









































































































































INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS Less Than
MATERIALS Potentially ~Significant = Less Than
Significant With Significant
e I ; Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation mpac
Incorporated

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

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset I:l D I—_-] ]
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or

acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste D I:] D ]
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed -
school?

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

e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use [ | I:I D 24
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard I:I D D X
for people residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere

with an adopted emergency response plan or D |:| D DX
emergency evacuation plan?

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

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) Less than Significant— The project consists of a bridge replacement along a section of lowa
City Road. Construction equipment typically uses only a minor amount of hazardous materials,
primarily motor vehicle fuels and oils. Because of their limited quantity, these materials would
present a minor hazard, and only if spillage occurs. Standard spill prevention and control
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measures will be maintained by the contractor. Use of these materials would cease once project
construction is completed.

b) No Impact — As noted in a) above, only a limited amount of hazardous materials would be
used by construction equipment during road construction. Spills of these materials could
potentially occur, but they would be minor and would not lead to an evacuation in a rural area.

¢) No Impact — There are no schools located near the project site. As noted in a) above, the only
hazardous materials associated with proposed project are motor vehicle fuels and oils which
would not present a significant hazard. The project would not include any activities that would
generate hazardous material emissions or use acutely hazardous materials.

e) No Impact-. The project is proposing a bridge replacement along an existing stretch of road
and does not have a land-use element that is inconsistent with the BAFB or Yuba County Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plans or base operations. The project site is well over 9-miles from
either one of the aforementioned airports.

d) No Impact — The project is not located on a site known for having any hazardous materials.

) No Impact — There are no private airstrips located near the project site. Therefore, the project
will not have any potential safety impacts related to private airstrips.

g) No Impact — The County is currently developing a Pre-Disaster Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan
(MHMP), in accordance with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, to develop activities and
procedures to reduce the risk of loss of life and property damage resulting from natural and man-
made hazards and disasters. The 2030 General Plan contains safety and seismic safety policies.
The project is not expected to have an impact on any of the County’s emergency response plans
or policies. The project does not propose any development that would have to evacuate and
would not interfere with an emergency evacuation of the area.

h) No Impact — The project does not propose any development; therefore, it would not expose
people or structures to wildland fires. All heavy equipment used during the construction of the
project will be mandated to possess fire extinguishers and all construction personal training to
use the fire extinguishers.
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X.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Would the project:

a)

b)

d)

e)

g)

h)

i)

i)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

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

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

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

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?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

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

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

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

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) Less Than Significant with Mitigation — The project may result in ground disturbance equal to
or greater than one acre in size and would then be within the jurisdiction of the Central Valley
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Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), which develops and enforces water quality
objectives and implementation plans that safeguard the quality of water resources in its region.
Prior to construction of a project greater than one acre, the RWQCB requires a project applicant
to file for a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit. The
General Permit process requires the project applicant to 1) notify the State, 2) prepare and
implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and 3) to monitor the
effectiveness of the plan.

The following mitigation shall be incorporated into the project’s construction activities and
stormwater runoff design to offset the potential for siltation (erosion) and other potential water
quality impacts.

Mitigation Measure 9.1 Prior to the County’s approval of a grading plan or site
improvement plans, the project applicant shall obtain from the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board a National Pollution Discharge Elimination (NPDES) Permit for the
disturbance of over one acre. Further, approval of a General Construction Storm Water Permit
(Order No. 99-08-DWQ) is required along with a Small Construction Storm Water Permit. The
permitting process also requires that a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) be
prepared prior to construction activities. The SWPPP is used to identify potential construction
pollutants that may be generated at the site including sediment, earthen material, chemicals, and
building materials. The SWPPP also describes best management practices that will be employed
to eliminate or reduce such pollutants from entering surface waters.

b) No Impact — The project will not affect groundwater supplies or interfere with any
groundwater recharge. There is not a development component to the project.

c) Less than Significant — The proposed construction plan would not substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of the site or area. The natural drainage pattern of the area will be
enhanced, but not altered in terms of changing drainage channels/paths.

The project sponsor is also required to file a NPDES General Construction Storm Water Permit.
The NPDES General Construction Permit process requires the project sponsor to 1) notify the
State, 2) prepare and implement a SWPPP, and 3) monitor the effectiveness of the plan. The
SWPPP identifies pollutants that may be generated at the construction site, including sediment,
earthen material, chemicals, and building materials. The SWPPP also describes best management
practices that a project will employ to eliminate or reduce contamination of surface waters.
Implementation of the conditions of the NPDES General Construction Permit, if required, would
control potential erosion problems.

d) No Impact — As stated above, the proposed project would not substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site. No future development such as the construction or structures or
houses is proposed; however a small increase in impervious surfaces would occur. Therefore,
flooding is unlikely to be generated by the additional impervious surfaces.

e) No Impact — As noted in d) above, the proposed project would not generate higher runoff
rates.
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f) No Impact — The project would not have any effect on water quality other than those impacts
discussed above.

g-h) No Impact — The project is located within a 100-year flood plain, as mapped by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The project is not placing any housing on the project
site, therefore there is no impact.

i) Less Than Significant — The project site is located within the 100-year flood plain, but is not
adding any additional structures. The project is to restore the existing bridge. No additional
impacts that what is already occurring will occur.

j) No Impact — Seiche and tsunami hazards occur only in areas adjacent to a large body of water.

The project site is not located in such an area. There are no steep slopes in the project area; the
landslide potential of the project site is minimal and the mudflow hazard is minimal.
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XI1. LAND USE AND PLANNING Less Than
Potentially  Significant ‘Less Than No
Significant With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated
a) Physically divide an established community? O O | ]

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific O H 0
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or H ] ]
natural community conservation plan?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation

a) No Impact — The project site consists of a bridge replacements and is located in a rural area
and there would be no change in land use. The project would not physically divide an established
community.

b) No Impact — The Yuba County General Plan designates the project site as Rural Community.
The project site is surrounded by properties zoned “AR” Agricultural Residential and meets all
the requirements and intents for this zone. No rezoning to accommodate the project is required.
The project is consistent with the current General Plan policies and zoning designations.

¢) No Impact — As discussed in the Biological Resources section, no habitat conservation plans
or similar plans currently apply to the project site. Both Yuba and Sutter Counties recently
ended participation in a joint Yuba-Sutter Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat
Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP). The project site was not located within the proposed
boundaries of the former plan and no conservation strategies have been proposed to date which
would be in conflict with the project.
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XIL MINERAL RESOURCES Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than No
Significant ~ With Significant
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact - Impact
Incorporated

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

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

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) and b) No Impact — Exhibit GS-5, Mineral Resource Locations, of the Yuba County 2030
General Plan Geology and Soils Background Report, identify known and expected mineral
resources within Yuba County, respectively. The project site is not located with an active mining
area or a mineral resource zone in Exhibit GS-5. The project is expected to have no impact on
mineral resources.
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XIII. NOISE Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant Impact
Would the project result in: Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan 0 [ 54 ]
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other =
agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive O 0 |:| ]

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing [ ] | O X
without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing [ ] O X |
without the project?

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

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in  [] O | X
the project area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) Less Than Significant — The Yuba County 2030 General Plan contains recommended ambient
allowable noise level objectives. The plan recommends a maximum allowable ambient noise
level of 50 dB in both daytime and evening hours. Temporary construction noise associated with
project construction would be minimal and be conducted solely during daylight hours. During
construction, noise levels are expected to remain well below these thresholds of significance.
After construction is complete, noise levels will drop to existing levels.

b) No Impact — Primary sources of groundborne vibrations include heavy vehicle traffic on
roadways and railroad traffic. There are no railroad tracks near the project site. Traffic on
roadways in the area would include very few heavy vehicles, as no land uses that may require
them are in the vicinity.

c) No Impact — The only noise generated by the project would be during the construction phase;
there would be no permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.

d) Less Than Significant — Construction activities associated with the project may cause a
temporary increase in noise levels in the vicinity. However, these noise levels would be
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temporary and would cease once construction activities end. In addition, the temporary
construction noise associated with grading activities would be similar to noise generated by other
rural residential activities. There are few residences on the surrounding parcels and construction
noise is expected to have little impact on these parcels. The County noise ordinance requires that
both agriculture and low- density residential zones not exceed an ambient noise level of 50
decibels from 10:00 pm to 7:00 am. This would further reduce construction noise impacts on the
few residences adjacent to the project site, particularly at nighttime when residents are most
sensitive to noise.

e) No Impact — The nearest airport to the project site is the BAFB Airport. The existing and
future land use will not change as a result of this project and the project would not expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels.

¢) No Impact — The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than No
Significant  With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and O O ] 5
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through =
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
‘necessitating the construction of replacement housing [] O O X
elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 0 O O 4
AN

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) No Impact — The project does not include the construction of homes or any infrastructure that
would be required to foster population growth near the project area; therefore, there would be no
increase in population. ’

b-¢) No Impact — The project does not include the demolition of any housing; therefore it would
not displace any housing or people and would not require the construction of replacement
housing.
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES Less Than
Potentially ~ Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant Impact
Would the project result in: Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated
Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
a) Fire protection? O |:| ] D
b) Police protection? ] | O
c) Schools? | ] ] X
d) Parks? O L] | X
e) Other public facilities? | [ O X

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) No Impact — The proposed project does not include the construction of any housing or land
uses that would require a change or increase in fire protection. There would be no impact on fire
protection services.

b) No Impact — The Yuba County Sheriff’s Department would continue to provide law
enforcement services to the project site and the California Highway Patrol will respond in the
event of a vehicle accident. The proposed project does not include the construction of any
housing or land uses that would result in a change or increase in the demand for law
enforcement.

¢) No Impact — The proposed project does not include the construction of any housing and would
not generate any students. The project would not increase the demand on school districts.

d) No Impact — The proposed project does not include the construction of housing and would not
generate an increased demand for parks.

e) No Impact — Other public facilities that are typically affected by development projects include
the Yuba County Library and County roads. However, since there is no development proposed
by the project, there would be no increased demand for these services. The temporary traffic
generated by construction activities would not generate any additional roadway maintenance.

Yuba County Planning Department EA2016-0002 (Iowa City Road Bridge Replacement Project)
May 2019
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XVL. RECREATION Less Than
Potentially ~ Significant Less Than No
Significant With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 0 0O ] N4
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be =
accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities v
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 0 O [ A
environment?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a-b) No Impact — The proposed project does not include the construction of any housing and
therefore would not increase the demand for parks or recreational facilities. The project also does
not include the construction of any new recreational facilities.

Yuba County Planning Department EA2016-0002 (Iowa City Road Bridge Replacement Project)
May 2019
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XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact p
Incorporated

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass O ] 5 ]
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant =
components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other O O X |
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?

¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that | O | 2
results in substantial safety risks? ‘

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

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? ] O O X
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 0 m| 0 5
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such o
facilities?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

@) Less Than Significant — The proposed project would generate a temporary increase in traffic
during construction. It is expected that the roadway can accommodate the temporary increase in
traffic during construction. The project would not significantly increase traffic in the area.
However, there could be upwards to a fifteen-minute traffic delay during construction activities.

b) Less Than Significant — Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of traffic conditions
on a given road segment or intersection. LOS ratings are from A to F, with A being the best
condition. According to the Yuba County General Plan, the minimum acceptable LOS for
County roads is D. According to the Yuba County 2030 General Plan, lowa City Road is
classified as having a Level of Service “A” that is an acceptable level of service for a Yuba
County Road. Iowa City Road is able to accommodate the additional temporary increase in
traffic during construction while maintaining a Level of Service “B”. Temporary traffic
associated with project construction will only be temporary and will not result in any permanent
change to the current “A” LOS rating for Iowa City Road.

Yuba County Planning Department EA2016-0002 (Iowa City Road Bridge Replacement Project)
May 2019
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¢) No Impact — As noted in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section, the project site is not
located within a safety or over-flight zone of any public or public-use airport. Therefore, the
project would have no influence on flight patterns.

d) Less Than Significant — Iowa City Road is an existing road that currently provides access to
the project site. Iowa City Road is used by the surrounding rural community and for traffic
traveling through the community of Iowa City. Iowa City Road would be used by construction
equipment accessing the project site; however, there would be no substantial increase in hazards
due to this temporary use of the road.

e) No Impact — Emergency access to the project site would be via Iowa City Road. There would
be no change in emergency access as a result of the project.

f) No Impact — The County has not adopted alternative transportation plans for this area of Yuba
County.

Yuba County Planning Department EA2016-0002 (lowa City Road Bridge Replacement Project)
May 2019
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES Less Than
Potentially ~ Significant Less Than
Significant ~With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation [mpact P
Incorporated
a) 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:
i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical | 4 | ]
resources as defined in Public ResourcesCode  section =
5020.1(k), or
ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its

discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision

(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In ]
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

Al

X
L
O

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) (i-ii) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated — The County was contacted by the

United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) on July 30, 2014 requesting formal notification
and information on proposed projects for which the County will serve as the lead agency
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in accordance with Public
Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 subd. (b), otherwise known as Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52).
Before receiving the UAIC request, the County had previously started the formal
consultation process on July 3, 2014 as formal notification was provided to the UAIC,
including all project information documents. The County received a response from UAIC
requesting copies of any cultural resource surveys and/or cultural resource assessments
performed as part of the project and a copy of the environmental document. On October 8,
2014, UAIC requested a field visit to address potential concerns related to cultural
sensitivities for this project. NSR Cultural Resource Specialist Amy MacKinnon and Yuba
County Associate Engineer Kenneth Godleski met with Jason Camp, UAIC THPO, and
Marcos Guerrero, UAIC, at Iowa City Road Bridge (16C-0077) at Jack Slough on October
21, 2014. Mr. Godleski described the Project in detail. Mr. Guerrero conducted a pedestrian
survey of the APE and did not locate any areas of concern.

With mitigation measure Mitigation Measure 5.1 and Mitigation Measure 5.2, in the event
of the accidental discovery or recognition of tribal cultural resources in the project area the
impact upon tribal cultural resources would be less than significant impact with mitigation
incorporated.

Yuba County Planning Department EA2016-0002 (lowa City Road Bridge Replacement Project)

May 2019
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Less Than
Potentially ~ Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the [ O] 0 ]

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing ] 0 ]
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the [ ] 5 |
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are [_] Il X O
new or expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it

has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected [ ] | ] X
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity

to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal [] d ] =

needs?
2) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 0 0 0 4
TAY

regulations related to solid waste?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) No Impact — The project does not propose the construction of any structures that would
generate wastewater.

b) No Impact — The project does not require the use of water or wastewater treatment facilities.

c) Less Than Significant — As discussed in the Hydrology and Water Quality section, there would
be little increase in impervious surfaces as a result of the project; therefore, the project would
minimally increase runoff.

d) Less Than Significant — As discussed earlier, there is no need for a water supply at the
proposed project site.

e) No Impact — The project does not require the use of water or wastewater treatment facilities.

f-g) No Impact — The project is not anticipated to result in the generation of any solid waste.

Yuba County Planning Department EA2016-0002 (Iowa City Road Bridge Replacement Project)
May 2019
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XX. WILDFIRE Less Than
Potentially ~ Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response [ ] 7 0

plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project ] [ 4 n
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

¢) Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency

water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may [] | X< 1
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or '
ongoing impacts to the environment?
d) Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including down slope or downstream flooding or ] ] 4 1
N

landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSION/MITIGATION:

a,b,c,d) Less than Significant — The project is a bridge replacement project that is intended to
replace a structurally deficient bridge that will ultimately improve emergency access and wildfire
safety to the area. During project construction, local residents and construction employees would
still be able to utilize nearby Loma Rica Road and/or Iowa City Road to reach Highway 20.
Project related impacts to the adopted emergency response plan and emergency evacuation plan
would be less than significant.

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Yuba County Planning Department EA2016-0002 (Iowa City Road Bridge Replacement Project)
May 2019
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NOTE: If there are significant environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated and no feasible
project alternatives are available, then complete the mandatory findings of significance and
attach to this initial study as an appendix. This is the first step for starting the environmental
impact report (EIR) process.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant ~ Significant Significant  Impact
Impact With Impact
Does the project: Mitigation
Incorporated

a) 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 A
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the [ 0 [ O
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) 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 [ ] [ O O
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

c) Have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either [] X | [:I
directly or indirectly? ’

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated — As discussed in the Biological and
Cultural Resources sections, construction associated with the project could potentially have
impacts on cultural resources, and to small animal and bird species as discussed in both sections.
Proposed mitigation measures would lessen the impact this project would have on both
biological and cultural resources.

b) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated — Construction of the project, in
combination with other proposed projects in the adjacent area, may contribute to air quality
impacts that are cumulatively considerable. However, when compared with the thresholds in the
Air Quality section, the project would not have a cumulatively significant impact on air quality.

The project is consistent with the Yuba County 2030 General Plan land use designation for the
project site and the -zoning for the project site. With the identified Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure 3.1 and Mitigation Measure 3.2 in place, cumulative impacts would be

Yuba County Planning Department EA2016-0002 (Ilowa City Road Bridge Replacement Project)
May 2019
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less than significant. No other cumulative impacts associated with this project have been
identified.

c) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated — Due to the nature and size of the
proposed project, no substantial adverse effects on humans are expected. The project would not
emit substantial amounts of air pollutants, including hazardous materials. The project would not
expose residents to flooding. The one potential human health effects identified as a result of
project implementation were minor construction-related impacts, mainly dust that could affect
the few scattered residences near the project site. These effects are temporary in nature and
subject to Feather River Air Quality Management District’s Standard Mitigation Measures that
would reduce these emissions to a level that would not be considered a significant impact.
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