BIO-4 below.
It is worth noting that implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1a and BIO-4 is complete.

Per Mitigation Measure BIO-1a, a desktop biological survey was conducted. The survey encompassed 120+/- square miles
surrounding the site. The Site location within the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) is provided in Attachment B
of the Biological Assessment Report included as Attachment 2. A field survey was also conducted, which consisted of driving
and walking through the Site, making observations of habitat conditions. The Site was searched for special-status species and
suitable habitat for special-status species. Special-status species plants and animals that were considered to potential occur
at the site include: Colusa grass, Greene’s tuctoria, Swainson’s hawk, Tricolored blackbird, Burrowing owl, Pallid bat, California
tiger salamander, Giant garter snake, California red-legged frog, Western spadefoot, Delta smelt, Vernal pool fairy shrimp,
Conservancy fairy shrimp, Vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and Valley elderberry longhorn beetle. Per the biological resources
survey (Attachment 2 – Table 3), it is unlikely special status plants occur in the Site and the likelihood of special species wildlife
is very low. Less than significant impacts are anticipated related to fish, wildlife species, or plant and animal communities.
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The surveys also identified potential Waters of the US or wetlands, including several seasonal wetlands, at the Site. A few
intermittent creeks and a short section of Smith Creek are also located on the Site. Proposed Project activities include the
complete avoidance of aquatic resources located on the Site, including implementation of 30 foot buffers between new
orchard blocks and any delineated aquatic resources. If avoidance of the potential Waters of the U.S or wetlands is
unavoidable, permits may be needed from the Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and/or
the Regional Water Quality Control Board prior to the placement of any fill material.

Based on the Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment (GRIA), groundwater levels in the Project area are 100 feet or more
below ground surface. The seasonal wetlands located on the site are not expected to be connected to the water table. Since
drawdown occurs at the water table, groundwater drawdown based on the pumping scenarios outlined in the GRIA, would
not be expected to interfere with these wetlands. Maximum drawdown between the two outlined scenarios over the course
of three months is modeled to be between 60 and 64 feet, while maximum drawdown over 20 years is modeled to be between
35 and 58 feet. The data reviewed do not indicate a connection between wetlands and the regional water table, no impacts
to these wetlands are anticipated as a result of the pumping scenarios outlined in the GRIA.

If ground-disturbing activities take place between February 1 and September 15, in accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO-
1b, a pre-construction survey will be conducted by a qualified biologist, and buffers will be observed, if warranted, as described
in Mitigation Measure BIO-1b, outlined below.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a. A qualified biologist shall investigate the potential presence or absence of sensitive habitats and
wetlands, and special-status plants or wildlife in areas that will be disturbed by well construction or conversion of rangelands
to cultivated use that is made possible by the well, prior to well permit approval or project implementation. Documentation
could involve any of these tasks:

Desktop review of existing site records through the county records and general plan, California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB), California Native Plant Society (CNPS) inventory, environmental documents and surveys to determine likelihood of
occurrence near (within ½ mile) the well site, any rangeland converted to cultivated agricultural use that is supplied by the
well, and any related construction areas.

¶ Conduct field reconnaissance. A field reconnaissance survey shall be conducted, including a habitat assessment to
determine whether suitable conditions exist for special-status species.

¶ Determine the need for additional species-specific surveys or wetland delineation. If warranted, coordinate with
appropriate agencies (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS], California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW], or U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers [USACE]) as may be necessary to determine appropriate survey timing and effort.

Coordinate with appropriate agencies and the County as may be necessary based on the results of additional species-specific
surveys or wetland delineation to identify and implement mitigation measures as necessary to avoid, minimize, or otherwise
mitigate potential impacts to special-status species, wetlands or other habitat to a less-than-significant level

Status: Complete. See Attachment 2.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b. The applicant shall endeavor to conduct any drilling, construction work and/or ground-disturbing
activities associated with installation of the proposed well or the conversion of rangeland to cultivated agricultural use that
will be irrigated using the well during the non-breeding season of any birds and raptors protected under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (generally September 16 through January 31). If construction activities must be scheduled during the nesting season
(generally February 1 to September 15), pre-construction surveys for raptors, migratory birds, and special-status bird species
shall be done by a qualified biologist to identify active nests near the site. This shall include a buffer extending out from the
construction or disturbance area to a distance of approximately ½ mile. If active nests are found, no drilling construction
activities shall occur within 500 feet of the nest until the young have fledged and the nest is no longer active (as determined
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by the qualified biologist). Survey timing and frequency requirements differ among species; species-specific surveys should
follow all timing and frequency requirements of CDFW and USFWS. Consultation with the CDFW and/or USFWS shall occur if
required, and may result in additional requirements.

Status: To be completed, if drilling or construction activities are scheduled between February 1 and September 15.

Mitigation Measure BIO-4. Evaluate well construction permit applications to assess the potential conflicts with local policies
or ordinances that project biological resources and consider mitigation measures for significant effects on the environment
on a project-specific basis.

Status: Complete.

Mitigation: Mitigation Measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, and BIO-4, as described above. Mitigation Measures BIO-1a and BIO-4 have
been completed, and BIO-1b will proceed if warranted based on the construction schedule.

References:

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in § 15064.5? X

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

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

Discussion: According to 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR, the construction and operation of wells under the County’s Discretionary Well
Permitting Program may present potentially significant impacts to cultural resources which require further evaluation. For
items “a”, “b”, “c”, the 2018 PEIR determined that impacts are less than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures
CUL-1a, CUL-1b, and CUL-1c below.

In accordance with Mitigation Measure CUL-1a, a qualified cultural resource professional conducted a desktop review of
the project area (Attachment 3). As part of the review, a record search of the cultural resources site and project file
collection at the Central California Information Center (CCIC), California State University, Stanislaus, of the California
Historical Resources Information System, was conducted on September 9, 2021 (Record Search File No.: 11893N). As part
of this records search, the CCIC database of survey reports and overviews was consulted, as well as documented cultural
resources, cultural landscapes, and ethnic resources. Additionally, the search included a review of the following
publications and lists: California Office of Historic Preservation Historic Properties Directory, NRHP, California Office of
Historic Preservation Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, California Inventory of Historical Resources/California
Register of Historic Resources, California Points of Historical Interest, and California Historical Landmarks. A literature
search of ethnographic information, historical literature, historical maps and plats, and local historic resource inventories
was also conducted. The records search focused specifically on the proposed Project area and a 1-mile buffer centered on
the proposed Project area.

The record search identified 14 previously recorded prehistoric sites (habitation sites, villages, lithic quarries, human
remains) and two historic sites within 1-mile of the Project and no resources within the Project area. The search also
indicated that less than one percent of the Project site has been previously surveyed for cultural resources. Based on the
natural setting (location to water and geoarchaeological setting), CCIC records search results and preliminary literature
review, distribution patterns of previously recorded sites near the Project site, and previous disturbance to native soils
(i.e., agricultural activities), the Project site is assessed as having an overall moderate sensitivity for significant buried
precontact or historic archaeological resources within undisturbed native subsurface deposits. Although portions of the
Project site have been previously disturbed by agricultural discing, the action of plowing or discing can potentially expose
buried artifacts to the surface and indicate a potential for buried deposits. There is the potential to impact previously
unrecorded subsurface historical and archaeological resources. The proposed project would not include demolition,
elimination, or manipulation of an historical or archaeological resource. Implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1b
and CUL-1c will further ensure that there will be no impact to any previously unrecorded resources. Therefore, the
proposed project would not cause substantial adverse change in the significance of a known historical or archaeological
resource and impact is anticipated to be less than significant.
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The results of the CCIC record search indicate the possibility of previously unknown occurrences of sensitive cultural resources.
Existing regulations require that if human remains and/or cultural items defined by California Health and Safety Code, Section
7050.5, are inadvertently discovered, all work in the vicinity of the find would cease, and the Stanislaus County Coroner would
be contacted immediately. If the remains are found to be Native American as delineated by Health and Safety Code, Section
7050.5, the coroner would contact the NAHC by telephone within 24 hours. Less than significant impact is anticipated because
of the existing regulations and procedures regarding the discovery of human remains.

If any previously unidentified archaeological, historical or paleontological resources, or human remains are discovered during
the course of well drilling or development, Mitigation Measure CUL-1b and CUL-1c shall be implemented.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1a. For projects with anticipated ground disturbance that would extend beyond previously disturbed
soils, a qualified cultural resources professional shall investigate the potential presence of archaeological or historical
resources in the vicinity of the well, the well pad, any appurtenant access drives and electrical service lines, and any rangeland
tracts converted to cultivated agricultural use that will be irrigated by the well, through a desktop review. The review shall
include records at the Central California Information Center (CCIC), records at the University of California Berkeley Museum of
Paleontology (UCMP), a Sacred Lands File search at the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), Native American tribal
consultation, California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), and the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

Status: Completed. See Attachment 3.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1b. If it is determined through implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1a that archaeological,
historical or paleontological resources or human remains may be located on a site, or the area is judged to have a high degree
of sensitivity relative to these resources, prior to any project-related ground disturbing or construction activities, a qualified
archaeologist, historian or paleontologist (as applicable) shall conduct an archaeological/ historical/paleontological resources
survey (as applicable). If it is determined that the proposed well is in an area adjacent to or in one of these resources, the well
would be relocated and the project reconfigured to avoid substantial changes to the resource.

Status: To be scheduled to align with construction activities.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1c. If the construction staff or others observe previously unidentified archaeological, historical or
paleontological resources, or human remains during drilling or other ground-disturbing activities associated with well
construction or conversion of rangeland to cultivated agricultural use, they will halt work within a 100-foot radius of the find(s),
delineate the area of the find with flagging tape or rope (may also include dirt spoils from the find area), immediately notify
the lead agency, and retain a qualified archaeologist, historian or paleontologist (as applicable) to review the observed
resources. Construction will halt within the flagged or roped-off area. The archaeologist will assess the resource as soon as
possible and determine appropriate next steps in coordination with the lead agency. Such finds will be formally recorded and
evaluated. The resource will be protected from further disturbance or looting pending evaluation.

Status: Will be implemented, if needed.

Mitigation: Mitigation measures CUL-1b and CUL-1c as necessary.

References:
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Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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VI. ENERGY: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

X

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

Discussion: The version of Appendix G used for the 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR did not include a separate checklist for “Energy”.
Therefore, potential impacts of the proposed project is evaluated independent of the IS and PEIR for this resource area.
Construction of the proposed wells and their respective well pads would require fuel to power a drill rig, pipe truck, water
truck, forklift, cement trucks, support trucks and generators for a duration of two to three weeks at each well. This activity
is necessary to the Project and the nature and duration of construction will not result wasteful or inefficient consumption
of energy resources.

Operation of the proposed wells is necessary to support the agricultural use designated for this Site. Energy demands
associated with operation of the pumps is not wasteful or inefficient as it will reflect industry standards and allow for
future improvements and modifications. Electricity for the Project will be provided by Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E). Based on estimates from the Irrigation Training and Research Center, energy requirements to apply agricultural
irrigation water range from 103 – 174 kilowatt-hours per acre-foot (kWh/AF). Estimated groundwater extraction will be
approximately 683 acre-feet per year (AFY) for Phase I and 1,366 AFY for Phase II. Estimated energy usage of the proposed
Project based on these factors is between 70,000 and 237,000 kilowatt-hours per year, based on the low end of Phase I
use and the high end of Phase II use.

In 2015, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill 350 (SB350) to codify climate, clean energy, and energy efficiency goals. SB350
focuses on the generation of energy through renewable sources and increasing the energy efficiency of buildings. A small
maintenance pad and shelter measuring up to about 20 feet by 40 feet may be constructed at each wellhead to house
wellhead equipment. However, the construction of these pads/shelters would not conflict with or obstruct SB350 for
renewable energy or energy efficiency. In addition, the construction will allow for future modifications for improved
energy efficiency as appropriate.

In summary, the proposed project is expected to result in less than significant impacts to Energy resources.

Mitigation: None

References:

Irrigation Training and Research Center, 2003. California Agricultural Water Electrical Energy Requirements.
https://digitalcommons.calpoly.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=&httpsredir=1&article=1056&context=bae_fac.
Accessed December 2021.

California Legislative Information. 2015. SB-350 Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015. October.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160SB350 (Accessed November 2021).
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VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

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

X

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? X
iii. Seismic related ground failure, including

liquefaction? X

iv. Landslides? X
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? X
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or

that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on or off site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

X

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

X

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

X

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

Discussion: The 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR findings are applicable to Geology and Soils at locations throughout Stanislaus County
(including the Site location for this proposed Project). The 2016 IS determined that construction and operation of wells under
the County’s Discretionary Well Permitting Program would result in no impacts pertaining to items “a(i)”, and “d” through “e”
contained in the checklist above. Further, the 2016 IS determined that impacts associated with items “a(ii)” through a(iv)”
were less than significant. In addition, the 2018 PEIR determined that impacts pertaining to item “b” and “c” are less than
significant. The findings from the 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR apply to the proposed project.

The table above reflects 2019 updates to Appendix G. Specifically, item “a” now specifies “direct or indirect” impacts. The
revision to item “a” does not affect the findings from the 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR as they apply to this project.

The Project footprint (total of Phase I and II) for the proposed well construction work zones and associated well pads and
pump maintenance shelters will total approximately 0.66 acres of the approximately 635 acres comprising the Site. The Project
will not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
items “a(i)” through “a(iv)”.
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Follow-on operations related to orchard construction and operations are consistent with the land use zoning. The Site
generally slopes toward the south, with several drainages through the proposed orchard blocks. The agricultural activities that
the Project supports will be performed in a manner that will generally following the existing contours of the land and would
therefore not alter the existing drainage patterns that currently exist. No impervious surfaces would be created by the
agricultural development and activities As such, there would not be substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil from the
agricultural activities that the Project supports.

Checklist item “f” pertaining to unique paleontological or geologic resources was previously included in the “Cultural
Resources” section of Appendix G. In the event that a unique paleontological resource is encountered during ground disturbing
activities, then Mitigation Measure CUL-1b and CUL-1c identified in the PEIR will be implemented.

Mitigation: Mitigation Measures CUL-1b, and CUL-1c if necessary.

References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

X

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

X

Discussion: The 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR findings are applicable to Greenhouse Gas Emissions at locations throughout
Stanislaus County (including the Site location for this proposed Project). The 2018 PEIR indicates that construction and
operation of wells under the County’s Discretionary Well Permitting Program is expected to result in less than significant
impacts to greenhouse gas emissions. These findings from the PEIR apply to the proposed project. Therefore, potential
greenhouse gas emission impacts associated with the proposed project are presumed to be less than significant and do
not warrant further consideration.

Follow-on operations related to orchard construction would be limited to indirect emissions from the use of electricity
and infrequent motor vehicle emissions associated with installation of drip irrigation systems, planting, and routine
maintenance. Less than significant impacts are anticipated.

Mitigation: None

References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the
project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

X

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

X

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

X

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

X

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

X

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

X

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

Discussion: The 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR findings are applicable to Hazards and Hazardous Materials at locations throughout
Stanislaus County (including the Site location for this proposed Project). The 2016 IS determined there is a less than
significant impact related to checklist items “a” and “b” in the checklist above, and no impacts related to items “d” through
“f”. Further, the 2018 PEIR found that impacts pertaining to item “c” were less than significant. These program level
findings apply to the proposed project, which is located in an unincorporated area in Stanislaus County that is not under
the jurisdiction of a public water agency.

 Note: The above table reflect updates included in the 2019 version of Appendix G that were not included in the version
of Appendix G in use for the 2016 IS or 2018 PEIR. Specifically, item “e” now specifies “excessive noise” as a consideration
for projects located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport. This criteria does not change
the less than significant finding for this item; as the nature of the Project (well constructions and operations) do not result
in excessive noise. Item “g” was revised to specify consideration of “direct or indirect” impacts related to exposure to
wildland fires. The supply wells and well pads to be constructed and operated as the Project and the subsequent use of
the agricultural parcel as an orchard upon completion of the project will have minimal development – limited to the supply
wells, well pads and well housing, irrigation system, orchard and associated orchard support buildings. There will be no
overnight habitation or full-time workers, as workers will be present seasonally. As such, there will be less than significant
exposure of people or structures, directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires
with regards to item “g”.
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The proposed Project will support continued agricultural use of the Site. The follow-on operations related to orchard
construction and operations, after Project completion, will be performed in accordance with applicable rules and
regulations of the Stanislaus County CUPA and Department of Toxic Substances Control, as applicable.

Mitigation: None.

References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist – PUBLIC DRAFT Page 23

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

X

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

X

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

i. result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site? X

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

X

iii. create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;
or per IS <sig

X

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

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

X

Discussion: The Hydrology and Water Quality section included in the 2019 version of Appendix G includes numerous
revisions. As a result, findings from the 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR are addressed individually below.

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or groundwater quality? The 2018 PEIR concluded that construction and operation of wells under
the County’s Discretionary Well Permitting Program would have a less than significant impact with respect to
applicable water quality standards and waste discharge requirements. The 2018 PEIR also concluded that the
construction and operation of wells would not otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. These
findings apply to the proposed project. Therefore, a less than significant impact is assumed for this item.

Additionally:

¶ The three (3) existing test well locations (two to be developed for use as irrigation supply wells and one for
de minimis use), and the three (3) proposed future irrigation well locations meet the minimum horizontal
separation distance between well and known or potential sources of contamination requirements set forth
in the California and County Well Standards. The wells are not located within 50 feet of any sewer, 100 feet
of a septic tank, leaching field, or animal enclosure, and not within 150 feet of a cesspool or seepage pit.
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¶ The three (3) existing test wells to be developed for supply use were constructed with 20 feet surface seals;
and, the three (3) proposed wells will have surface seals not less than 20 feet – as such all proposed wells
meet the California and County Well Standards for surface seal depths to be protective of water quality.

Per the Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment (GRIA – Attachment 4), the subsequent orchard development
and operation activities will be performed in accordance with applicable rules and regulations under the General
Agricultural Water Quality Protection Orders issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board for the proposed
Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program. Based on this information, potential impacts to water quality will be less than
significant.

b. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? The 2018 PEIR
addressed this question through consideration of the following two questions that were developed for the PEIR to
align with the County’s Groundwater Ordinance and the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA):

¶ Would the project cause interference drawdown to existing wells that substantially interferes with their ability
to support existing land uses, or land uses for which permits have been granted?

¶ Would the project cause groundwater drawdown or storage depletion that will interfere with the ability of
other well operators to support existing or permitting land uses, or that would substantially increase the cost
to pump groundwater in the area.

The PEIR included the mitigation measures WAT-2 and WAT-3 to be implemented, as needed, to ensure impacts to
groundwater supplies and recharge are less than significant. Based on the phased nature of the proposed Project, an
additional mitigation measure not identified in the PEIR is identified appliable to the Project as WAT-2B.

Mitigation Measure WAT-2: Property owners and water agencies in the area where predicted drawdown exceeds 5
feet will be notified of the existence of the Interference Drawdown Monitoring and Mitigation Program, and will be
invited to register any domestic wells in the predicted 5-foot drawdown area and any municipal, industrial, or
irrigation wells in the predicted 20-foot drawdown area to participate in the program. To register for the program,
well owners will be required to complete a Well Information Questionnaire regarding the construction, use, history
and performance of their well, and to allow access for periodic measurement of water levels and assessment of well
condition and performance by the County or a neutral third party. If well performance is found to be diminished by
more than 20 percent or to be inadequate to meet pre-existing water demand due to interference drawdown,
registered participants will be eligible to receive reimbursement for reasonable and customary costs for well
replacement, deepening or rehabilitation, or pump lowering as needed to restore adequate well function. The cost of
reimbursement shall be borne by the operator of the well causing the interference in proportion to the degree of their
contribution to the drawdown that caused the diminished yield.

Status: Screening analysis completed (GRIA – Attachment 4). To evaluate potential interference drawdown impacts
associated with the proposed project, a GRIA was completed and included in the supplemental well permit application
packet. Analysis in the GRIA indicates that pumping as a result of Phase I and the expanded Phase II will result in
drawdown in nearby existing irrigation wells and domestic wells. Anticipated interference drawdown in existing
irrigation wells is not anticipated to be greater than 20 feet while predicted interference drawdown in domestic wells
is anticipated to be less than 10% of their available drawdown. These interference drawdowns are anticipated to be
less than significant and implementation of an Interference Drawdown Monitoring and Mitigation Program, as
specified in Mitigation Measure WAT-2 is not currently warranted.

However, to confirm the GRIA finding, the Project is divided into two phases and an Adaptive Management Program
will be implemented. The Applicant’s identified purpose of splitting the project into two phases is to assess the
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drawdown response of the aquifer and whether it is consistent with the effects predicted in the GRIA. Phase I involves
the conversion of two test wells to production wells for irrigation of 175 acres of almond orchard pumping at less than
the sustainable yield. Phase I includes a monitoring and adaptive management program, which will inform the extent
to which pumping may be expanded during the implementation of Phase II and allows for confirmation of the findings
in the GRIA.

The Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program will be implemented as Mitigation Measure WAT-2b (see below).
If MM WAT-2B indicates that the GRIA drawdown predictions were not correct and the MM WAT-2 trigger conditions
exist, then MM WAT-2 will apply at that time. As such MM WAT-2 is included as a contingent Mitigation Measure.

Mitigation Measure WAT-2b: A Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program shall be implemented prior to
implementation of the Project Phase 2 activities to confirm the GRIA findings. The program will include the following
components as described in the GRIA:

• A monitoring plan will be developed and provided to the Stanislaus County DER for review and approval. The plan will
describe the procedures to collect and analyze groundwater level monitoring data from two or more monitoring wells
during the initial operation of PW-1 and PW-2. Each of the monitoring wells will be fitted with a recording pressure
transducer. Drawdown data and groundwater extraction data will be gathered for a period of at least three months after
project startup.

• The observed drawdown data will be compared to drawdown data simulated using the groundwater flow model
developed for the Project and described in Section 4 of the GRIA. To this, the actual pumping rates from the initial startup
period will be simulated using the model, and the predicted drawdown response at the monitoring well locations will be
compared to the observed response. If the observed drawdown is different from the predicted drawdown, the model will
be updated as appropriate to match the observed drawdown. The updated model will then be used to assess the allowable
groundwater development extraction rate for Phase II of the Project, as follows:

o If the observed drawdown was less than or similar to the originally predicted drawdown, development of Phase II
may include up to an additional 175 acres.

O If the observed drawdown was greater than the originally predicted drawdown, the updated model will be used to
establish an allowable additional pumping volume for Phase II such that the drawdown predicted for expanded Phase
II pumping remains less than or similar to the originally predicted drawdown described in Section 4 of the GRIA.

O The outcome of the analysis will be provided to the Stanislaus County DER for review and approval.

o If the observed drawdown is greater than the MM WAT-2 thresholds, then WAT-2 will be implemented.

Mitigation Measure WAT-3: The County will identify additional Groundwater Level Management Zones in the
unincorporated, non-district portions of the County where existing groundwater level trends constitute “chronic
lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable depletion of supply if continued over the
planning and implementation horizon” as defined in Section 9.37.030(9)(a) of the Ordinance. In such areas, an
applicant proposing installation of a new discretionary well is required to submit a Groundwater Extraction Offset Plan
that describes how groundwater extraction from the well will be offset, resulting in no net additional groundwater
demand to the pumped aquifer system. Alternatively, the applicant must do a Groundwater Resources Investigation
and implement a Groundwater Level Monitoring Program that demonstrates the proposed extraction will not result
in, or contribute to, Undesirable Results as defined in the Ordinance.

Status: Screening analysis completed (GRIA – Attachment 4). Determined impacts less than significant.

The project is not located in a Groundwater Level Management Zone.
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c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would:

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

The 2018 PEIR determined that impacts associated with item “i” are less than significant with implementation of
Mitigation Measure WAT-4.

Mitigation Measure WAT-4: Applications to construct new wells shall be evaluated to assess the potential for
construction activities or conversion of previously uncultivated rangeland to change drainage patterns and result
in significant on- or off-site erosion or sedimentation. If the potential for significant erosion or sedimentation is
found to exist, the applicant will be required to prepare and submit and implement a Drainage, Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Plan.

The proposed project involves the installation of up to five new agricultural supply wells, two during Phase I and
up to three during Phase II. The wells will be completed with small concrete pads at the surface and fitted with
electrical line-shaft turbine pumps. Electrical service will be extended to the well locations. A small maintenance
pad and shelter measuring up to about 20 feet by 40 feet may be constructed at each wellhead to house wellhead
equipment including pump controls, connection valves and headers to the irrigation system, and filters and
fertigation equipment as needed.

All well installation work and associated ground disturbance will take place within areas that have already been
tilled and as such are areas of previous ground disturbance. Installation of these concrete pads and maintenance
shelters is not anticipated to result in substantial changes to surface topography, construction of slopes, or
concentration of flow. No substantial increase in the rate or amount of surface run off resulting in flooding or
substantial erosion due to the construction of the well, small concrete pads installed for the wells, or the
maintenance shelters, on or off-site is anticipated.

Existing drainage patterns at the site are not anticipated to change based on the installation of the agricultural
wells or their associated construction. Work areas for well installation are anticipated to be 50x100ft in already
disturbed areas. Final well installation involves the installation of a small concrete pad and maintenance shelter
at each well. The addition of a small impervious surface such as a small concrete pad or maintenance shelter is
not anticipated to significantly alter the drainage pattern in the area of the well installation. Therefore, a Drainage,
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, as specified under Mitigation Measure WAT-4 is not warranted for the Project
activities. The impact associated with item “i” is presumed to be less than significant.

The Site generally slopes toward the south, with several drainages through the proposed orchard blocks. The
agricultural activities that the Project supports will be performed in a manner that will generally following the
existing contours of the land and would therefore not alter the existing drainage patterns that currently exist. No
impervious surfaces would be created by the agricultural development and activities. As such, there would not be
a substantial increase in the rate or amount of surface runoff which would result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site from the agricultural activities that the Project supports. Less than significant impacts are
anticipated.

Status: Determined impacts less than significant.

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on-
or off-site?
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The 2018 PEIR determined that impacts associated with item “ii” are less than significant with implementation of
Mitigation Measure WAT-5,

Mitigation Measure WAT-5. Applications to construct new wells shall be evaluated to assess the potential for
construction activities or conversion of previously uncultivated rangeland to change drainage patterns and result
in an increase in runoff and significant on- or off-site flooding. If the potential for significant flooding is found to
exist, the applicant will be required to prepare and submit and implement a Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation
Control Plan.

The proposed Project is not expected to result in significant on- or off-site flooding because the proposed Project
will not replace the pervious soil surface with impervious surfaces (with the exception of the small well pad
footprints), the surface topography with be similar to surrounding areas.

As previously described, the Site generally slopes toward the south, with several drainages through the proposed
orchard blocks. Significant on- or off-site flooding is not expected from the agricultural activities that the Project
supports because (1) the work will be performed in a manner that will generally following the existing contours of
the land and would therefore not alter the existing drainage patterns that currently exist, (2) no impervious
surfaces would be created by the agricultural development and activities, and (3) the orchard will utilize micro
drip irrigation. Therefore, impacts associated with item ii are presumed to be less than significant, and
implementation of a Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan, as specified in Mitigation Measure WAT-
5 is not warranted.

Status: Not warranted

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

The 2016 IS determined that impacts associated with item iii above for wells permitted under the County’s
Discretionary Well Permitting Program are less than significant. These findings applied to the proposed project.

d) Would the project in a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?
The Site is not located in a tsunami or seiche zone. Construction or operation of the proposed wells does not present
a risk with respect to the release of pollutants during a flood event. Therefore, there is no impact with respect to this
question.

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan? This question was addressed in part, in the 2018 PEIR. Specifically, the 2018 PEIR
concluded that wells permitted under the County’s Discretionary Well Permitting Program would have a less than
significant impact with respect to degradation of water quality in excess of water quality objectives for beneficial uses
identified in the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Water Quality Plan.

Stanislaus County’s Groundwater Ordinance is deliberately aligned with the requirements of Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA). Under the Ordinance, unless otherwise exempt, an applicant that wishes to install a new
groundwater well must first provide substantial evidence the well is not unsustainably extracting groundwater as
defined in the Ordinance and in SGMA. Based on the GRIA (Attachment 4) supplied by the applicant, the proposed
project does not appear to conflict with or obstruct the implementation of a sustainable groundwater management
plan. Therefore, no conflicts with the Stanislaus County’s Groundwater Ordinance are anticipated.

Mitigation: Mitigation Measures WAT-2 (contingent on findings of WAT-2b) and WAT-2b (to be implemented by the
applicant prior to operating PW-1 and PW-2).
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References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.

California State Well Standards, Bulletins 74-81 and 74-90. https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-
Management/Wells/Well-Standards/Combined-Well-Standards. Accessed December 2021.
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 __________________________________________________________________________________________________________

STRIVING TOGETHER TO BE THE BEST!

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

a. Physically divide an established community? X
b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict

with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

X

Discussion: The 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR findings are applicable to Land Use and Planning at locations throughout Stanislaus
County (including the Site location for this proposed Project). The findings from the 2016 IS determined that construction
and operation of wells under the County’s Discretionary Well Permitting Program would not result in the physical division
of an established community. Further, the 2018 PEIR determined a less than significant impact due to a conflict with a
land use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. These
findings apply to the proposed project. Therefore, impacts to land use and planning associated with the proposed project
are expected to be less than significant and no further consideration of this resource area is warranted.

The proposed Project will support agricultural use of the Site, consistent with the A-2-40 (General Agriculture) zoning
(Stanislaus County Code 21.20), and consistent with the declared policy of Stanislaus County to “encourage the
development and improvement of its agricultural land for the production of food and other agricultural products”
(Stanislaus County Code 9.32.020 A). However, the planned orchard is not part of the proposed Project as it is consistent
with the County A-2-40 designated zoning purpose (County Code 21.20.010), does not require land use permits (County
Code 21.20.030 and 21.20.040), and does not require land division (County Code 21.20.050).

The proposed Project will support continued agricultural use of the Site, consistent with the County Code A-2-40 zoning
(General Agricultural) and the agricultural use does not require land use permits (County Code 21.20.030 and 21.20.040)
and does not require land division (County Code 21.20.050). This agricultural use will not divide an established community
and does not conflict with any of the goals of the Land Use Element of the Stanislaus County General Plan. No impacts
related to land use and planning are anticipated as a result of the proposed Project or the subsequent agricultural land
use.

Mitigation: None

References:

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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Stanislaus County, 2015. Stanislaus County General Plan, Chapter One - Land Use Element. Adopted August 23, 2016.
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XII. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

X

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

X

Discussion: The 2016 IS determined that construction and operation of wells under the County’s Discretionary Well
Permitting Program would result in no impacts to items “a” or “b” above. These findings apply to the proposed project.
No additional consideration is required with respect to mineral resources.

The area encompassing the Project was designated as Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ)-3a in the Mineral Land Classification
of Stanislaus County Special Report 173. A designation of MRZ-3a indicates an area containing known mineral occurrences
of undetermined mineral resource significance and further exploration work within these areas could result in the
reclassification of specific localities into MRZ-2a or MRZ-2b categories. In the event that mineral resources are located at
the proposed Project, proposed activities would not interfere with the potential extraction of a mineral resource. No
impacts are anticipated.

Mitigation: None

References:
California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 1993. Mineral Land Classification of Stanislaus
County, California, Special Report 173. Higgins, C., Dupras, D. 1993.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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XIII. NOISE -- Would the project result in: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

X

b. Generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels? X

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

X

Discussion: The 2016 IS findings are applicable to Noise at locations throughout Stanislaus County (including the Site
location for this proposed Project). The 2016 IS determined that construction or operation of wells under the County’s
Discretionary Well Permitting Program would have no impact related to item “b” in the checklist above. The no impact
determination for item ‘b” applies to the proposed project.

The table above reflects updates included in the 2019 version of Appendix G that were not considered when the 2016 IS
or 2018 PEIR were completed. Specifically, item “c” was updated to include consideration of a project’s proximity to a
private airstrip. The 2016 IS concluded there was no impact associated with item “c”.

Item “a” essentially combines two items included in the previous version of Appendix G that had considered ambient noise
levels and local noise standards separately. The 2018 PEIR determined that impacts pertaining to increases in ambient
noise levels and generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in a local plan or ordinance are less than
significant. The Project will support continued agricultural use of the Site and the planned orchard operations. The Project
and the subsequent agricultural activities will take place more than 200-feet from nearby sensitive receptors on non-
agriculturally zoned parcels therefore implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 from the PEIR is not warranted. There
are no sensitive receptors within 1-mile of the site. Additionally, agricultural activity is exempt from the Stanislaus County
Noise Control Ordinance per County Code 10.46.080 H. In summary, noise impacts associated with the proposed project
are presumed to be less than significant.

Mitigation: None.

References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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Stanislaus County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan adopted October 6, 2016
http://www.stancounty.com/planning/agenda-aluc/draft_alucp.pdf (Accessed October 2021)

Stanislaus County Noise Control Ordinance. http://qcode.us/codes/stanislauscounty/?view=desktop&topic=10-10_46-
10_46_010
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

X

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

X

Discussion: The 2016 IS findings are applicable to Population and Housing at locations throughout Stanislaus County
(including the Site location for this proposed Project). The findings from the 2016 IS indicate that construction and
operation of wells under the County’s Discretionary Well Permitting Program will have a less than significant impact on
population growth and no impact on displacement of homes. These findings apply to the proposed project, which is
located in an unincorporated area in Stanislaus County that is not under the jurisdiction of a public water agency. No new
homes are planned as part of the installation and operation of the proposed orchard, and the orchard will convert current
rangeland to farmland, no impacts to population and housing are anticipated.

Note: Items “a” and “b”, as presented in the table above reflect 2019 updates to Appendix G. Specifically, item “a” is
updated to specify “unplanned” population growth and item “b” considers displacement of “existing people”, in addition
to homes. These updates to Appendix G do not result in a change in the impact determination for this resource area.
Impacts to population and housing presumed to be less than significant and do not warrant further consideration.

Mitigation: None.

References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES – Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

a) Would the project result in the 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:
Fire protection? X
Police protection? X
Schools? X
Parks? X
Other public facilities? X

Discussion: The 2016 IS findings are applicable to Public Services at locations throughout Stanislaus County (including the
Site location for this proposed Project). Findings from the 2016 IS determined that construction and operation of wells
permitted under the County’s Discretionary Well Permitting Program would result in less than significant impacts to the
public services specified under “a” in the table above. Findings from the 2016 IS apply to the proposed project. Therefore,
potential impacts to public services associated with the proposed project are presumed to be less than significant and do
not warrant further consideration.

The Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District provides fire protection services to the unincorporated area of northern
Stanislaus County, which includes the Project area. The Site is not serviced by an irrigation district. No new public service
facilities are proposed as part of the Project or the subsequent agricultural activities at the Site. No impacts are anticipated.

Mitigation: None.

References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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XVI. RECREATION – Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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?

X

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

X

Discussion: The 2016 IS findings are applicable to Recreation at locations throughout Stanislaus County (including the Site
location for this proposed Project). Findings from the 2016 IS indicate that construction and operation of wells under the
County’s Discretionary Well Permitting Program has a less than significant impact on use of existing recreational facilities
and not result in additional recreational facilities. These findings apply to the proposed project. Therefore, potential
impacts to recreation resources associated with the proposed project are presumed to be less than significant and do not
warrant further consideration.

No new recreational facilities are proposed as part of the Project or the subsequent agricultural activities at the Site. No
impacts are anticipated.

Mitigation: None.

References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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XVII. TRANSPORATION -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

X

b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? X

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

X

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? X

Discussion: The 2016 IS findings are applicable to Transportation at locations throughout Stanislaus County (including the
Site location for this proposed Project). Findings from the 2016 IS indicate that the construction and operation of wells
under the Count’s Discretionary Well Permitting Program would have no impact related to transportation resources. These
findings apply to the proposed Project.

The Project Site is adjacent to CA State Route 4. Transportation through the subsequent orchard will occur on existing dirt
and gravel ranch roads. No new transit roadways or pedestrian and bicycle facilities are proposed for this Project. No
negative impacts to emergency access are anticipated, and any new access roads that are built as part of the proposed
project will improve emergency access to the site. No impacts are anticipated.

Note: Items “a” through “d” included in the above table reflect 2019 updates to Appendix G. Updates included deleting
two questions and simplifying item “b”. These updates to not change the determination that the proposed Project would
have no impact on transportation, and no further evaluation of this resource area is warranted.

Mitigation: None.

References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

X

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

X

Discussion: The version of the Appendix G IS Checklist in use when the 2016 IS and 2018 PEIR were completed did not include
a separate section to address potential impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources. Therefore, the items above are addressed
specifically in this section. The construction and operation of wells under the County’s Water Wells and Groundwater
ordinances may present potentially significant impacts to tribal cultural resources which require further evaluation.

Tetra Tech contacted the NAHC on September 8, 2021 and requested that the NAHC conduct a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search
for the proposed Project area. The NAHC replied on October 23, 2021, that the SLF results were negative for the Project area.
As of October 29, 2021, no tribes have requested notification per Assembly Bill 52.

As mentioned in the prior Cultural Resources section, a qualified cultural resource professional conducted a record search
via the CCIC. The record search identified 14 previously recorded prehistoric sites (habitation sites, villages, lithic quarries,
human remains) and two historic sites within 1-mile of the Project and no resources within the Project. The search also
indicated that less than one percent of the Project site has been previously surveyed for cultural resources. Based on the
natural setting (location to water and geoarchaeological setting), CCIC records search results and preliminary literature
review, distribution patterns of previously recorded sites near the Project site, and previous disturbance to native soils
(i.e., agricultural activities), the Project site is assessed as having an overall moderate sensitivity for significant buried
precontact or historic archaeological resources within undisturbed native subsurface deposits. Although portions of the
Project site have been previously disturbed by agricultural discing, the action of plowing or discing can potentially expose
buried artifacts to the surface and indicate a potential for buried deposits. Therefore, there is a possibility that buried
archaeological deposits may be encountered during Project-related subsurface excavation within undisturbed native soils
(e.g., Holocene age deposits). If construction ground disturbance depths range within native soils, there would be a
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potential to impact previously unrecorded subsurface archaeological resources. Therefore, mitigation measures CUL-1b
and -1c were identified.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1b of the 2018 PEIR involves having a qualified individual present for ground disturbing and
construction related activities in case unanticipated resources are uncovered. Implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1b
and CUL-1c will further ensure that there will be no impact to any previously unrecorded resources. Therefore, the proposed
project would not cause substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource and impact is anticipated
to be less than significant.

Mitigation: Mitigation measures CUL-1b, and CUL-1c as necessary.

References:

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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IXX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project:  Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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

X

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

X

c. Result in 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?

X

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards,
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?

X

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

Discussion: The 2016 IS findings are applicable to Utilities and Service Systems at locations throughout Stanislaus County
(including the Site location for this proposed Project). The 2016 IS determined that construction and operation of wells
under the County’s Discretionary Well Permitting Program would have no impacts related to items “a”, “c”, and “e” in the
table above. Further, the 2018 PEIR identified a less than significant impact associated with item “b” above. These
determinations apply to the proposed Project. Estimates provided in the GRIA also indicate that adequate groundwater
supplies exist in the aquifer to supply the Project’s needs.

Note: The table above reflects updates included in the 2019 version of Appendix G. Specifically, item “d” was not included
as written in the 2016 IS or the 2018 PEIR, so it is addressed in the discussion below.

Electricity for the Project will be provided by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). Beyond establishing access to
electricity by wooden power poles westward from Milton Road, installation and operation of the proposed orchard would
not require additional utility infrastructure. No relocation of utility systems is proposed as part of the project.

No additional wastewater or solid waste demands are anticipated as a result of the Project or the or the subsequent
agricultural uses of the Site. Any potential future orchard wastewater and solid waste activities would be done in
compliance with the Modesto CUPA, DTSC and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) rules and
regulations.

In summary, impacts to utilities and service systems associated with the proposed Project are less than significant, and no
further consideration of this resource area is warranted.

Mitigation: None.
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References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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XX. WILDFIRE – Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan? X

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

X

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

X

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

X

Discussion: The Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District provides fire protection services to the unincorporated area of
northern Stanislaus County, which includes the Project area. State Responsibility Areas are boundaries adopted by the
Board of Forestry and Fire Protection. These designated State Responsibility Areas are areas where the California
Department of Forestry and Fire (CAL FIRE), has a financial responsibility for fire suppression and prevention. These
designated areas can be determined through review of the Stanislaus County Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps for State
Responsibility Area and Local Responsibility Area (CAL FIRE, 2007a and 2007b). Review of the Stanislaus County Fire Hazard
Severity Zone Maps for State Responsibility Area and Local Responsibility Area indicate the proposed Project is located in
a State Responsibility Area and located in an area of moderate fire hazard severity.

The proposed Project would not impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

The Site is in a grassland environment. Routine fire prevention BMPs for construction activities will be implemented
consistent with industry standards to prevent exposure of project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or uncontrolled spread of wildfire. The BMP include:

¶ Before each work day, review CalFire and National Weather Service alerts for potential critical weather
and dry conditions conducive to increased wildfire potential.

¶ Have clearly defined ingress and egress routes.
¶ Restrict smoking to inside vehicles or a clearly defined location with a water based cigarette receptacle,

and cleared of dry vegetation.
¶ Restrict vehicles from driving or parking on dry vegetation.
¶ If driving over vegetation is necessary, wet and remove the vegetation.
¶ Wet dry areas before commencing activities, and wet throughout the day, as appropriate.
¶ Have water sources available and require operators to carry fire extinguishers in their vehicles – in good

working order and with current monthly and annual inspections.
¶ Assign on person as the Working Fire Watch, to monitor for fire ignitions at the jobsite while performing

normal work duties.



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist – PUBLIC DRAFT Page 43

The proposed Project includes extending power via new power poles west from Milton Road, with spacing ranging
300 to 500 ft apart. Electricity for the Project will be provided by PG&E. During periods of extreme weather, PG&E
may temporarily turn power off to fire prone areas, which indirectly aids in the mitigation of wildfires at the Site.

Based on these findings, there would be less than significant impact.

Mitigation: None

References:

California Department of Forestry and Fire (CAL FIRE), 2007a. Stanislaus County Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps in State
Responsibility Area. November 7. https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/divisions/wildfire-prevention-planning-engineering/wildland-
hazards-building-codes/fire-hazard-severity-zones-maps/ (Accessed May 4, 2020).

Cal Fire, 2007b. Stanislaus County Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility Area. October 3.
https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/divisions/wildfire-prevention-planning-engineering/wildland-hazards-building-codes/fire-
hazard-severity-zones-maps/ (Accessed May 4, 2020).
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With
Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No Impact

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?

X

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.)

X

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

X

Discussion: Based on the evidence provided in this initial study, potential impacts related to mandatory findings of
significance that are associated with the proposed Project are presumed to be less than significant. The Project and
subsequent agricultural use actions involve avoiding aquatic resources, including 30 ft buffers between orchard blocks
and delineated aquatic resources. Per the biological resources survey (Attachment 2), it is unlikely special status plants
occur in the Site and the likelihood of special species wildlife is very low. Less than significant impacts are anticipated
related to fish, wildlife species, or plant and animal communities per the Biological Resources discussion. Any potentially
significant impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels through the implementation of the mitigation
measures, as necessary, described in Section IV – Biological Resources, Section V – Cultural Resources, and Section X –
Hydrology and Water Quality.

The GRIA (Attachment 4) indicates that 5-feet of drawdown would extend approximately 1.1 miles from the Site during
Phase I after 20 years of pumping, and about 2.5 miles from the Site if Phase II were implemented. Drawdown exceeding
20-feet is limited to 0.15 miles south and southwest of the Site during Phase I and Phase II. Per the GRIA, “a monitoring
and adaptive management program will be implemented during the early part of Phase I pumping and provide an
evaluation and feedback mechanism that helps assure that groundwater extraction remains within the local sustainable
yield, and does not cause or contribute to undesirable results.” Additionally, per the GRIA, groundwater levels in the area
have remained relatively stable despite the agricultural activities occurring in the area. The monitoring proposed as part
of the phasing of the Project will ensure that the implementation of the proposed Project will not result in adverse
cumulative effects. Less than significant cumulative impacts are anticipated due to the proposed project.

As presented in this initial study, all potential impacts associated with the proposed Project would be reduced to less than
significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures for 5 of the 20 resource areas: Biological Resources, Cultural
Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Tribal Cultural Resources. The proposed Project would
not be expected to result in a considerable cumulative contribution to impacts on the environment with adherence to
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applicable regulations and mitigation measures described in this initial study. As such, the proposed Project would result
in a less than significant cumulative impact.

Additionally, the proposed Project is located in a rural portion of Stanislaus County and will not have a substantial adverse
effect on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

Mitigation: None.

References:
Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2018. Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program. Prepared for Stanislaus County Department
of Environmental Resources. June 11.

Jacobson James & Associates, Inc. and Tetra Tech, Inc., 2016. Initial Study Discretionary Well Permitting and
Management Program, Stanislaus County, California. October 3.
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https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/498
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http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx







































































































































































































































































































































	Cover Page
	Appendix G Checklist

	Crop TypeRow3: 
	Date Range of DataRow3: 
	Peak Da i ly Demand GPMRow4: 
	Irr i gated AcresRow5: 
	Distance and Direction from Proposed WellRow2: 
	Irr i gat i on Season Length daysRow3: 
	Average Annua l Demand AFYRow3: 
	D Estimated annual extraction volume: Ph 1: 191 M
	Irr i gat i on System TypeRow3: 
	Date Range of DataRow1: 2016 - 2021
	Peak Da i ly Demand GPMRow5: 
	Lowest Groundwater Level and DateRow2: 
	Irr i gat i on System TypeRow5: 
	Peak Da i ly Demand GPMRow6: 
	Irr i gated AcresRow4: 
	Max i mum Monthly Demand MGMRow5: 
	Average Annua l Demand AFYRow5: 
	Data Adequate_7: Off
	Irr i gated AcresRow3: 
	Irrigation: On
	Data Adequate_6: Off
	Crop TypeRow6: 
	For County Use Only Data Adequate Yes No Comments_7: 
	F Estimated cumulative extraction volume in 20 years: Ph1:3825 M
	Industrial: Off
	Data Adequate_5: Off
	Irr i gat i on Season Length daysRow5: 
	Irr i gat i on Season Length daysRow4: 
	B Estimated pumping rate of proposed well: 500-1,000
	Max i mum Monthly Demand MGMRow4: 
	Average Annua l Demand AFYRow4: 
	Irr i gat i on System TypeRow4: 
	H Size of area to be served by the well: Ph1:175
	For County Use Only Data Adequate Yes No Comments_2: 
	For County Use Only Data Adequate Yes No Comments_6: 
	Max i mum Monthly Demand MGMRow3: 
	Date Range of DataRow2: 
	D If the cumulative extraction volume after 20 years exceeds 10 of available: Ph1: 34%; Ph2: 68%
	E Estimated cumulative extraction volume prior to January 1 2022: 0
	Lowest Groundwater Level and DateRow3: 
	Average Annua l Demand AFYRow6: 
	sensitive infrastructure: 0
	Distance and Direction from Proposed WellRow1: 1.4 miles southeast
	Stock: Off
	IX Surface Water Depletion:   
	Data Adequate_2: Off
	Lowest Groundwater Level and DateRow1: 84.4 on 3/27/17
	Municipal: Off
	Well IDRow1: McCurley Well
	For County Use Only Data Adequate Yes No Comments_8: 
	Data Adequate_9: Off
	Irr i gat i on Season Length daysRow6: 
	For County Use Only Data Adequate Yes No Comments_10: 
	Data Adequate_8: Off
	Crop TypeRow4: 
	Domestic: Off
	Distance and Direction from Proposed WellRow3: 
	Irr i gated AcresRow6: 
	Other describe: Off
	Max i mum Monthly Demand MGMRow6: 
	acres: 
	Irr i gat i on System TypeRow6: 
	Size of contiguous owned property on which the well is located: 635
	C Divide the cumulative groundwater extraction volume for the first 20 years of well: N/A
	ft on January 1 2022 and: *
	Crop TypeRow5: 
	SourceJustification attach: 40,000
	Well IDRow3: 
	For County Use Only Data Adequate Yes No Comments_9: 
	Data Adequate_10: Off
	For County Use Only Data Adequate Yes No Comments_5: 
	Well IDRow2: 
	Peak Da i ly Demand GPMRow3: 
	Max i mum Monthly Demand MGMRow2: up to 37
	Irr i gat i on System TypeRow2: Microjet/drip
	Average Annua l Demand AFYRow2: up to 683
	City_4: 
	Zip Code_4: 
	State_4: 
	Daytime Phone Number_4: 
	Fax Number_4: 
	For County Use Only Data Adequate Yes No Comments: 
	Email_4: 
	License Type and Number_2: 
	Sections of Application Completed_2: 
	For County Use Only: 
	Data Adequate: Off
	Irr i gated AcresRow1: 175
	Crop TypeRow1: Phase I: Almond
	Irr i gat i on System TypeRow1: Microjet/drip
	Irr i gat i on Season Length daysRow1: 228
	Average Annua l Demand AFYRow1: 683
	Max i mum Monthly Demand MGMRow1: 37
	Peak Da i ly Demand GPMRow1: 1,700
	Crop TypeRow2:  Phase II: Almond
	Irr i gated AcresRow2: up to 175
	Irr i gat i on Season Length daysRow2: 228
	Name of Licensed Professional: Michael Tietze
	Email_2: kkbags23@aol.com
	Zip Code_2: 94109
	Fax Number_2: 
	Daytime Phone Number_2: (831)915-2019
	Address_2: 2090 Pacific Ave #501
	State_2: CA
	Name of Owner if different from Applicant: Katie Bagley
	City_2: San Francisco
	Firm if applicable_2: 
	Daytime Phone Number_3: (916)200-9038
	Zip Code_3: 95816
	Firm: Formation Environmental, LLC
	State_3: CA
	Address_3: 1631 Alhambra Blvd. #220
	Fax Number_3: 
	Email_3: mtietze@formationenv.com
	City_3: Sacramentoo
	Address_4: 
	Firm_2: 
	License Type and Number: HG 63
	Name of Licensed Professional_2: 
	Sections of Application Completed: All
	City: Oakdale
	Address: 15880 Sonora Rd
	Applicant Information: 
	Firm if applicable: Conde Farms
	Name of Applicant: Shawn Conde
	Email: condefarmsinc@yahoo.com
	Fax Number: 
	State: CA
	Daytime Phone Number: (209)765-3125
	Zip Code: 95361
	Peak Da i ly Demand GPMRow2: up to 1,700


