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Sutter County
Initial Study

1. Project Title: Project #U22-0011 (Dhudwal)

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Sutter County Development Services Dept.
Planning Division
1130 Civic Center Boulevard
Yuba City, CA 95993

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Casey Murray, Senior Planner
530-822-7400 ext. 245

4. Project Sponsor's Name

and Address: Project Applicant and Owner
Sarbjit Dhudwal
697 N. Palora Avenue, Suite C
Yuba City, CA 95991

Project Engineer

Jeff Spence

Laughlin and Spence
1008 Live Oak Boulevard
Yuba City, CA 95991

5. Project Location & APN: 8645 Garden Highway south of Yuba City, on
the west side of Garden Highway, west of the
intersection of Ashford Avenue and Garden
Highway, approximately 900 feet south of
Tudor Road; APN: 25-090-029

6. General Plan Designation: AG-80 (Agriculture, 80-acre minimum)
7. Zoning Classification: AG (Agriculture) District

8. Description of Project:

The project site (Figures 1-1 to 1-5) consists of a 14.08-acre parcel, of which 12 acres is
currently planted in a walnut orchard. The walnut orchard is proposed to be removed,
except approximately 17 walnut trees will remain in the southeast corner of the site. An
existing single-family residence and accessory buildings are located on the site adjacent
to Garden Highway and are proposed to remain. The single-family residence has
experienced apparent fire damage and is currently unoccupied; however, it is proposed to
be repaired. An existing groundwater well is on the project site south of the existing
residence.

The project applicant seeks to obtain a use permit for a truck parking yard (Figure 1-6).
The truck yard would provide parking for 189 trucks and trailers and 62 light vehicles. The
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proposed truck and light vehicle parking areas comprise approximately nine acres. The
site plan indicates that some of the light vehicle parking will be accommodated in the
proposed truck parking spaces. The truck parking and circulation aisles will be chip sealed,
while the light vehicle parking spaces will be paved with asphalt. No new building
construction is proposed, and no repairs of trucks, trailers, or light vehicles would be
conducted on site. As noted on the site plan depicted in Figure 1-6, all truck engines on
the site are proposed to be model year 2014 or newer, and no trailers equipped with
transport refrigeration units (TRUs) will be stored or will be in operation at the site.

Project area operations will involve trucks accessing the site intermittently, 24 hours per
day, 7 days per week. Weekdays, most trucks will depart the site between 6:00 a.m. and
8:00 a.m. and return at various hours. Most trucks that leave will return approximately
three to four days later. If any parking spaces are used for agricultural trucks, they likely
will leave and return daily during the April through October months. The applicant
estimates that individual trucks will be parked on the property two days between trips,
except for agricultural trucks during the off-season. The project applicant has indicated
that all trucks that would use the proposed facility would be “long haul” trucks, rather than
local trucks making local trips.

Restroom facilities for drivers will consist of four portable trailers, each with two toilets and
one handwashing station. The restrooms will be accessible 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week. The toilets would be self-contained and would be pumped as needed by a septic
pumper registered with Sutter County. Thirty-eight trash receptacles, each with a capacity
of 55 gallons, will be installed throughout the truck yard.

Access to the project site would be provided off Garden Highway by a proposed 47-foot-
wide ungated driveway. Proposed pavement will extend to the Garden Highway edge of
road pursuant to an encroachment permit from Sutter County. A six-foot-high chain link
fence with privacy slats having a 90 percent screening ability will be provided along
Garden Highway as well as a portion of the north property line as denoted on the site plan.
The remainder of the site will have a six-foot-high chain link fence along the property line
without slats adjacent to the proposed truck parking area. The truck yard would be
attended by one security staff member.

The project proposes that Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) trucks be parked
at the project site. STAA trucks are typically truck-tractors with sleeper units and a trailer
that when combined exceed the 65-foot "California Legal" threshold. Large general truck
yards may only be established in the AG District with approval of a use permit and when
located immediately adjacent to a State Highway or designated STAA T or S-route. An
existing STAA route has been established along Tudor Road from Highway 99 to Garden
Highway. An extension of this STAA route along Garden Highway from Tudor Road south
to beyond Peck Road has been approved by the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans).

A proposed grading and drainage plan, landscaping plan, photometric plan, and truck
turning radii diagram are shown in Appendix A. A retention basin approximately 1.85 acres
in area and 3.5 feet deep will be constructed along the western boundary of the truck
parking area to mitigate the increased storm runoff. The basin will be sloped at a ratio of
4:1. Two outlets connected to storm drainage pipelines to be installed beneath the parking
area will be installed in the basin, and riprap will be placed around the outlets.
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Landscaping would include trees and shrubs planted along the frontage of the property
and at the proposed light vehicle parking spaces. Landscaping consisting of trees also
would be installed along the northern and southern boundaries of the project site. Shrubs
are proposed along the west side of the truck parking area. All landscaping would be within
planters separated from parking spaces and driveways with a continuous concrete curb
six inches high and six inches wide. No planter would be smaller than 25 square feet, and
each planter will include an irrigation system, with water to be provided by the onsite well.
Areas along Garden Highway between the property frontage fence and front property line
not landscaped would be treated for weed control.

Lights with LED fixtures on poles will be provided. Poles would be 25 feet in height in the
truck parking area and range from 12 to 18 feet in the light vehicle parking areas.
Luminaires will be directed to prevent light spillage onto adjacent properties and road right-
of-way. Lighting will be operated by motion-activated sensors.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

The project site is essentially surrounded by orchards. Garden Highway separates the
project site from orchards to the east. Single-family residences are south and east of the
project site; however, they are not adjacent to it.

10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required: None

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

The County initiated consultation through distribution of letters to the Native American
tribes provided by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The Mooretown
Rancheria and the Enterprise Rancheria both stated that they had no record of any cultural
resources in the area, though they reserved the right to be notified of any post-
review/inadvertent discoveries. Consultation with the United Auburn Indian Community
(UAIC) resulted in the addition of a mitigation measure to address potential impacts to
Tribal Cultural Resources. No requests for consultation were received from any other
Native American tribes during the review period.
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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.

Aesthetics Agriculture/Forestry Air Quality
Resources
Biological Resources Cultural Resources Energy
Geology/Soils Greenhouse Gas Hazards/Hazardous
Emissions Materials
Hydrology/Water Land Use/Planning Mineral Resources
Quality
Noise Population/Housing Public Services
Recreation Transportation Tribal Cultural
Resources
Utilities/Service Wildfire Mandatory Findings of
Systems Significance
Sutter County Development Service Department 4 Project #U22-0011 (Dhudwal)
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DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

v/ | 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.

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

| 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.

| 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.

Applicant Mitigation Agreement:

CEQA allows a project proponent to make revisions to a project, and/or to agree and
comply with, mitigation measures that reduce the project impacts such that the project will
not have a significant effect on the environment. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.

As the applicant/representative for this proposed project, | hereby agree to implement the
proposed mitigation measures and mitigation monitoring program identified within this
document

o;_og,LOZB

Signature of A Ilcapt/Representatlve Date

A ]%’ [[04/ 10 22
Neal Hay, Director of D relopment Services Date /
Environmental Con Off cer
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CHECKLIST

. AESTHETICS

Less Than
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section Potentially |Significant with| Less Than

21099, would the project: Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? N4

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not N4
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing N4
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?

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

Responses:

a) No impact. This project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.
The General Plan does not inventory any scenic vista on the subject property and there
are no scenic vistas proximate to the project site. The General Plan Technical Background
Report identifies geographic features such as the Sutter Buttes, Feather River,
Sacramento River, and Bear River as scenic resources within the County. This project is
not located within the Sutter Buttes Overlay Zone and is not located in the immediate
vicinity of the Bear River, Feather River, or Sacramento River. As a result, this project
would have no impact on scenic vistas.

b) No impact. This project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway, because there are no state scenic highway designations in Sutter County. As
there are no scenic highways located in Sutter County, no impact is anticipated.

c) Less than significant impact. The proposed project is in a non-urbanized area and
would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings. The surrounding area is rural. While truck parking is not a
typical land use associated with the area, the project would be consistent with activities in
the area that use trucks, such as agricultural processing plants. The project would result
in removal of existing orchard land. However, only a limited orchard view is available from
Garden Highway and some trees would be retained; thus, changes in the landscape from
Garden Highway would not be substantial.

The County's Zoning Code contains specific requirements for screening for large general
truck yards proposed within the AG District (Zoning Code Section 1500-05-030 E. 3. 0.).
These requirements specify that facilities shall be screened from view through concrete

Sutter County Development Services Department 12 Project #U22-0011 (Dhudwal)
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masonry unit walls or chain-link fencing with privacy slats, having a minimum privacy rating
of 90 percent or greater and landscaping. The Zoning Code also specifies that facilities
shall comply with the applicable requirements of Zoning Code Table 1500-07-3
(Commercial and Employment Design Checklist), which includes requirements for
landscaping and screening.

As described in the Project Description, a six-foot-high chain link fence with privacy slats
having a 90 percent screening ability will be provided along Garden Highway as well as a
portion of the north property line as denoted on the site plan. The remainder of the site will
have a six-foot-high chain link fence along the property line without slats adjacent to the
proposed truck parking area.

Landscaping would include trees and shrubs planted along the frontage of the property
and at the proposed light vehicle parking spaces. Landscaping consisting of trees also
would be installed along the northern and southern boundaries of the project site. Shrubs
are proposed along the west side of the truck parking area. Areas along Garden Highway
between the property frontage fence and front property line not landscaped would be
treated for weed control. The applicant has submitted a landscape plan (Appendix A),
which demonstrates compliance with Zoning Code requirements for landscaping. All
landscaping was selected from the County’s Preferred Landscape Plant Materials List.
Fencing and landscaping is required to be installed in accordance with the site plan and
landscape plan prior to use of the site for truck and trailer and vehicle parking and would
be continuously maintained, which will be included as a proposed project condition. As
this project complies with the design requirements of the Zoning Code, this project is not
anticipated to substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its
surroundings. A less-than-significant impact is anticipated.

d) Less than significant impact. This project would not create a new source of
substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.
Existing lighting is limited to exterior lighting of the onsite residence, and the project would
add new lighting for the truck yard.

The County's Zoning Code contains specific requirements for exterior lighting for large
general truck yards proposed within the AG District (Zoning Code Section 1500-05-030 E.
3. d.). These requirements specify that light pole and fixture height shall not exceed 25
feet and that truck parking areas shall incorporate motion-activated lighting that shall not
spill onto adjoining properties. These requirements also specify that exterior lighting shall
be provided consistent with Zoning Code Table 1500-07-3 (Commercial and Employment
Design Checklist). These requirements specify that luminaries be oriented and shielded
to direct the light downward onto the property and not spill onto adjacent properties or
road rights-of-way. The requirements also specify illumination requirements for parking
lots and driveways and require that a point-by-point exterior lighting (photometric) plan be
submitted to demonstrate compliance with the lighting standards. The applicant has
submitted an exterior lighting (photometric) plan, demonstrating compliance with these
requirements.

As described in the Project Description, proposed lighting fixtures would not exceed 25
feet in height and lights would be motion-activated. Therefore, the project would comply
with the Zoning Code requirements for lighting. Outdoor lighting is required to be installed
in accordance with the lighting plan prior to use of the site for truck/trailer and vehicle
parking, which will be included as a proposed project condition. In addition, there are few
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land uses in the area that would be sensitive to changes in illumination levels, and orchard
trees in the area would screen out the lighting generated from the project site. As a result,
it is not anticipated this project would create a new source of substantial light or glare in
this area. A less-than-significant impact is anticipated.

(Caltrans, California State Scenic Highways. 2022)

(County of Sutter, General Plan Technical Background Report. 2008)

(County of Sutter, Zoning Code. 2022)

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

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

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?

v

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

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

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

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

Sutter County Development Services Department 14
Initial Study

Project #U22-0011 (Dhudwal)




Responses:

a) Less than significant impact. This project would convert approximately 14 acres of
Farmland, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program (FMMP) of the California Resources Agency, to a non-agricultural
use. As shown on the 2018 Sutter County Important Farmland map, the entire project site,
except for the residence area, is designated as “Prime Farmland.” The project would
convert Prime Farmland to a non-agricultural use.

The Sutter County General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) identified the
conversion of Farmland resulting from development under the General Plan (similar to this
project) as a potentially significant impact. To minimize conversion impacts, General Plan
Policy AG 1.5 discourages the conversion of agricultural land to other uses unless the
following findings can be made: (1) the net community benefit derived from conversion of
the land outweighs the need to protect the land for long-term agricultural use; (2) there are
no feasible alternative locations for the proposed use that would appreciably reduce
impacts upon agricultural lands; and (3) the use would not have significant adverse effects,
or can mitigate such effects, upon existing and future adjacent agricultural lands and
operations.

The project would provide parking spaces for trucks, some of which may be used by
agricultural trucks, which could support agricultural activities in the area. The project would
have no impact on existing adjacent agricultural lands and operations. The truck parking
yard would be within an existing parcel and would not require encroachment on adjacent
lands. As noted in b) below, the existing AG zoning allows for the proposed project with
approval of a use permit.

Therefore, while the project would convert Farmland to non-agricultural use, this
conversion would be consistent with existing AG zoning and the Sutter County General
Plan EIR development assumptions, and agricultural land in the vicinity would not be
impacted and would remain available for farming. A less-than-significant impact is
anticipated.

b) Less than significant impact. This project would not conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural uses or a Williamson Act contract. The project site is zoned AG. The AG zoning
designations permits truck yards, such as the proposed project, with a use permit. The
project site is not under a Williamson Act contract. A less-than-significant impact is
anticipated.

c) No impact. This project would not 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)), because the project site
and surrounding area does not contain forest land. The project site is not zoned for forest
land or timberland nor is it adjacent to land that is zoned for forest land or timberland. This
project is located in the Sacramento Valley, a non-forested region. There would be no
impact.

d) No Impact. This project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to a non-forest use because of its location within Sutter County. Sutter County is

Sutter County Development Services Department 15 Project #U22-0011 (Dhudwal)
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located on the valley floor of California’s Central Valley, and, as such, does not contain
forest land. No impact is anticipated.

e) Less than significant impact. This project would not involve other changes to the
existing environment which could result in the conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural
use or conversion of forest land to a non-forest use. This project proposes a large general
truck yard. Conflicts between the proposed project and agricultural uses in the vicinity are
not anticipated. Agricultural uses in the vicinity would continue. This project does not
propose infrastructure or other features that would present an opportunity for the
conversion of farmland in the vicinity to a non-agricultural use. As noted in d), there is no
forest land in Sutter County, so there would be no opportunity to convert forest land to
non-forest use. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact is anticipated.

(California Dept. of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 2018)
(County of Sutter, General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. 2008)
(County of Sutter, Zoning Code. 2022)

lll. AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management district or air pollution control Less ThEn
district may be relied upon to make the following Potentially |Significant with| Less Than
determinations_ Would the project: Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air N4
quality plan?
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any N4

criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality

standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant v
concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) v

adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

Responses:

a) Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. This project would not conflict
with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan. Both the federal and State
governments have established ambient air quality standards, based on their respective
Clean Air Acts, for various air pollutants identified as “criteria” air pollutants. The federal
Clean Air Act identifies six criteria pollutants: reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen
oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide, lead, and particulate matter less than
10 micrometers in diameter (PM10), a subset of which is particulate matter less than 2.5
micrometers in diameter (PM2.5). The California Clean Air Act identifies these six federal
criteria pollutants, along with four others.

Under both Clean Air Acts, air basins are classified as being in “attainment” or
“nonattainment” of these ambient air quality standards, or they are “unclassified”. Any air
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district that has been designated as a nonattainment area relative to federal and/or State
ambient air quality standards for ozone, CO, sulfur dioxide or nitrogen dioxide is required
to prepare and submit a plan for attaining and maintaining the standards for which it is in
nonattainment.

The project site is within the boundaries of the Feather River Air Quality Management
District (FRAQMD), which covers both Sutter and Yuba Counties. The FRAQMD is either
in attainment of or unclassified for all federal and State ambient air quality except for
federal standards for ozone and PM10. Portions of Sutter County are also in
nonattainment of State standards for ozone. The FRAQMD, in cooperation with other air
districts in the northern Sacramento Valley, has prepared the Northern Sacramento Valley
Planning Area Air Quality Attainment Plan for the attainment of State ozone standards.
Plans have also been prepared for the attainment of federal ozone and PM10 standards.

To determine air quality impacts resulting from the proposed project, the applicant hired
Environmental Permitting Specialists to prepare an air quality analysis. A copy of this
analysis is included as Appendix B to this Initial Study. The air quality analysis describes
existing air quality in the project area and the surrounding region, details the associated
regulatory setting, and presents an analysis of potential impacts of air pollutant emissions
from project construction and operation on air quality. The analysis was reviewed by
FRAQMD, which had no comment other than to ask if TRUs would be part of the project.
As noted in Chapter 1.0, Project Description, TRUs would not be involved.

The significance of the impacts was determined using emission thresholds established by
FRAQMD for ROG and NOx, the main ingredients for ozone, as well as for PM10. Table
1 below shows the FRAQMD significance thresholds. These thresholds have been
established only for the criteria pollutants for which FRAQMD is in nonattainment status.

TABLE 1
FRAQMD SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND PROJECT EMISSIONS

ROG NOx PMio

Significance Thresholds (pounds/day)’ 252 252 80
Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 7.55 4.74 13.31
Construction Emissions (tons/year) 0.11 0.07 0.20
Exceeds threshold? No No No

Operational Emissions (pounds/day) 0.47 11.63 0.21
Exceeds threshold? No No No

" Applies to both construction and operational emissions.
2 Construction emissions not to exceed 4.5 tons per year.

Short-Term Construction Impacts

Construction activities for the proposed project would emit criteria air pollutants from a
variety of activities, including operation of heavy equipment and use of worker vehicles,
vendor trucks, and hauling trucks. Emissions of ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) are
primarily generated by mobile sources and largely vary as a function of vehicle trips per
day and the type, quantity, intensity, and frequency of heavy-duty, off-road equipment

Sutter County Development Services Department 17 Project #U22-0011 (Dhudwal)
Initial Study



used. Typically, a large portion of construction-related ROG emissions results from the
application of asphalt on to parking areas, and the application of architectural coatings.
Construction-related fugitive dust emissions of PM10 would vary from day to day,
depending on the level and type of activity, silt content of the soil, and the weather.

As part of the air quality analysis for the project, construction emissions were estimated
using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2020.4.0. Estimated
construction emissions for the proposed project are reported and compared to the
FRAQMD thresholds of significance in Table 1 above. As shown in Table 1, emissions of
NOx, ROG, and PM10 generated during construction of the proposed project will not
exceed FRAQMD thresholds of significance. Therefore, project construction activities will
not interfere with the implementation of air quality attainment plans for ozone or PM10.
Project construction impacts on air quality will be less than significant.

Long-Term Operational Impacts

The proposed project would result in long-term operational emissions, as it would generate
an increase in the number of trucks that would travel to and from the site on a regular
basis. The air quality analysis used the EMFAC 2021 computer model to estimate vehicle
exhaust emissions and data from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to estimate
fugitive road dust emissions. The results of this analysis are summarized and compared
to the FRAQMD operational thresholds of significance in Table 1 above. As shown in Table
1, total project operational emissions would not exceed the FRAQMD thresholds of
significance for emissions of ROG, NOx, or PM10. Therefore, project operations would
not interfere with the implementation of air quality attainment plans for ozone or PM10.

Since the proposed project has an operational phase, the project is characterized by
FRAQMD as a Type 1 project. According to the FRAQMD indirect source review
guidelines, if operational emissions of a Type 1 project do not exceed the thresholds of
significance, it is recommended that the project proponent implement the Standard
Mitigation Measures. These include the implementation of a Fugitive Dust Control Plan to
control dust emissions during construction activities. The project would implement the
following mitigation measure, which requires the application of the FRAQMD Standard
Mitigation Measures.

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Air Quality): IMPLEMENT FEATHER RIVER AIR
QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT (FRAQMD) STANDARD MITIGATION
MEASURES. The project applicant shall implement the following FRAQMD-
recommended Standard Mitigation Measures for projects that do not exceed
construction or operational thresholds of significance.

e Implement the Fugitive Dust Control Plan prior to any on-site grading,
landscaping, or construction activities. The applicant shall submit the
fugitive dust control plan to the FRAQMD for review and approval. A copy
of the approved plan shall be submitted to the Development Services
Department.

e Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed FRAQMD
Regulation 1ll, Rule 3.0, Visible Emissions limitations (40 percent opacity
or Ringlemann 2.0).
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e The contractor shall be responsible to ensure that all construction
equipment is properly tuned and maintained prior to and for the duration of
onsite operation.

e Limit idling time to 5 minutes — saves fuel and reduces emissions in
accordance with 13 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Chapter 10
Section 2485 and 13 CCR Chapter 9 Article 4.8 Section 2449.

e Utilize existing power sources or clean fuel generators rather than
temporary power generators.

e Develop traffic plans to minimize traffic flow interference from construction
activities. The plan may include advance public notice of routing, use of
public transportation, and satellite parking areas with a shuttle service.
Schedule operations affecting traffic for off-peak hours. Minimize
obstruction of through-traffic lanes. Provide a flag person to guide traffic
properly and ensure safety at construction sites.

e Portable engines and portable engine-driven equipment units used at the
project work site, with the exception of on-road and off-road motor vehicles,
may require CARB Portable Equipment Registration with the State or a
local district permit. The owner/operator shall be responsible for arranging
appropriate consultation with CARB or FRAQMD to determine registration
and permitting requirements prior to equipment operation at the site.

Overall, because this project would not generate emissions above FRAQMD's thresholds
of significance for construction and operational activities and would implement the relevant
mitigation listed above, a less-than-significant impact on air quality is anticipated.

b) Less than significant impact. The focus of the analysis is related to the ground-level
ozone and PM10, for which FRAQMD is in non-attainment. PM2.5, CO, and SO2 were not
a component of the analysis, since FRAQMD does not have numerical thresholds of
significance for these pollutants, and in any case FRAQMD is in attainment of standards
for these pollutants. This project's cumulative impacts regarding air quality are discussed
in the Mandatory Findings of Significance Section of this checklist.

Neither construction nor operation of the proposed project would generate emissions that
would exceed the FRAQMD thresholds of significance, and the project would implement
the FRAQMD recommended Standard Mitigation Measures. Therefore, the project would
not result in a significant net increase of criteria air pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. A less-
than-significant impact is anticipated.

c) Less than significant impact. This project would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. The nearest potential sensitive receptor is a
residential building on the east side of Garden Highway approximately 110 meters (410
feet) north of the proposed site entrance. As discussed in a) above, project construction
and operational emissions would not exceed FRAQMD significance thresholds. As such,
the nearby sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial amounts of pollutant
emissions, especially when Mitigation Measure No. 1 is implemented.
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The project would generate emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM), which is
considered a toxic air contaminant that could lead to increased cancer risk with prolonged
exposure. DPM emissions would be generated by the operation of off-road construction
equipment (e.g., excavators, loaders, cranes, graders) and on-road diesel heavy-duty
vehicles.

The air quality analysis for the project included a health risk assessment that evaluated
the potential health risks to the nearby residences of the estimated DPM operational
emissions. The health risk assessment is available in Appendix B of this document.
Construction DPM emissions were not considered, as these emissions are temporary and
measurable health risks from DPM emissions occur only with prolonged exposure. The
emission rate of exhaust PM10 estimated by CalEEMod, with a few refinements, is
considered a surrogate for DPM. DPM operational emissions generated by the project
were estimated at 0.328 pounds per year. While the truck yard would be open all year,
trucks would only operate 60 days out of the year, per information from the project
applicant. Therefore, 60 days were used to calculate the emissions used in calculating
the cancer risks.

Toxic air contaminant emissions are considered significant if the emissions lead to a
cancer risk of 10 cancers per million people and the Non-Cancer Hazard Index is 1.0. The
air quality analysis found that for the closest distance to the project site (0 to 100 meters),
the cancer risk would be approximately 0.758 per million — well below the significance
threshold for cancer risk. The Non-Cancer Hazard Index at 0 to 100 meters would be
0.0011, also well below the significance threshold.

In summary, construction and operational emissions from the proposed project would not
generate substantial criteria pollutant emissions, nor would it generate DPM emissions
that would pose a substantial health risk to nearby residences (sensitive receptors).
Therefore, the project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations, and the impact is considered less than significant.

d) Less than significant impact. This project would not result in other emissions, such
as those leading to odors, adversely affecting a substantial number of people. FRAQMD
has identified various types of facilities that are known sources of odors, including
wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, painting/coating operations, food
processing facilities, and green waste and recycling operations. The proposed project
would not include operation of any of these types of odor-generating facilities. Therefore,
the project would not be anticipated to generate odors that would affect a substantial
number of people, and the impact would be less than significant.

(Environmental Permitting Specialists, Draft Analysis of Impacts to Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas from Proposed Truck Yard, Yuba City, California. 2022)

(Feather River Air Quality Management District, Indirect Source Review Guidelines. 2010)

(County of Sutter, General Plan 2030. 2011)
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially |Significant with| Less Than
Would the project: Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

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

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

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native N4
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites?

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

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

Responses:

a) Less than significant impact. This project would not have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS). The General Plan EIR assessed the presence of special-status species in
Sutter County through a search of the California Natural Diversity Database maintained
by CDFW. The results indicate no candidate, sensitive, or special-status species identified
as potentially occurring onsite or in the immediate area. According to current California
Natural Diversity Database data, there are no candidate, sensitive, or special status
species identified as potentially occurring onsite or in the immediate area. The nearest
special status species identified are located adjacent to the Feather River approximately
one mile east of the site. This project was circulated to CDFW for review, and they did not
provide any comments. In addition, the USFWS Critical Habitat Mapper indicated no
critical habitat for any species listed under the federal Endangered Species Act within the
project site and vicinity.

The project site is being used for orchards. Sites that have been used agriculturally and
that were previously developed are generally of limited use to wildlife due to the level of
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disturbance and being devoid of native plant species or habitat. There are no waterways
or wetlands on the project site in the project vicinity that may provide habitat for listed
species. The uses occurring in the area are not conducive for wildlife to locate within the
project site, and none have been inventoried. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact is
anticipated.

b) No impact. This project would not 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 CDFW or USFWS. There are no streams or rivers on the project site
in the immediate vicinity. No riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community exists
onsite or near the property. The site is surrounded by orchard land. Therefore, no impact
is anticipated.

c) No impact. This project would not 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. As noted, there are no streams
or rivers in the vicinity, and the project site consists of orchard. No wetlands were identified
on the project site by the National Wetlands Inventory of the USFWS. Therefore, no impact
is anticipated.

d) Less than significant impact. This project would not 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 a native wildlife nursery
site because the area is predominantly orchards. The project is not anticipated to
significantly interfere with wildlife movement since the site is an existing orchard and is
surrounded by active agricultural operations that discourage wildlife movement. The
property is not located near any rivers or streams that would provide fish movement
corridors. Only orchard and ornamental trees are in the project vicinity, which are not
considered desirable nesting sites for migratory birds, particularly since the Feather River
riparian area is east of the project site. A less-than-significant impact is anticipated.

e) No impact. This project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, because
Sutter County has not adopted such policies or ordinances. There are no oak trees located
on the project site. There would be no impact.

f) No impact. The proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan because no such plans are applicable to
this project site. As a result, no impacts are anticipated.

(County of Sutter, General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. 2008)
(County of Sutter, General Plan Technical Background Report. 2008)
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Critical Habitat Mapper, 2022)

(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory, 2022)
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially |Significant with| Less Than

Would the project: Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a N4

historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

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

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

Responses:

a-b) Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The proposed project would
not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource or
archaeological resource pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines Section 15064.5. In Section 4.6 of the General Plan Technical Background
Report, Figure 4.6-1 does not list the property as being a historic site. The site is not listed
on the National Register of Historic Places. There are no unique features or historical
resources located on the project site and the project does not propose the removal of the
existing buildings. The project site is not located within the vicinity of the Bear River,
Sacramento River, or Feather River, where archaeological resources are more likely to
occur. There is no evidence on the project site indicating that historical or archaeological
resources exist.

The project site has been used agriculturally and continues to have this use. Since the
property has been extensively disturbed to varying depths due to agricultural uses, it is
unlikely that any intact cultural resources exist. Nevertheless, it is conceivable that
archaeological resources could be encountered during project construction. To mitigate
potential impacts, a mitigation measure is proposed to prevent disturbance of human
remains should they be encountered.

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Cultural Resources): If archaeological resources are
discovered on the project site, potential ground disturbing activities within 100 feet
of the find shall be halted immediately and the Development Services Department
shall be notified. A qualified archaeologist shall examine the find and evaluate its
significance. The archaeologist shall recommend measures needed to reduce
effects on the cultural resource in a written report to the County. The County shall
be responsible for implementing the report recommendations.

c) Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The proposed project is not
expected to disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries. The property is not located near a cemetery. The project site is not located
within the vicinity of the Bear River, Sacramento River, or Feather River, where burials are
more likely to occur.

However, there is the potential to unearth human remains during project construction
ground disturbing activities. California Health and Safety Code §7050.5 states that when
human remains are discovered, no further site disturbance can occur until the County
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to the origin of the remains and their
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disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. If the remains are
recognized to be those of a Native American, the coroner would contact the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours.

Public Resources Code §5097.98 states that whenever the NAHC receives notification of
a discovery of Native American human remains from a county coroner, it shall immediately
notify the most likely descendent from the deceased Native American. The descendants
may inspect the site and recommend to the property owner a means for treating or
disposing the human remains. If the NAHC cannot identify a descendent, or the
descendent identified fails to make a recommendation, or the landowner rejects the
recommendation of the descendent, the landowner shall rebury the human remains on the
property in a location not subject to further disturbance.

To mitigate potential impacts, a mitigation measure is proposed to prevent disturbance of
human remains should they be encountered.

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Cultural Resources): If human remains are
discovered on the site potentially ground disturbing activities within 100 feet of the
remains shall be halted immediately, and the project applicant shall notify the
Sutter County Coroner and Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
immediately, according to Public Resources Code §5097.98 and Section 7050.5
of California’s Health and Safety Code. If the remains are determined by the NAHC
to be Native American, the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the
treatment and disposition of the remains. The project applicant shall also retain a
professional archaeologist with Native American burial experience to conduct a
field investigation of the specific site and consult with the Most Likely Descendant,
if any, identified by the NAHC. Following the coroner’s and NAHC’s findings, the
archaeologist, and the NAHC-designated Most Likely Descendant shall determine
the ultimate treatment and disposition of the remains and take appropriate steps
to ensure that additional human interments are not disturbed. The responsibilities
for acting upon notification of a discovery of Native American human remains are
identified in Public Resources Code Section 5097.94.

(County of Sutter, General Plan Technical Background Report. 2008)

(National Park Service, National Register of Historic Places. 2021)

Vi. ENERGY
Less Than

Would the project: Potentially |Significant with| Less Than

Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to Vv
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources during project construction or operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable N4
energy or energy efficiency?
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Responses:

a-b) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would not result in a potentially
significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy resources during project construction or operation or conflict with or obstruct a
state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. This project proposes a truck
yard that would provide truck and automobile parking. No new buildings that would utilize
energy are proposed.

Overall, the project would not require the creation of a new substantial source of energy
generation. Construction of the parking area would require the consumption of diesel and
gasoline to power construction equipment and delivery trucks. As stated in the greenhouse
gas (GHG) analysis completed for this project, the project would take 60 days to construct.
Additionally, construction equipment fleet turnover and increasingly stringent state and
federal regulations on engine efficiency, combined with state regulations limiting engine
idling times, would further reduce transportation fuel demand during project construction.
There are no unusual construction processes that would be more energy-intensive than
are used for comparable activities, and no equipment would be used that would not
conform to current emissions standards and related fuel efficiencies. For these reasons,
it is expected that fuel consumption associated with project construction would not be any
more inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary than other similar development projects of this
nature within Sutter County.

Proposed outdoor lighting at the project site would use minimal energy. Lights would be
LED fixtures on poles and would be operated by motion-activated sensors to further
decrease energy use. Lighting would be required to comply with the energy requirements
of the State Building Codes, including the California Energy Code (Part 6 of Title 24)
related to lighting design and installation, luminaire, and lighting controls. The energy
efficiency standards of the State of California are some of the most stringent in the nation.
As a result, the project would not result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, and a less-than-significant impact is anticipated.

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:

Less Than

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse Potentially |Significant with| Less Than
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Significant | Mitigation | Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on v

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? N4

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? N4

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

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

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

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of N4
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological N4
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Responses:

a-i) No impact. This project would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects from rupture of a known earthquake fault, because the subject property is
not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and would involve minor grading
activities that would not exacerbate existing seismic hazards in the region. No impact is
anticipated.

potential substantial adverse effects from strong seismic ground shaking or seismic-
related ground failure, including liquefaction. Figure 5.1-1 in the General Plan Technical
Background Report does not identify any active earthquake faults in Sutter County as
defined by the California Mining and Geology Board. The faults identified in Sutter County
include Quaternary faults in the northern section of the County within the Sutter Buttes
and a pre-Quaternary fault in the southeastern corner of the County just east of where
Highway 70 enters the County. Although both faults have the potential for seismic activity,
they are listed as non-active faults. Therefore, the potential for earthquakes or liquefaction
is unlikely, and a less-than-significant impact is anticipated.

a-iv) No impact. This project would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects from landslides. The project site is relatively level with no significant slope.
In addition, the project is not located in the Sutter Buttes, the only area identified by the
General Plan Technical Background Report as having landslide potential. Therefore, the
potential for landslides is unlikely, and no impact is anticipated.

b) Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. This project would not result in
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. According to the United States Department
of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Conservation Service Soil Survey of the County, on-site soils
consist solely of Conejo loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes. This soil is unlikely to be susceptible
to erosion, because runoff is very slow and the hazard of water erosion is slight. The
General Plan Technical Background Report indicates that soils with a 0 to 9 percent slope
have only slight erodibility. However, site grading has the potential to result in soil erosion
due to loosened soils.
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Since the project size is more than one acre, the applicant is required to prepare a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and obtain a National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Permit through the Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to ensure that soil is not released in storm water from the
project site. To ensure that a less-than-significant impact occurs, the following mitigation
measure is included, based on comments from the Development Services Engineering
Division.

Mitigation Measure No. 4 (Geology and Soils): STORM WATER QUALITY
PROTECTION — DURING CONSTRUCTION.

SWPPP - Prior to the start of construction, the applicant shall prepare and submit
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to be executed through all
phases of grading and project construction. The SWPPP shall incorporate Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to ensure that potential water quality impacts
during construction phases are minimized. These measures shall be consistent
with the County’s Improvement Standards and Land Grading and Erosion Control
Ordinance and the requirements of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities. Prior to project construction the
SWPPP shall be submitted to the County for review and to the Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board as required by the NPDES General Permit
in effect during construction. During construction, the applicant shall implement
actions and procedures established in the SWPPP to reduce the pollutant loadings
in storm drain systems. The project applicant shall implement BMPs in accordance
with the SWPPP and the County’s Improvement Standards. The project
applicant(s) shall submit a state storm water permit Waste Discharger Identification
number for project construction.

NPDES GENERAL CONSTRUCTION PERMIT — Since the project size is more
than one acre, prior to construction the applicant shall file a Notice of Intent with
the Central Valley RWQCB to obtain coverage under the California State Water
Resources - General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. Permits are issued
by the State Water Resources Control Board, which can provide all information
necessary to complete and file the necessary documents. The applicant shall
comply with the terms of the General Construction Permit, the County’s
ordinances, and the NPDES Waste Discharge Requirements for the Sutter County
Phase Il NPDES Permit.

c) Less than significant impact. This project is not located on a geological 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.
As stated above in b), soils at the site have a 0 to 1 percent slope with only a slight hazard
of water erosion. The General Plan Technical Background Report indicates that soils with
a 0 to 9 percent slope have slight erodibility. Also, as stated in a-iv), the project site has
no landslide potential. A less-than-significant impact is anticipated.

d) Less than significant impact. This project is not located on expansive soils creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property. According to the USDA Soil
Conservation Service Soil Survey of the County, Conejo loam has a low to moderate
shrink-swell potential, with a low potential close to the surface. Project construction would
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be required to comply with the adopted California Building Code, specifically Chapter 18
for soils conditions to address potential expansive soils. The project would result in
development of a truck yard for parking. No buildings would be constructed as part of the
project that would require foundations or specific design to address expansive soils. As
the potential for soil expansion on the site is low and the project does not propose to
construct any structures, a less-than-significant impact is anticipated.

e) Less than significant impact. An existing septic field is located on the project site at
the southeast corner. However, as noted in the Project Description, portable toilets would
be made available for driver use. The toilets would be self-contained and would be
pumped as needed by a septic pumper registered with Sutter County. The existing septic
field would not be used by the project.

In its comments on the project, the County Environmental Health Division stated the
project will not interfere with the existing septic system serving the residence on the
property. A 30,000 square foot Minimum Usable Sewage Disposal Area (MUSDA) has
been shown in the southeast corner of the site to accommodate the existing septic system
and reserve septic system replacement area. This area is proposed to be unimproved and
protected from vehicular traffic by proposed chain-link fencing. As discussed with the
project engineer, the septic system tight-line extending from the residence to the drainfield
would be sleeved with appropriate material (i.e. steel) to prevent damage from vehicular
traffic, which will be included as a proposed project condition.

f) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would not directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. There are no
known unique paleontological resources or unique geologic features located in the vicinity
of the project. Implementation Program ER 8-D for policy ER 8.2 in the County General
Plan requires that when paleontological resources are encountered, all work within 100
feet of the discovery shall be stopped and the area protected from further disturbance until
the discovery is evaluated. The appropriate County personnel shall be notified
immediately. The resource shall be examined by qualified personnel in accordance with
SVP guidelines to determine their significance and to develop appropriate protection and
preservation measures. A less-than-significant impact is anticipated.

(County of Sutter, General Plan Technical Background Report. 2008)
(USDA Soil Conservation Service, Sutter County Soil Survey. 1988)

(USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service, Custom Soil Survey, Sutter County.
2022)
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VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less Than
Potentially |Significant with| Less Than

Would the project: Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or N4

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation N4
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Responses:

a) Less than significant impact. This project would not generate additional greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment. The Sutter County Climate Action Plan (CAP) was prepared and adopted
in 2010 as part of the General Plan to ensure compliance with AB 32, also known as the
Global Warming Solutions Act. Sutter County’s CAP includes a GHG inventory, an
emission reduction target, and reduction measures to reach the target. The CAP also
includes screening tables used to assign points for GHG mitigation measures. Projects
that achieve 100 points or more do not need to quantify GHG emissions and are assumed
to have a less-than-significant impact. Sutter County’s screening tables apply to all project
sizes.

Small projects with little or no proposed development and minor levels of GHG emissions
typically cannot achieve the 100-point threshold. Since the adoption of the CAP, further
analysis to determine if a project can be too small to provide the level of GHG emissions
reductions expected from the screening tables or alternative emissions analysis methods
has been performed. In June 2016, Sutter County adopted new GHG Pre-Screening
Measures to be applied to new projects. Sutter County has concluded that projects
generating less than 3,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) would not
require further GHG emissions analysis and are assumed to have a less-than-significant
impact.

The Environmental Permitting Specialists air quality analysis for the project (see Appendix
B) indicates that the project GHG emissions from vehicle traffic — the primary source for
such emissions — would be approximately 283.3 metric tons CO.e per year. This is below
the threshold of 3,000 metric tons CO2e per year. Other emission sources, such as
lighting, would contribute only minimal GHG emissions. Based on this evaluation, the
project would not generate GHG emissions that would have a significant impact on the
environment. A less-than-significant impact is anticipated.

b) Less than significant impact. This project would not conflict with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases. As noted, Sutter County has adopted a CAP that screens projects based on a
threshold of 3,000 metric tons CO-e per year. As noted in a) above, this project would not
generate emissions that exceed this threshold. Therefore, this project would be consistent
with the County CAP. A less-than-significant impact is anticipated.

(Environmental Permitting Specialists, Draft Analysis of Impacts to Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas from Proposed Truck Yard, Yuba City, California. 2022)
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(County of Sutter, General Plan Technical Background Report. 2008)
(County of Sutter, General Plan 2030 Climate Action Plan. 2011)

(County of Sutter, Greenhouse Gas Pre-Screening Measures for Sutter County. June 28,
2016.)

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Less Than
Potentially |Significant with| Less Than
Would the project: Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

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

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely N4
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous v
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, v
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public-use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or
working in the project area?

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

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

Responses:

a-b) Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. This project would not create
a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials, or the creation of 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. The project is a truck parking area;
therefore, it is not expected to use or discharge hazardous materials. The only hazardous
materials of concern are small-scale fuel and oil discharges from vehicles. These deposits
are minor and can be contained by a storm drainage system that would be in accordance
wit