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SECTION	1.0	INTRODUCTION	

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE SUBSEQUENT INITIAL STUDY 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.) 
and the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations §15000 et seq.) require that a 
government agency analyze the potential changes to the environment that would accompany 
implementation (including construction and use) of a project and that these environmental impacts 
be disclosed to decision makers and the public prior to project approval. In addition, measures to 
reduce or avoid any significant impacts should be incorporated into the project. Comments received 
during an open house held by Recycling Industries on June 26, 2018, are also incorporated into this 
initial study. 
 
The City of Yuba City Development Services Planning Division prepared Environmental Assessment 
(EA) 12-2 to analyze the impacts associated with construction and operation of a Large Volume 
Transfer Station with a maximum throughput of 100 tons per day (TPD) of mixed waste and 
recyclables. On July 23, 2014, the City Planning Commission approved UP 12-01 with conditions and 
adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). Conditions of approval included: 
 

 A 10 percent cap on the amount of putrescible material of all material collected, 
 A prohibition on packer trucks bringing garbage to the facility; and,  
 Operations to be conducted on a 3-acre site. 

 
On July 24, 2014, a Notice of Determination (NOD) was filed with the State Clearinghouse (reference 
SCH #2014052082). A Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) 51-AA-0008 has been issued by the Yuba-
Sutter County Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) and the California Department of Resources 
Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) for a maximum throughput of 100 TPD. On June 13, 2018, the 
City of Yuba City Planning Commission granted a two-year extension for Up 12-01 which will now 
expire on July 23, 2020. 
  
The facility operator, Recycling Industries (RI), is permitted to operate as a Large Volume Transfer 
Station that can accept 100 TPD of mixed recyclables and solid waste with a cap of 10 percent 
putrescible material of all material collected. Solid waste can include garbage from self haul vehicles, 
commercial box vans and roll-off trucks. As conditioned, the facility is not permitted to receive packer 
trucks with garbage. Only self-haul loads which can include are allowed at the facility. 
 
RI is proposing to modify UP 12-01 and obtain a revised Large Volume Transfer/Processing SWFP 
to: 
 

 Accept up to 300 tons per day (TPD) of solid waste and recyclable materials from 100 TPD; 
 Allow material to be delivered to the facility in commercial packer/collection trucks; 
 Remove 10 percent limitation on putrescible material; 
 Expand the site from 3 acres to 4 acres; and, 
 Increase the transfer and processing building from 18,000 square feet to 21,600 square feet.  



 

Recycling Industries Draft Subsequent IS/MND 
October 2018 Clements Environmental 
 Page 2  

The additional tonnage would be from residential and commercial franchise collection routes within 
Yuba City (City) if RI is a successful partner in pending procurement for these franchise services. It 
should be noted that there is currently under 200 TPD of solid waste generated in the City, however, 
growth forecasts show solid waste generation increasing to 300 TPD by the year 2030.1  
 
In addition to the Mitigation Measures (MMs) included as part of the MND, the City also relied on 
the Regulatory Requirements (RRs) set forth under Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations 
(CCR) which establish “Minimum Standards” for solid waste handling facilities and delegates 
CalRecycle and LEA with permitting, compliance and inspection responsibilities. The RRs set forth 
in Title 14 and contained in the RI Facility Processing Report (FPR), dated December 2011, were 
made part of the UP and MND. During the public review process, staff received comments from 
affected agencies that were classified as advisory in nature. 
 
  
While the impacts of operating a 100 ton per day (TPD) large volume solid waste facility were 
previously analyzed by the City, the impacts associated with proposed project revisions could result in 
new environmental impacts that were not analyzed in the previous IS/MND. Thus, this Subsequent 
IS uses the information and analysis in the previous RI IS/MND that remain relevant to the project, 
and where necessary, discusses the impacts of the proposed project that are different than the impacts 
discussed in the previous IS/MND.  The focus of a subsequent IS/MND is limited to identifying 
revisions to the approved project, new information and changed circumstances that creates a new or 
more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND.  In addition, this Subsequent IS 
identifies RRs and MMs in the previous IS/MND that remain applicable to the proposed project. 
 
The City, as the lead agency, is responsible for completing the environmental review process, as 
required under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and that has authorized the preparation of this 
Initial Study by Clements Environmental with the understanding that the Initial Study would be peer 
reviewed by a third party consultant chosen by the City. Written and verbal comments received during 
an open house held by RI on June 26, 2018, have also been incorporated into this Initial Study. 
 
Section 15063(c) of the CEQA Guidelines identifies the purposes of an IS as follows: 
 

1. To provide the Lead Agency with information to use as the basis for deciding whether to 
prepare an environmental impact report (EIR) or a Negative Declaration; 

 
2. To enable an applicant or Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts before 

an EIR is prepared, thereby enabling the project to qualify for a Negative Declaration; 
 

3. To assist in the preparation of an EIR, if one is required, by focusing the EIR on the effects 
determined to be significant, identifying the effects determined not to be significant, explaining 
the reasons for determining that potentially significant effects would not be significant, and 
identifying whether a program EIR, tiering, or another appropriate process can be used for 
analysis of the project’s environmental effects; 

 
4. To facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of a project; 

                                                 
1 “Final: Transfer Station, Material Recovery Facility and Fleet Storage and Maintenance Facility Feasibility Study” prepared 
by TetraTech/BAS (12/2013). 
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5. To provide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in a Negative Declaration that 

a project will not have a significant effect on the environment; 
 

6. To eliminate unnecessary EIRs; and 
 

7. To determine whether a previously prepared EIR could be used with the project. 

1.2 SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS 

This Initial Study (IS) has been prepared by Clements Environmental on behalf of the lead agency, 
the City of Yuba City, for proposed modifications to the Recycling Industries Transfer Station (RITS) 
Use Permit (UP) 12-01 and Environmental Assessment (EA) 12-2 for a Large Volume Transfer 
Station with a maximum throughput of 100 tons per day (TPD) of mixed waste and recyclables. 
 
The City Planning Commission approved UP 12-01 with conditions and adopted a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND) on July 23, 2014, and a Notice of Determination (NOD) was filed with the State 
Clearinghouse (reference SCH #2014052082) on July 24, 2014. 
 
The proposed project would modify UP 12-01 to: 
 

 Increase the maximum throughput from 100 TPD to 300 TPD of mixed waste and 
recyclables; 

 Remove the 10% putrescible waste limit condition in UP 12-01.  This removal will allow RI 
to receive waste that might contain more than 10% putrescible waste; 

 Allow packer trucks to bring garbage to the Recycling Industries’ Large Volume Transfer 
Station. Packer trucks are waste collection vehicles such as rear loaders, side loaders and front 
loaders. They are used primarily for the collection of waste that will be delivered to a disposal 
site for transfer, reprocessing, treatment or a landfill. These trucks are equipped with 
mechanized compaction abilities that allow the waste to be compressed or densified, thus 
allowing for greater route efficiencies. In the Yuba Sutter Area, the current waste hauler uses 
front-loaders and side loaders as commercial compaction vehicles; 

 Disallow packer trucks to deliver source separated residential and commercial green waste 
to the RITS; 

 Expand the project site area from three (3) to four (4) acres through the addition of Assessor’s 
Parcel 54-083-15; 

 Add an inbound truck scale and modular scale-house/weighmaster office (approximately 700 
square feet); 

 Add, modify and abandon driveways; 
 Relocate onsite an existing 1,800 square foot metal building that had been slated for 

demolition;  
 Expand the proposed transfer and processing building from 18,000 square feet to 21,600 

square feet and, 
 Merge APN 54-083-015 with APN 54-083-014. 
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1.3 PROJECT TITLE 

Recycling Industries Transfer Station Revised UP 12-01 for a Large Volume Transfer/Processing 
Facility. 

1.4 LEAD AGENCY 

City of Yuba City Planning Division 

1.5 PRIMARY CONTACT PERSON  

Mr. Arnoldo Rodriguez, AICP, Development Services Director 
City of Yuba City 
1201 Civic Center Blvd. 
Yuba City, CA 95993 

1.6  PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is located in the City of Yuba City as shown on the Regional Vicinity Map (Figure 
1) at 140 Epley Drive within Garden Highway Industrial Park. Major roads providing access to the 
facility include Lincoln Road, Bogue Road Garden Highway, Epley Drive and Burns Drive. 
 
The operations currently permitted under UP 12-01 and SWFP 51-AA-008 occur on two contiguous 
parcels under the same land ownership.  The parcels are referred as Sutter County Assessor's Parcel 
Number (hereinafter “APN”) 54-083-014 and APN 54-083-023, which occupy approximately three 
acres.  The proposed project would add the adjacent vacant, one-acre parcel to the south (APN 54-
083-015) for a total site area of approximately four acres.
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FIGURE 1 – REGIONAL VICINITY MAP 
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 The Site is located approximately 0.55 miles south-southwest of the Sutter County Airport runway 
(at closest Site property line) and is within the Overflight Zone of this Airport (Airport Land Use 
Commission, 1994).  Figure 2 shows a Vicinity Map and Figure 3 shows an Aerial Map of the project 
area.  
 
Existing buildings, parking, access, as well as other relevant existing site features and improvements 
associated with the current RI facility are shown on Figure 4, Existing Plan.  Existing buildings on 
site will be retained under the proposed project with an 1,800 square foot metal building (Building 
#2) relocated. The proposed project improvements are shown in Figure 5, Proposed Site Plan. 
 
The RITS is located at 140 Epley Drive in the City of Yuba City in an industrial area of the Yuba City, 
and the property is zoned M-2. The RI facility is located on the south side of Epley Drive 1,900 feet 
east of Garden Highway and north of Burns Dr. The facility is located on approximately three (3) 
acres, zoned M-2 for heavy industrial and surrounded by compatible industrial/manufacturing land 
uses.   
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FIGURE 2 – VICINITY MAP 
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FIGURE 3 – AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH 
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FIGURE 4 – EXISTING SITE PLAN 
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FIGURE 5 – PROPOSED SITE PLAN 
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SECTION	2.0	ENVIRONMENTAL	CHECKLIST	
 
This section contains the environmental checklist prepared for the proposed modification of Use 
Permit (UP) 12-01 for the Recycling Industries Transfer Station (proposed project). The checklist used 
is consistent with Appendix G of the State California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines.  
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Responsible Agencies: 
 

 Yuba-Sutter Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) 
 CalRecycle 
 DTSC 
 State Water Resources Control Board 
 Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD) 

 



Recycling Industries
October 2018
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2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-
site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as 
operational impacts. 

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

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

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 
processes, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  
(State CEQA Guidelines § 15063(c)(3)(D).)  In this case, a brief discussion should identify the 
following: 

a) Earlier Analysis Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review. 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed.  Identify which effects from the above checklist were 

within the scope of, and adequately analyzed in, an earlier document pursuant to 
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis. 

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

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

7) The explanation of each issue should identify:  the significance threshold, if any, used to 
evaluate each question, and; mitigation measures identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less 
than significance.  Sources of thresholds include the City General Plan, other City planning 
documents, and County ordinances.  Some thresholds are unique to geographical locations. 

8) Climate Change Impacts: When determining whether a project’s impacts are significant, the 
analysis should consider, when relevant, the effects of future climate change on: 1) worsening 
hazardous conditions that pose risks to the project’s inhabitants and structures (e.g., floods 
and wildfires), and 2) worsening the project’s impacts on the environment (e.g., impacts on 
special status species and public health). 
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1.  AESTHETICS 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact
Would the project:  
 

    

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

   

      
c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings because of height, 
bulk, pattern, scale, character, or other features? 

   

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

   

 
Responses to Questions: 

 
a) City of Yuba City EA 12-2 determined that UP 12-01 would not have a substantial adverse 

effect on a scenic vista as there are no officially designated scenic vistas in Yuba City. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not have an adverse effect on a scenic vista. In 
addition, it should be noted that the site is in an industrial area and the proposed project will 
only expand the overall area 25% and the increased building coverage would be 18%.  The 
relocation of the building that was slated to be removed will not add additional buildings to 
what exists today and was evaluated in the IS/MD.  The newly proposed and a new 700 
square foot modular office trailer that is proposed to be located adjacent to a new 70-foot 
truck scale would not significantly increase the nature of the site.   The proposed project will 
be similar in scale and massing as compared to other development in the area.  Therefore, 
the revisions to the project do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated 
in the original IS/MND. 

 
b) City of Yuba City EA 12-2 determined that UP 12-01 would not substantially damage any 

scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway based on the fact that there are no officially 
designated or eligible scenic highways in Sutter County. 

 
The proposed project includes the addition of the undeveloped one-acre parcel to the south 

(reference APN 54-083-15). The new parcel proposed under the project does not include 
any scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings, and no new 
impacts to scenic resources are anticipated. Therefore, the revisions to the project do not 
create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 
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c) City of Yuba City EA 12-2 determined that the 18,000 square foot transfer building 

approved under UP 12-01 would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings. 

 
The proposed project would increase the size of the transfer station building to 21,600 
square feet and relocate it to the southern portion of the expanded site. An existing 1,800 
square foot metal building previously proposed for demolition will retained on site and a 
new 700 square foot modular office trailer will be located adjacent to a new 70-foot truck 
scale. Visually, the bulk and massing of an 18,000 square foot and 21,600 square foot metal 
building are similar. Therefore, the proposed floor area increase would not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings because of 
height, bulk, pattern, scale, character, or other features will be similar to the existing nature 
of the site. 
 
The proposed addition of an undeveloped one-acre parcel to the south (reference APN 54-
083-15) will allow the proposed building to be sited in manner that provides more open 
space for traffic circulation and material storage. While the expanded site increases the scale 
of the project when compared to UP 12-01, it is consistent with surrounding industrial 
development and would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings. Perimeter fencing consistent with the existing fencing and 
industrial setting will screen the additional acre. 
 
Maintaining the 1,800 square foot metal building previously proposed for demolition and 
adding a new 700 square foot modular office trailer and 70-foot truck scale would be 
consistent with the surrounding industrial development in terms of height, bulk, pattern, 
scale and character, and no additional impacts are anticipated. 
 
Under EA 12-2, potential adverse visual impacts related to the “collection, storage and 
distribution of recyclables and waste materials” were mitigated by perimeter fencing and 
mature landscaping as well as compliance with the regulatory requirements (RRs) set forth 
under Title 14 and included in the RI Facility Processing Report (FPR) dated December 
2011. 
 
While the proposed project would increase the amount of recyclables and waste processed 
each day at the RITS, no new impacts are anticipated in relation to the collection, storage 
and distribution/transfer of those materials. With perimeter fencing and material tipping 
and processing occurring inside the proposed building, as well as the RRs contained in Title 
14, CCR and implemented in the RITS Transfer/Processing Report (TPR) dated October 
19, 2017 (which supersedes the FPR dated December 2011) and included as Appendix A 
of this IS/MND, the potential for the increased tonnage to substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings would be reduced to less than 
significant levels. Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more 
significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND.  
 

d) City of Yuba City EA 12-2 determined that the RI site was developed in compliance with 
City-approved lighting and that the development approved under UP 12-01 would not result 
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in a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area.  
 
The proposed project would create new sources of shadows, light, and glare, but they would 
not be substantial or adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Shadow patterns 
associated with the expanded and relocated building would be similar to the project 
approved under UP 12-01 as there is no change in the proposed building height. While the 
proposed project could result in new sources of light and glare from the modular office 
windows, as well as from the additional exterior lighting associated with the expanded site 
area, any new exterior lighting would be developed in compliance with the “Exterior 
Lighting” requirements under City of Yuba City Municipal Code Article 58, and low or non-
glare windows will be used in compliance with State and local building standards. The 
proposed project would not create a new source of substantial shadows, light, or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.  Therefore, the revisions to the 
project do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original 
IS/MND. 
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2.  AGRICULTURE / FOREST 
 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including 
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and 
the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board. 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Would the project: 
 

    

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

   

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

   

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

   

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) The project site is designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land” as shown on the Sutter County 
Important Farmland Map (2016) prepared by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency. Per the Important Farmland Map, urban and 
built-up land is “occupied by structures with a building density of at least 1 unit to 1.5 acres, 
or approximately 6 structures to a 10-acre parcel. Common examples include residential, 
industrial, commercial, institutional facilities, cemeteries, airports, golf courses, sanitary 
landfills, sewage treatment, and water control structures.” The proposed expansion of the 
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project site would not affect Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland). 

 
b) The entire project site, as well as surrounding properties, are zoned M-2 (Industrial), and 

there is no potential to conflict with an existing zoning for agricultural use. The undeveloped 
parcel (APN 54-083-15) included as part of the proposed project is not subject to a 
Williamson Act contract. 

 
c) There are no forest lands, timberlands or lands zoned for timberland production within the 

City of Yuba City, and there is no potential for the proposed project to impact any of those 
resources. 

 
d) There are no forest lands within the City of Yuba City and no forest land would be lost or 

converted to non-forest uses as a result of the proposed project. 
 
e) The proposed project would develop vacant, urban lands, zoned for industrial use. The 

proposed project would not result in changes to 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. The project site is already subject to vector 
control requirements via the TPR (see section 5.5), which will also apply to any additional 
tonnage collected at the site.  

 
 



 

Recycling Industries Draft Subsequent IS/MND 
October 2018 Clements Environmental 
 Page 20 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of applicable air 
quality plan of the Feather River Air Quality Management 
District? 

   

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

   

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

   

      
d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

   

      
e)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 
of people? 

   

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) The project site is located within the North Sacramento Valley Planning Area (NSVPA) and 
the Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD). In 2014, ozone levels in 
the City of Yuba City exceeded the 1-hour and 8-hour California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (CAAQS) one and three times, respectively. 

 
 The Northern Sacramento Valley Planning Area, 2015 Triennial Air Quality Attainment Plan 

assesses the progress made in implementing the previous triennial update and proposes 
modifications to the strategies necessary to attain the CAAQS by the earliest practicable 
date.  
 
Under the 2015 Triennial Plan projected emissions show a downtrend for both ROG and 
NOx, which are the precursor emissions for ozone. The NOx emissions are forecasted to 
reduce by 32% and the ROG missions are forecasted to reduce by 16% between 2010 and 
2020.  
 



 

Recycling Industries Draft Subsequent IS/MND 
October 2018 Clements Environmental 
 Page 21 

In the NSVPA, ozone can be caused by stationary source emissions, such as from boilers, 
mobile sources such as cars, trucks, and trains, or area sources such as consumer products 
or wildfires. The 2015 Triennial Plan indicates that mobile sources comprise the majority of 
the NOx emission inventory in 2015, an estimated 65% of the total. 
 
Based on an additional 200 TPD of solid waste being processed at the RITS, the proposed 
project could result in a total of 104 total daily vehicle trips to and from the site (i.e., 52 
inbound and 52 outbound). It is estimated that the project will generate up to eight vehicle 
trips during the a.m. peak hour. 
 
Any potential air quality impacts associated with an increase in project related vehicle 
emissions are mitigated by the current levels of service (LOS) at the intersections in 
proximity to the proposed project. All intersections studied are operating at LOS C or better, 
which indicates a lack congestion that is the primary source of concentrated vehicular 
emissions and adverse air quality impacts. The potential for local air quality impacts due to 
increased collection truck trips would therefore be considered less than significant 
 
From a basin-wide perspective, the proposed project would result in reduced vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) and overall reduced NOx emissions due to the RITS proximity to customers 
in the City of Yuba City. Based on the nominal increase in collection and transfer trucks 
using the facility, the LOS of adjacent intersections and lack of congestion as well as the 
potential reduction in VMT, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of Northern Sacramento Valley Planning Area 2015 Triennial Air Quality 
Attainment Plan. 
 
Potential air quality impacts associated with the use of commercial collection/packer trucks 
under the proposed project will also be mitigated through compliance with the State Solid 
Waste Collection Vehicle (SWCV) regulation. The SWCV regulation is intended to reduce 
the harmful health impacts and smog-forming nitrogen oxide emissions of exhaust from 
diesel-fueled waste collection trucks by requiring SWCV owners to use California Air 
Resources Board verified control technology that best reduces emissions and to replace older 
trucks with new trucks that emit less pollutants. 

 
Under a July 2005 Staff Report, regarding “Implementation of SB656 Measures to Reduce 
Particulate Matter” the entire FRAQMD is classified as non-attainment for PM10 under the 
CAAQS and unclassified for PM2.5.  
 
The increase in solid waste processing under the proposed project will increase the potential 
for fugitive dust emissions. Compliance with FRAQMD Rule 3.16, regarding “Fugitive Dust 
Emissions” will be achieved by employing dust suppression methods such as water hoses, 
overhead misting and by conducting solid waste tipping and transfer activities inside an 
enclosed building to mitigate the potential impacts associated with the proposed project. 
 
Sources of PM10 and PM2.5 also include internal combustion engines (ICEs), wood burning 
stoves and fireplaces, dust from construction, landfills, and agriculture, wildfires and 
brush/waste burning, industrial sources, and windblown dust from open lands. Potential 
project related increases in PM10 or PM 2.5 associated with the increased use of on and off-
road ICE powered vehicles at the RITS will be mitigated through the use of required 
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pollution control equipment and maintaining company owned equipment and vehicles in 
tune. With new development and site paving on the one-acre parcel to be added, the use of 
dust suppression techniques such as an overhead misting system inside the transfer station 
building, and required vehicle emission control equipment, the proposed project would not 
be considered to have the potential for a significant impact on fugitive dust, PM 10 or PM 
2.5 levels in the FRAQMD. 
 
The proposed project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of applicable air 
quality plan of the Feather River Air Quality Management District by controlling fugitive 
dust emissions and complying with the SWCV mandates.  Therefore, the revisions to the 
project do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original 
IS/MND. 
 

b) Construction and operation of the RITS project will not result in any violations of air quality 
standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. 

 
The proposed project will not substantially change the timing and methods of construction 
when compared to the project reviewed under EA 12-2 and approved under UP 12-01, and 
no new construction related air quality impacts are anticipated. Off-road diesel equipment 
associated with construction and operation of the facility will meet the California Air 
Resources Board Off-Road Diesel Fueled Fleets Regulations which are intended to reduce 
oxides of nitrogen and PM. FRAQMD regulations related to visible emissions (Rule 3.0), 
architectural coatings (Rule 3.15 and fugitive dust emissions (Rule 3.16) will also mitigate 
potential construction related air quality impacts. On-road emissions associated with 
construction worker and facility employee vehicles will also remain similar to the project 
analyzed under EA 12-2 and approved under UP 12-01.  
 
Finally, potential air quality impacts associated with the use of commercial collection/packer 
trucks under the proposed project will be mitigated through compliance with the State Solid 
Waste Collection Vehicle (SWCV) regulation. The SWCV regulation is intended to reduce 
the harmful health impacts and smog-forming nitrogen oxide emissions of exhaust from 
diesel-fueled waste collection trucks by requiring SWCV owners to use California Air 
Resources Board verified control technology that best reduces emissions, and to replace 
older trucks with new trucks that emit less pollutants.  Therefore, the revisions to the project 
do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND.   
. 

c) The collection trucks that would utilize the RITS are currently operating in the air basin so 
the project would not represent a new source of vehicle emissions. Any potential air quality 
impacts associated with an increase in project related vehicle emissions are mitigated by the 
current levels of service (LOS) at the intersections in proximity to the proposed project. All 
intersections studied are operating at LOS C or better, which indicates a lack congestion that 
is the primary source of concentrated vehicular emissions and adverse air quality impacts. In 
addition, and effective October 1, 2019 via the new franchise hauler agreement with the City, 
all collection and transfer vehicles will have the most up-to-date pollution control equipment 
and, over time, fleets will be upgraded to clean fuel engines such as Compressed Natural 
Gas (CNG). 
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The operation of on-site diesel-powered equipment to load-out solid waste will increase 
under the proposed project. At 100 tons per day, a loader would be expected to operate two 
hours per day and at 300 tons per day, the loader would be anticipated to operate six hours 
per day. 
 
The following emissions would be associated with the additional loader operations 
associated with the proposed 200 ton per day increase in tonnage per day: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Under the FRAQMD rules, projects that would exceed 25 pounds per day of ROG or NOX, 
or 80 pounds per day of PM10, or greater would be considered having a significant impact 
for the respective criteria pollutant. The proposed project would generate 0.8 pounds per 
day of ROG, 5.4 pounds per day of NOx and 0.195 pounds of PM10 and would therefore 
not exceed any of the FRAQMD’s significance thresholds and the air quality impacts 
associated with the increased tonnage would be considered less than significant. 

 
Off-road equipment used in the operation of the facility would not result in emissions that 
exceed the FRAQMD’s significance thresholds. As shown in the Table above, the proposed 
project would result in increased air emissions associated with increased use of off-road 
equipment onsite. Multiplying the emission factors by the six (6) additional hours of loader 
operation, it is estimated that the proposed project would generate approximately 0.8 
lbs/day of ROGs, 5.4 lbs/day of NOx and 0.2 lbs/day of PM10. None of the project related 
emissions will exceed the 25 pounds per day of ROG or NOX, or 80 pounds per day of 
PM10 significance thresholds set by the FRAQMD, and no significant air quality impacts 
are anticipated. 
 
Emissions associated with the proposed use of commercial solid waste collection and 
transfer vehicles at the RITS will not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors) due to the use of the most up-to-date pollution 
control equipment on both on- and off-road vehicles. Furthermore, as mentioned 
previously, ROG emissions are forecasted to decrease by 32% and the ROG emissions are 
forecasted to decrease by 16% between 2010 and 2020 in the NSVPA.  The commercial 
collection vehicles that would potentially utilize the RITS are collecting or will collect waste 
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generated within the FRAQMD with or without the proposed Project. As noted above, City 
growth forecasts show solid waste generation increasing to 300 TPD by the year 2030. This 
growth will occur with or without the project. Thus, there will not be any net increase in 
emissions of oxides of nitrogen or PM due to the proposed project.  Therefore, the revisions 
to the project do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the 
original IS/MND. 

 
d) EA 12-2 indicated that there are no sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project. 

Specifically, the nearest residence is located approximately 1,900 feet west of the project site 
(on Eastwind Drive) and the nearest school (Lincrest Elementary School) is located over 
one mile west of the project site. The potential for the proposed project to expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations would be considered less than significant. 

 
e) EA 12-2 acknowledged that potential odor impacts associated with operation of the project 

as proposed under UP 12-01 could be mitigated by tipping and processing solid waste in an 
enclosed building, installing an overhead misting system with an odor neutralizing 
compound and not accepting solid waste with over ten percent putrescible material. 

 
 The proposed project would revise UP 12-01 to remove the condition prohibiting the RITS 

from receiving packer trucks with garbage. Allowing solid waste collection vehicles to use 
the RITS could result in an increased potential for odor impacts. By conducting material 
tipping and processing inside the proposed transfer 21,600 sf building, as well as the 
Regulatory Requirements contained in Title 14, CCR and implemented in the RITS 
Transfer/Processing Report (TPR) dated October 19, 2017 (which supersedes the FPR 
dated December 2011) the potential odor impacts associated with packer trucks bringing 
garbage to the RITS would be mitigated and the potential to create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people would be reduced to less than significant levels. 
Odor control provisions included in the TPR include an overhead misting system with odor 
neutralizing compound, removal of waste within 48 hours of receipt and maintaining a clean 
site are used to control odors. Provisions requiring weekly washing of collection and transfer 
trucks will either be included as a condition of approval or incorporated into the franchise 
agreement to further reduce the potential for odor impacts associated with those vehicles. 
It should also be noted that the TPR adopted under the proposed Use Permit revision will 
only allow RITS to accept green waste/ yard waste from self-haul customers. RI intends to 
segregate greenwaste/ yard waste from mixed loads (within franchise debris box intake and 
mixed public/ self-haul loads) for diversion to a regional greenwaste/ compost facility.  RI 
will not accept source-separated curbside greenwaste. Instead, all franchise curbside 
collection of residential yard waste and food scraps will be delivered directly to a regional 
greenwaste/ compost facility, thus eliminating a major potential odor source from 
potentially impacting the facility and local area. Since UP 12-01 currently allows RI to accept 
source-separate curbside greenwaste, the proposed revisions to UP 12-01 may provide an 
improvement to odor impacts over baseline conditions.  Therefore, the revisions to the 
project do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original 
IS/MND. 
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4.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

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

   

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

   

      
c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marshes, vernal 
pools, coastal wetlands, and drainages) or waters of the 
United States, as defined by § 404 of the federal Clean Water 
Act or California Fish & Game code § 1600, et seq. through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) Based on the Yuba City General Plan, EA 12-2 concluded that there no special status species 
on the site or within the vicinity of the project site. The Yuba City General Plan designates 
the project site as developed land and shows that the location of potential Hartweg’s Golden 
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Sunburst Habitat, which is a designated Special Status Species, approximately .8 miles east 
of the project area. The project site, as well as the undeveloped parcel to be added under the 
proposed project, are not considered Hartweg’s Golden Sunburst habitat, and therefore no 
adverse impacts to special status species will occur as a result of the proposed project.  
Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more significant impact than 
was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
b) Based on the Yuba City General Plan, EA 12-2 concluded that there are no riparian habitats 

or any other sensitive natural communities within the vicinity of the project. While the 
project site, and the undeveloped parcel to be added under the proposed project are located 
approximately 1,200 feet west of the Feather River and associated wetlands, the Yuba City 
General Plan, dated April 8, 2004 provided that the California Natural Diversity Data Base 
(CNDDB) does not list any riparian-related special status vegetation species in the Yuba City 
Planning Area. Furthermore, the riparian habitat is separated from the project site by 
intervening development and the Feather River Levee. Based on the fact that the Yuba City 
General Plan designates the project site as developed land, and the Feather River Levee 
physically separates the project area from the river and associated riparian habitat no impacts 
are anticipated. The proposed project will therefore 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 California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more 
significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
c) EA 12-2 concluded that there are no federally protected wetlands within the vicinity of the 

property. While the project site, and the undeveloped parcel to be added under the proposed 
project are proximate to the Feather River and associated wetlands, that sensitive habitat is 
separated from the project site by the Feather River Levee. The Yuba City General Plan 
designates the project site as developed land, and the Feather River Levee physically 
separates the project area from the river and associated riparian habitat. The proposed 
project will therefore not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marshes, vernal pools, coastal wetlands, and drainages) or 
waters of the United States, as defined by § 404 of the federal Clean Water Act or California 
Fish & Game code § 1600, et seq. through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more 
significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
d) EA 12-2 concluded that the project proposed under UP 12-01 would not interfere 

substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife corridors 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. The project site, as well as the undeveloped 
parcel to be added under the proposed project are located in an urbanized area as designated 
by the Yuba City General Plan and thus experiences nominal wildlife movement. The 
proposed project will 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 native wildlife nursery sites.  Therefore, the revisions to the 
project do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original 
IS/MND. 
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e) EA 12-01 stated that there are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community 
Conservation Plans, or any other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans 
within the project vicinity. Although the Yuba City General Plan, dated April 8, 2004 
provided that the CNDDB does not list any riparian-related special status vegetation species 
in the Yuba City Planning Area, the Feather River provides important fish and riparian 
habitat areas. As such, the City recently began the preparation of a strategic master plan for 
the 750-acre Feather River corridor, the purpose of which is to create a vision for the River, 
one that would make the most of the River as a recreational resource, while providing habitat 
for a variety of wildlife. The vacant parcel to be added under the proposed project will not 
increase the potential for conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved or proposed local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plan due to the lack of any such designated protection areas in 
the project vicinity.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more 
significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 
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5.  CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact
Would the project: 
 

    

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) Under EA 12-2, a visual inspection of the project site was conducted and no historical 
resources as defined by Section 15046.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act were 
observed. As the additional parcel included under the proposed project is undeveloped there 
is no potential for any impacts that would cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5. 

 
b) EA 12 -02 concluded that with mitigation, the project proposed under UP 12-01 would not 

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5. The mitigation measure states: 

 
Should artifacts or unusual amounts of bone or shell be uncovered during 
demolition or construction activity, all work shall be stopped and a qualified 
archeologist shall be contacted for on-site consultation. Avoidance measures 
or appropriate mitigation shall be completed according to CEQA guidelines. 
The State Office of Historic Preservation has issued recommendations for 
the preparation of Archeological Resource Management Reports which shall 
be used for guidelines. If the bone appears to be human, California law 
mandates that the Sutter County Coroner and the Native American Heritage 
Commission be contacted. 

 
Application of the same mitigation measure to the undeveloped parcel to be added under 
the proposed project would reduce the potential for any substantial adverse changes to an 
archaeological resource associated with development on the new parcel. In addition, 
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pursuant to AB 52, the Ione Band of the Miwok Indians and the United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn Rancheria were notified of the proposed project by letter, dated 
May 9, 2018, and delivered via certified mail on May 11, 2018. No requests for consultation 
were received during the 30-day AB 52 comment period.  Therefore, the revisions to the 
project and new information do not create a new or more significant impact than was 
evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
c) EA 12 -02 concluded that with the mitigation included under 5 b) above, the project 

proposed under UP 12-01 would not destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature. Application of the same mitigation measure to the undeveloped 
parcel to be added under the proposed project would reduce the potential to destroy a 
unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature to less than significant 
levels. 

 
d) EA 12 -02 concluded that with the mitigation included under 5 b) above, the project 

proposed under UP 12-01 would not disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries. Application of the same mitigation measure to the 
undeveloped parcel to be added under the proposed project would reduce the potential 
impacts associated with any human remains found onsite during the construction to less 
than significant levels.  In addition, the RRs contained in Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 subdivision (c) and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 related notification of 
local Native Americans of any buried remains based on the corner’s review, will further 
reduce the potential impacts on buried remains that may be encountered during 
development of the proposed project. 
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6.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact
Would the project: 
 

    

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

    

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

   

      
 
 ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?     
      
 iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including 
 liquefaction and lateral spreading?  

   

      
 iv)  Landslides?     
      
b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     
      
c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?  

   

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

   

      
e)  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
onsite wastewater treatment systems where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of wastewater? 

   

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) EA 12-2 cited the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the City’s 2010 General Plan, 
which concluded erosion, landslides, and mudflows are not considered to be a significant 
risk in the City limits or within the Urban Growth Boundary. No active earthquake faults 
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are known to exist in Sutter County, although active faults in the region could produce 
motion in Yuba City. 

 
Potentially active faults do exist in the Sutter Buttes. The faults are considered small and 
have not exhibited activity in recent history (last 200 years). Earthquakes of up to a 5.8 
magnitude on the Richter Scale have been recorded approximately 35 miles away in the last 
50 years. 

 
 A geotechnical report prepared by Gularte & Associated, dated January 7, 2016, and updated 

June 29, 2018, for the RITS project approved under UP -12-01 found that the site will 
experience a horizontal ground acceleration of 0.731 g to 0.294g in the next 50 years which 
is considered a relatively low level of ground shaking for California.  This report is provided 
as Appendix B to this Initial Study. 

 
 The Gularte report also found that the risk of lateral spreading from landslides and 

liquefaction is considered to be low. Liquefiable soils were not encountered during the 
investigation. Risk from landsliding should be minor considering the predominantly level 
topography of the site and area. 

 
 The Gularte geotechnical report has been updated to include the undeveloped parcel to be 

added under the proposed project, and based on the findings and recommendations 
contained in the report, the proposed project would not be expected to expose people or 
structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
from rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related 
ground failure, including liquefaction and lateral spreading, or seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction and lateral spreading. 

 
b) While the proposed project will result in loss of topsoil due to building construction and 

paving, the project site is not considered prime agricultural land as designated a on the 
“Sutter County Important Farmland Map 2016”, as published by the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program, published June 2017. Under the proposed project, site drainage 
and runoff will be controlled through the use of curbs, gutters and storm drains in order to 
minimize the potential for on and off-site soil erosion. 

 
c) The Gularte geotechnical report, cites 1992 Geologic Map of the Chico Quadrangle 

prepared by the California Department of Mines and Geology which shows the project site 
as being composed of unconsolidated and semi-consolidated alluvium, and that the risk of 
lateral spreading from landslides and liquefaction is considered to be low. The geotechnical 
report concludes that from an earthwork, pavement, and foundations viewpoint, the soils at 
this site are considered suitable for support of the anticipated loads provided the engineering 
recommendations are followed properly. 

 
The Gularte geotechnical report has been updated to include the undeveloped parcel to be 
added under the proposed project, and based on the findings and recommendations 
contained in the January 7, 2016 and June 30, 2018 reports, the proposed project would not 
be expected to be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. 
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d) An expansive soil (usually clayey) increases in volume when water is added (expands) and 

shrinks when water content is reduced. EA 12 -02 concluded the extreme southwest corner 
of the Yuba City Growth Boundary is the only known area with expansive soils. The project 
site is not located within this area and therefore will not be impacted by the presence of 
expansive soils. 

 
The Gularte geotechnical report cites 1992 Geologic Map of the Chico Quadrangle prepared 
by the California Department of Mines and Geology which shows the project site as being 
composed of unconsolidated and semi-consolidated alluvium, and their onsite boring 
observations show the presence of silts and sands. Based on the findings and 
recommendations contained in the updated June 29, 2018 report, the proposed project is 
not expected be to be located on expansive soil, thereby creating substantial risks to life or 
property. 

e) As the proposed project does not include use of septic tanks or alternative onsite wastewater 
disposal systems, there would no potential environmental impacts associated with soils 
incapable of adequately supporting such systems. 
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7.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact
Would the project: 
 

    

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

   

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

   

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) The proposed project will increase the permitted capacity at the RITS to 300 TPD and allow 
packer trucks to bring garbage to the facility. The additional waste and recyclables that would 
be processed by the RITS are currently being delivered to the Recolgy Yuba-Sutter Integrated 
Waste Recovery Facility located at 3001 N. Levee Road in Marysville, CA 95901. Use of the 
RI facility would reduce each collection truck trip traveled by approximately four miles (two 
miles in each direction) as measured from 1446 Colusa Highway to the Recolgy Yuba-Sutter 
Integrated Waste Recovery Facility and result in reduced GHG emissions. It is anticipated that 
the additional tonnage proposed for processing at the RITS would be diverted from the 
Recolgy Yuba-Sutter Integrated Waste Recovery Facility, that VMT would be reduced by 
approximately four miles per packer truck, and that there would be no net increase in GHG 
emissions associated with the proposed. The proposed project is not anticipated to generate 
GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment as packer truck’s would use the most up-to-date pollution control equipment 
and VMT would be reduced.   
 
When compared to the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions associated with the project 
approved under UP 12-1 and EA 12-2, any additional GHG emissions associated with the 
proposed project would be associated with the additional loader operations onsite. As shown 
in the table provided in Section 3(c) above, operation of the loader would result in 4,048 
pounds per day of CO2e emissions, which equates to 1.8 metric tons per day of 562 metric 
tons CO2e per year. Operation of the proposed loader would increase CO2e emissions by 
approximately 562 metric tons per year which is less that the 10,000 MT/year threshold of 
significance for industrial facilities. The additional vehicles using the facility are currently 
operating in the air basin and would not result in a new source of emissions.  

 
Furthermore, considering the GHG reduction baseline analysis approved under UP 12-1 and 
EA 12-2, it is assumed that diverting the additional 200 tons per day to the project site will 
further reduce GHG in the area, given that fewer miles will be driven to the project site as 
compared to the existing disposal site located in Marysville, CA.   Use of the RI facility would 
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reduce each collection truck trip traveled by approximately four miles (two miles in each 
direction) as measured from the City centroid (at 1446 Colusa Highway) to the Recolgy Yuba-
Sutter Integrated Waste Recovery Facility. Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create 
a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
b).  The proposed project will expand solid waste and recycling services in the City, which are 

services recognized as part of the California Climate Plan approved under AB 32.  Under AB 
32 the State intends to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels means cutting 
approximately 30% from business-as-usual emissions levels projected for 2020, or about 15% 
from today’s levels. As mentioned previously, the proposed project will reduce packer truck 
VMT by approximately four miles per trip as well as the associated GHG emissions in the air 
basin, and its cumulative impact is not considerable.  Thus, the proposed project will not 
conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases. Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or 
more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 
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8.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact
Would the project:  
 

    

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

   

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

   

      
c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of sensitive land uses? 

   

      
d)  Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code § 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 airport, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area?  

   

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

   

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

   

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

a) EA 12-2 states that only non-hazardous municipal solid waste and recyclables will be accepted 
at the RITS. This includes municipal solid waste generated by the residential and commercial 
self-haul customers and includes self-hauled solid waste. No designated, special, medical, liquid 
or hazardous wastes will be accepted. A Hazardous Waste Load Check Program will be 
implemented at the RITS to enforce this policy as noted in the project FPR. 

  
 E-waste and universal waste is currently accepted at the facility and handled and stored in 

compliance with all RRs as well as the RI FPR. 
 
 EA 12-2 further states that, in accordance with the California Code of Regulations, a 

hazardous waste screening program will be developed and implemented at the facility to 
detect illegally disposed liquid, hazardous and/or special wastes (infectious wastes, dead 
animals, and sludge). Any non-acceptable items will be returned to the customer. RI will 
provide a list of acceptable locations to properly dispose of non-accepted material. 

 
 The proposed project, which would increase the permitted capacity to 300 tons per day, 

would increase the possibility of hazardous material being brought to the RITS. By 
conducting periodic “load checks” pursuant to the RRs contained in Title 14, CCR and 
implemented in the RITS Transfer/Processing Report (TPR) dated October 19, 2017 (which 
supersedes the FPR dated December 2011) the potential to create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the routine transport, storage, production, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials is reduced to less than significant levels. Therefore, the 
revisions to the project do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated 
in the original IS/MND. 

 
b) As stated above, the RITS will only accept non-hazardous municipal solid waste and 

recyclables. Employees will be trained to recognize and respond to any hazardous materials 
found in the waste-stream and which will be stored in a hazardous waste locker until a 
certified collection company removes it for processing and disposal. Spill kits along with 
personal protection equipment (PPE) will be located throughout the facility.  

 
 The proposed project, which would increase the permitted capacity to 300 tons per day, 

would increase the possibility of hazardous material being brought to the RITS. By training 
and equipping employees with the necessary PPE, conducting operations in compliance with 
the RRs contained in Title 14, CCR and implemented in the RITS Transfer/Processing 
Report (TPR) dated October 19, 2017 (which supersedes the FPR dated December 2011) 
the potential to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, storage, production, use, or disposal of hazardous materials is reduced to 
less than significant levels.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or 
more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
c) EA 12-2 indicated that the project proposed under UP 12-01 would not result in hazardous 

emissions or the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. The nearest school (Lincrest 
Elementary School) is located over one mile west of the project site. The proposed project, 
which would increase the permitted capacity to 300 tons per day, would not generate 
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hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste. The potential to impact a sensitive land use within one-quarter mile of the project site 
would be less than significant. 

 
d) A June 2018 review of the EnviroStor database, which is the Department of Toxic 

Substances Control's data management system for tracking cleanup, permitting, 
enforcement and investigation efforts at hazardous waste facilities and sites with known 
contamination or sites where there may be reasons to investigate further, does not show any 
pending cases or clean-up activity for the project site including the parcel to be added under 
the proposed project. A Phase I Environmental Assessment prepared by Vertex and dated 
December 7, 2015, also concluded that there was no evidence of recognized environmental 
conditions (RECs) associated with hazardous materials or contamination. Since the project 
site does not appear on the EnviroStor database, there is no potential for the project to 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Therefore, the revisions to the 
project do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original 
IS/MND. 

 
e) EA 12-2 indicated that the project site is located within the sphere of influence of the Sutter 

County Airport. The Sutter County Department of Public Works reviewed the project and 
noted that the Sutter County Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan limits the project’s 
average density to no more than 25 people per acre per hour in a 24-hour period or no more 
than 50 people per acre at any time. The applicant has noted that the average concentration 
of people per hour is less than 25 people, and that it is unforeseeable that there will be more 
than 50 people per acre on the site. With compliance with the Sutter County Airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan, UP 12-01 would not result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area due its proximity to the Sutter County Airport. 

 
 The proposed project would increase the permitted capacity at the RITS to 300 tons per day 

of solid waste and recyclables, and add six employees for a total of 22 employees. The 
proposed project, would meet the RRs established under the Sutter County Airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan which limits the project’s average density to no more than 
25 people per acre per hour in a 24-hour period or no more than 50 people per acre at any 
time. Based on a total site area of four acres under the proposed project, no more than 100 
people per hour in a 24-hour period or no more than 200 people at any time will be on the 
project site.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more significant 
impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
f) EA 12-2 established that there are no private airstrips located within City limits or the City’s 

Urban Growth Boundary. The proposed project would therefore not result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area do to its location in proximity to a private 
airstrip. 

 
g) EA 12-2 established that the project approved under UP 12-01 would not impair 

implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. Based on that finding and the fact that the proposed facilities 
and traffic circulation at the site are not anticipated to be substantially different than the site 
features evaluated in the original IS/MND, the proposed project would also not be expected 
to impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response 
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plan or emergency evacuation plan.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a 
new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
h) Per a June 2018 review of the Cal Fire website, Sutter County does not contain any State 

Responsibility Area (SRA) land, and therefore does not have any designated High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zones (HFHSZ). The Draft Sutter County Fire Hazard Zones in Local 
Responsibility map designates small portions of the City of Yuba City as Moderate Fire 
Hazard, and the project site designated “Unzoned”. The proposed project would, therefore, 
not be expected to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands. 
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9.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

    

          
f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?    
      
g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map, 
or within a floodway or floodplain? 

   

      
h)  Place structures, which would impede or redirect flood 
flows, within a 100-year flood hazard area, floodway, or 
floodplain? 
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i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam?  

   

      
j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?    
      

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) EA 12-2 found that the project proposed under UP 12-01 would not violate any water quality 
or wastewater discharge requirements as the facility will not use water as part of the 
operation and will not discharge water off site as a byproduct of the operation. The overhead 
misting system may use a nominal amount of water, or an odor reducing solution, that is 
ultimately absorbed by the waste material so there is no possibility of runoff or discharge 
into the stormwater or sanitary sewer systems. With the zero-waste water operation, the 
facility will not have any industrial waste water discharge. 

 
The proposed project, which would allow up to 300 tons per day of solid waste and 
recyclables to be delivered by collection trucks and processed at the RITS, would not be 
expected to substantially increase the potential to violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements when compared to the project approved under UP 12-01.  
 
Under the proposed project, potential violations to water quality standards could occur from 
stormwater runoff due to contact with solid waste, recyclables, maintenance supplies and 
vehicle travel-ways. These impacts will be mitigated by tipping and processing solid waste 
inside a covered building and complying with the RITS TPR and Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as well the RRs contained in CCR Title 14 and Title 23. The 
proposed transfer station building will also include floor drains to collect and convey water 
tracked into the facility by customers during rain events or generated as a result of washdown 
water associated with steam cleaning the tipping floor and equipment inside the transfer 
station. Water from the floor drains will be treated pursuant to the Yuba City Department 
of Public Works prior to being discharged to the sanitary sewer system. 
 
With the design features and RRs, the proposed project would not violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not 
create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 
 

b) As the City has adequate water entitlements from the Feather River as well as 
treatment/distribution capacity to accommodate any need associated with the project, EA 
12-2 found that the project approved under UP 12-01 would not 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). 

 
The proposed project is not anticipated to significantly increase water demand when 
compared to the project approved under UP 12-01 in that the number of employees will be 
similar and the amount of water required for site operations will remain essentially the same. 
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As noted in this section of the TPR, the operator estimates using less than 0.49 acre-feet of 
water on an annual basis, which is approximately the same amount of water used by 1.8 
residential households annually.  The amount of water use is not considered a significant 
impact. This water will drain into the City’s sanitary sewer through an engineered clarifier to 
remove solids. 
 
Decreased groundwater infiltration on the project site due to the larger building and 
additional paving associated with the larger site will be offset by the fact that stormwater 
runoff is conveyed through storm drains to a detention basin and on to the Feather River 
which is the source of the City’s water supply. The paved gutters and drains will more 
effectively and efficiently convey water to the Feather River than would occur under existing 
conditions.  The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do 
not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 
 

c) The site is relatively flat and partially developed with paving and buildings which drain to an 
existing storm drain system. There are no streams or rivers on the project site. The 
undeveloped portions of the site are flat and the proposed project will not require substantial 
grading. Site drainage will surface flow through paved gutters and/or drains to an offsite 
storm drain system which will minimize the potential for erosion or siltation. The proposed 
project will not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 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.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a 
new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
d) The proposed project will not substantially alter existing drainage patterns of the site or area 

or alter the course of a stream or river. Runoff from the proposed project site will be 
conveyed in paved gutters and/or drains to an offsite storm drain system which will 
minimize the potential for on-site flooding. 

 
The City of Yuba City maintains a stormwater conveyance system which collects all water 
from storm events (stormwater) and drains to the Feather River and Sutter Bypass. This 
system reduces the effects of localized flooding. Prior to any storm drain connections 
associated with the project, stormwater runoff calculations shall be provided to and 
approved by the City showing that the municipal storm drain infrastructure is adequate to 
accommodate surface water runoff from the project. The infrastructure includes a 33-inch 
storm drain in Putman Avenue, a 36-inch storm drain in Burns Drive, a detention basin 
adjacent to the City Wastewater Treatment Plant and a pump station which conveys the 
water to the Feather River. With City review and approval of site runoff and storm drain 
design calculations, any increase the rate and/or amount of surface runoff from the 
proposed project would be conveyed off site in a manner that does not result in on- or off-
site flooding.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more significant 
impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
e) With City review and approval of site runoff and storm drain design calculations, there is no 

potential for runoff from the proposed project to exceed the capacity of the existing 
stormwater drainage system, and while the proposed project may be a potential source of 
polluted runoff, any impacts will be mitigated by tipping and processing solid waste inside a 
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covered building, AND complying with the RITS TPR and Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as well the RRs contained in CCR Title 14 and Title 23. The 
proposed transfer station building will also include floor drains to collect and convey water 
tracked into the facility by customers during rain events or generated as a result of washdown 
water associated with steam cleaning the tipping floor and equipment inside the transfer 
station. Water from the floor drains will be treated pursuant to the Yuba City Department 
of Public Works prior to being discharged to the sanitary sewer system. 

 
The proposed project would not 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.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or 
more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 
 

f) The proposed project does not include any processes or activities that could otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality. 

 
g) The proposed project is classified as an industrial use and would therefore not result in the 

placement of 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, or 
within a floodway or floodplain, based on a review of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) National Flood Insurance Program, Flood Insurance Rate Map, Sutter 
County, California, Panel 605 of 880, Map No. 060394, Panel 0605E. 

 
h) The FEMA map indicates that the project site is within “Zone X” (shaded), a zone defined 

as “Areas with 0.2% annual chance flood; Areas of 1% annual chance flood with average depths less than 
1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile; and areas protected by levees from 1% annual chance 
flood”. The site is also subject to inundation from failure of the Oroville or YWCA Bullards 
Bar Dams. As the project site is protected from flooding by the Feather River Levee, the 
only potential for the proposed project to impede or redirect flood flows, within a 100-year 
flood hazard area, floodway, or floodplain, would be in the event of a levee failure or failure 
of an upstream dam or levee. The City’s 200-year flood map with a Feather River Breach 
shows the project site with flood waters of 0 to three feet. While the proposed project could 
impede or redirect flood flows, within a 100-year flood hazard area, floodway, or floodplain, 
the impacts would be considered less than significant when compared to the impacts 
associated with a levee or dam failure on the City.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do 
not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
i) As discussed in “h” above, as the project site is protected from flooding by the Feather River 

Levee and subject to inundation from failure of the Oroville or YWCA Bullards Bar Dams. 
In the event of levee failure, there is the potential to expose people or structures to a risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee 
or dam. The City’s 200-year flood map with a Feather River Breach shows the project site 
with flood waters of 0 to three feet. The City has implemented a Flood Evacuation 
Management plan, and the project site is located in Zone 5 that uses the Black Burn Tally - 
Sports Complex at 300 Burns Dr. as a temporary gathering area for people who need 
transportation out of an evacuation area. With the City’s emergency evacuation plan, the 
potential to 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 would be considered 
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less than significant.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more 
significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
j) The project site is not located near waterbodies that could cause inundation by seiche or 

tsunami and no associated impacts would occur. The generally flat topography of project 
area site would also minimize the potential for inundation from mudflow and no adverse 
associated impacts would occur. 
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10.  LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact

Would the project: 
 

    

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

   

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

   

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) EA 12-2 found that the project approved under UP 12-01 would not physically divide an 
established community based on the fact that the site is zoned M-2 (Industrial District) and 
entitled for use as a recycling and solid waste facility and for the proposed type of 
development. Furthermore, the site is not within an established “residential community” is 
located on the periphery of the City and approximately 1,200 feet from the closest residential 
neighborhood. The proposed project, which would add a vacant parcel to the RITS site, 
would not physically divide an established community based on the fact that the new parcel 
to be added is adjacent to the existing site, zoned for the proposed type of use, and that the 
project can be considered an infill development located within an existing industrial 
subdivision that is comprised of similar development.  Therefore, the revisions to the project 
do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
b) EA 12-2 found that the project approved under UP 12-01 would not conflict with any 

applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect since 
the property has the appropriate General Plan designation and Zoning classification to 
accommodate the proposed project. 

 
The proposed project, which would add a vacant parcel to the RITS site, and allow collection 
trucks to deliver up to 300 TPD of solid waste and recyclables to the facility, would not 
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect since the property has the appropriate General Plan designation and 
Zoning classification to accommodate the proposed project.  In addition, the proposed 
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project is of the same nature as the existing project and only expands the footprint of the 
facility by 25%.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more 
significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 
 

c) EA 12-2 found that the project approved under UP 12-01 would not conflict with any 
applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan based on the 
fact that there are currently no habitat conservation plans or natural community 
conservations plans within City limits or the Urban Growth Boundary. The proposed 
project, which would add a vacant parcel to the RITS site and allow collection trucks to 
deliver up to 300 TPD of solid waste and recyclables to the facility, would not conflict with 
any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan the 
modifications included in the proposed project are of the same nature as the existing project 
and only expand the footprint of the facility by 25%. Therefore, the revisions to the project 
do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact
Would the project: 
 

    

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

   

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

   

 
Responses to Questions: 

 
a) EA 12-2 found that the project approved under UP 12-01, would not result in the loss of 

availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state in that the project site has no known mineral resource value nor is 
there opportunity for mineral resource extraction that would be of value to the region and 
the residents of the state. 

 
The proposed project, which would add a vacant parcel to the RITS site, would not result 
in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 
and the residents of the state in that the vacant parcel to be added by the proposed project 
has no known mineral resource value nor is there opportunity for mineral resource 
extraction that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state. 

 
b) EA 12-2 found that the project approved under UP 12-01, would not result in the loss of 

availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan or other land use plan in that the site is not designated for mineral 
extraction. 

 
The proposed project, which would add a vacant parcel to the RITS site, would not result 
in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on 
a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan in that the vacant parcel to be added 
by the proposed project is not designated for mineral extraction.  
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12. NOISE 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact
Would the project result in: 
 

    

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

      
 

Responses to Questions: 
 
a) EA 12-2 found that the project approved under UP 12-01, would generate more noise than 

that which was generated by the RI recycling facility. Noise levels associated with solid waste 
facilities such as the proposed RITS include packer/collection trucks and self-haul vehicles, 
material handling equipment (loaders and forklifts), vehicle back-up warning alarms, material 
loading and unloading activities, and general maintenance activities.  

 
EA 12-2 found that potential noise impacts would be mitigated by confining solid waste 
operations to the interior of the building and by properly sound-proofing, shielding and/or 
muffling material handling equipment and noise generating activities. EA 12-2 further found 
that by providing employees with ear protection as necessary and potentially implementing 
a Hearing Conservation Program if deemed necessary by CalOSHA, the potential for 
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exposure of workers to noise levels in excess of health and safety standards would be 
mitigated. As part of the Hearing Conservation Program, noise measurements will be taken 
by an independent noise consultant during the first full-year of operations, and as needed 
thereafter, to monitor long-term noise levels.  If noise measurements conclude that there are 
potential adverse impacts, the Hearing Conservation Program would mandate hearing 
protection to insure worker health and safety.   

 
EA 12-2 concluded that the project proposed under UP 12-01 was not anticipated to 
generate noise beyond what was anticipated in the Yuba City General Plan EIR and would 
be required to comply with all applicable noise regulations, including the General Plan Noise 
and Safety Element.  
 
The proposed project, which would entail construction of a slightly larger transfer station 
building and allow delivery of up to 300 TPD of solid waste and recyclables by self-haul and 
commercial collection trucks, would not be expected to increase noise levels beyond those 
anticipated under UP 12-01.  
  
As with the project analyzed under EA 12-2 and approved under UP 12-01, the proposed 
project would result in a short-term increase noise levels related to construction. With the 
implementation of City code requirements related to construction hours and equipment 
operation, construction of the proposed project would not exposure workers or the public 
to, or generate, noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. 
 
Regarding operational impacts associated with the proposed project, the City’s General Plan 
indicates that “[n]oise produced by industrial facilities has a negligible effect on the City’s 
noise environment”, and “[a]lthough the City does not have a Noise Ordinance, noise issues 
are handled by the City’s Nuisance Ordinance, which regulates the time of day that certain 
noise-generating activities may take place.” 
 
General Plan implementing policy 9.1-I-3 provides that, in making a determination of impact 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an increase of four or more DBA 
is considered to be "significant" if the resulting noise level would exceed that described as 
normally acceptable for the affected land use. Per the City General Plan, the normal noise 
range for industrial uses is from 50 to 75 dB. General Plan implementing policy 9.1-I-4, 
seeks to “protect especially sensitive uses, including schools, hospitals, and senior care 
facilities, from excessive noise, by enforcing “normally acceptable” noise level standards” 
which for industrial uses range from 50 to 75 dB. 
 
Based on the City’s General Plan Noise Policies, an increase in noise levels to 79 dB would 
be considered a significant impact. Under the RITS TPR, through the use of design and 
operational controls, noise levels would not exceed 65 dB at the property line, which is 
within the normally established range established under the General Plan. 
 
There is also the potential for increased offsite noise levels along travel corridors due to the 
proposed increase in permitted tonnage and use of the RITS by commercial solid waste 
collection trucks. The City’s General Plan indicates that future development within the City’s 
Planning Area will result in new roads and increased traffic volumes, thus increasing noise 
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levels in some areas. Specifically, community noise levels along Garden Highway and 
Lincoln Road are projected to increase in the future due to increased traffic. To minimize 
future noise impacts, General Plan Implementing Policy 9.1-I-2 proposes to regulate the 
hours of operation related to noise generating businesses, deliveries and trash pickup hours. 

 
Noise levels at the RITS may adversely impact employees and require use of personal 
protection equipment. Implementation of a Hearing Conservation Program and compliance 
with the RITS TPR, health and safety standards and Cal/OSHA RRs would reduce those 
impacts to less than significant levels. 
 
Based on compliance with City policies and regulations and the operating standards 
contained in the RITS TPR, as well as the proposed facility’s location in an industrial zone 
that is not near sensitive land uses, the proposed project would not expose people or 
generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, or applicable 
standards of other agencies.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or 
more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 
 

b) The proposed project, which would allow delivery of up to 300 TPD of solid waste and 
recyclables by self-haul and commercial collection trucks, would not be expected to expose 
people to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels when 
compared to the impacts associated with the project approved under UP 12-01. 

 
Onsite groundborne vibrations and noise would result from construction of the proposed 
transfer station building as well as from material loading and unloading and he movement 
of material handling equipment. 
 
As with the project analyzed under EA 12-2 and approved under UP 12-01, the proposed 
project would result in a short-term increase goundborne vibration and groundborne noise 
levels related to construction activities. With the implementation of City code requirements 
related to construction hours and equipment operation, construction of the proposed 
project would not exposure workers or the public to, or generate, noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies. 
 
The site location in an industrial area away from sensitive land uses, coupled with the size 
of the site and the location of building where material processing operations will occur on 
the site, all contribute to a reduced potential to expose people to or generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels associated with onsite operations. 
 
The proposed project, which would allow delivery of up to 300 TPD of solid waste and 
recyclables by self-haul and commercial collection trucks, could increase the potential for 
off-site groundborne vibration or groundborne noise on local streets due to increased use 
of the facility by commercial collection trucks. Roadway conditions have a direct impact on 
groundborne vibration with smooth surfaces rarely producing perceptible vibration levels. 
The franchise agreement for solid waste collection includes provisions for street 
maintenance contributions, which would reduce the potential for collection trucks 
associated with the proposed project to expose people to or generate excessive groundborne 
vibrations. 
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Potential offsite impacts to residents or sensitive land uses from groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise associated with collection trucks on local streets shall also be mitigated 
by using the franchise agreement to limit the hours trash can be collected to ensure that 
activities take place at hours that will not cause a violation of the City’s Nuisance Ordinance 
and General Plan. The following hours of operation will also reduce the potential for noise 
impacts: 
 

Monday – Friday: Intake and tipping: 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM (all customers) 
 Other outdoor site operations: 6:30 AM to 9:00 PM 

and other activities within buildings: Up to 24 
hours/day. 

 
Saturday: Intake and tipping: 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM (all customers) 
 Other outdoor site operations: 6:30 AM to 9:00 PM 

and other activities within buildings: Up to 24 
hours/day. 

 
Sunday: Intake and tipping: 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM (all customers) 

 
Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more significant impact than 
was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

   
c) The project site is located in an industrial area and RI has been operating a recycling facility 

at the location since 2008. Surrounding businesses include steel fabricators, a sawmill, and 
manufacturing companies. Ambient noise levels related to current operations, as well as 
anticipated noise levels associated with operation of the proposed project would not exceed 
the normal noise range for industrial uses which, per the City’s General Plan, is from 50 to 
75 dB. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project is not anticipated based on the existing land uses in the 
project area. Under the RITS TPR, through the use of design and operational controls, noise 
levels would not exceed 65 dB at the property line, which is within the normally established 
range established under the General Plan.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not 
create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
d) EA 12-2 found that short-term noise impacts can be expected resulting from site grading 

and construction activities associated with the new building. Construction-related noise 
impacts will be less than significant because adherence to City Noise Ordinance which limits 
the hours of operation for construction and use of heavy machinery. The proposed project, 
which includes a slightly larger transfer station building, is not anticipated to increase 
construction related noise impacts, when compared to the project analyzed under EA 12-2, 
through substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above those levels existing without the project. 

 
Existing operations which include unloading and loading of recyclables, vehicle starts and 
back-up warning signals all result in periodic increases in ambient noise levels that are not 
considered substantial in the context of surrounding industrial land uses. The proposed 
project, which would allow delivery of up to 300 TPD of solid waste and recyclables by self-
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haul and commercial collection trucks, would generate similar periodic increases in ambient 
noise levels similar to those associated with the existing operations as well as those associated 
with operations approved under UP 12-01. The proposed project would result in more 
frequent noise associated with loading and unloading activities but would not result in a 
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project since all loading and unloading activities are 
conducted inside a building, which is located in a heavy industrial area and surrounded my 
heavy industrial zoned land for at least 1,000 feet in all directions.  Therefore, the revisions 
to the project do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the 
original IS/MND. 
 

e) The project is located in an airport land use planning area. The Sutter County Airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan adopted in April of 1994 provides that airport operations 
will not exceed 65 dB which is consistent with normally acceptable “noise level standards” 
which for industrial uses range from 50 to 75 dB. The fact that the project site is located 
more than ½ mile from the airport runway would also reduce potential exposure to excessive 
noise levels from the airport.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or 
more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
f) As there are no private airstrips in the City, there is no potential for the employees at the 

RITS of being exposed to excessive noise levels. 
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13. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact
Would the project: 
 

    

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

   

      
b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
especially affordable housing, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? 

   

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

   

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) The proposed project, which would allow delivery of up to 300 TPD of solid waste and 
recyclables by self-haul and commercial collection trucks, would not induce substantial 
population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly. The project does not include 
housing and that would induce population growth. The proposed RITS would not induce 
population growth but would simply provide a mechanism safe and efficient processing of 
solid waste and recyclables generated by the projected growth in population. 

 
b) The proposed project would add a vacant parcel to the site development that was not part 

of the project approved under UP 12-01. No housing would be lost or residential land 
converted to non-residential uses, under the proposed project, and there is no potential to 
displace substantial numbers of existing housing, especially affordable housing, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 

 
c) The proposed project would add a vacant parcel to the site development that was not part 

of the project approved under UP 12-01. No persons would be displaced due to construction 
of the project that would necessitate construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 
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14. PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact
a)  Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response time or other 
performance objectives for any of the following public 
service:  
 

    

Fire protection?    
      
Police protection?    
      
Schools?    
      
Parks?    
      
Other public facilities?    

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

EA 12-2 concluded that the project proposed under UP 12-01 would not result in the need 
for additional fire or police protection as the City currently provides those services to the 
project site. The Yuba City Fire Department reviewed the plans submitted as part of UP 12-
01 and indicated that the project would require fire sprinklers. 
 
As with the project approved under UP 12-01, the proposed project, which would allow 
delivery of up to 300 TPD of solid waste and recyclables by self-haul and commercial collection 
trucks, would not be expected to require additional fire and police personnel to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or response times, or the construction of any new police of fire 
facilities. With the provision of security fencing, exterior lighting and security cameras, the 
project would not place additional demands on local police. Installation of an overhead fire 
sprinkler system, as well as operation of the facility as set forth in the RITS TPR, would not 
require the need for additional fire services. Based on the proposed design of the RITS, 
together with the operational mandates included in the TPR, there would be no potential 
for substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios, response time or other 
performance objectives related to police and fire service. 
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The proposed project does not include housing nor will it increase employees at the current 
facility.  Thus, the proposed project will not increase demand for schools, parks or other 
public facilities. No impacts schools, parks or other public facilities such as libraries are 
anticipated as a result of the proposed project. 
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15. RECREATION 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

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

   

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

   

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) EA 12-2 concluded that the project approved under UP 12- 1 would not increase the use of 
existing parks such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur based on 
the fact that it was an industrial use. While the proposed project would allow delivery of up to 
300 TPD of solid waste and recyclables by self-haul and commercial collection trucks, the use 
would not increase employment at the site and is still classified as industrial and the potential to 
increase the use of existing parks such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities 
would be less than significant.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or 
more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
b) The proposed project does not include housing nor will it increase employment at that site 

and as such will not increase demand for schools, parks or other public facilities. No impacts 
schools, parks or other public facilities such as libraries are anticipated as a result of the 
proposed project.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more 
significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 
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16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact
Would the project: 
 

    

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 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 (CMP), including, but not limited to, level of 
service standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the CMP for designated roads or 
highways? 

   

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

   

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

   

      
e)  Result in inadequate emergency access?    
      
f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities? 

   

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) A traffic assessment was conducted by KD Anderson and Associates, Inc., dated June 5, 
2018, and is included as Appendix C. As part of the traffic assessment, traffic counts were 
taken at three intersections selected by the City in the project vicinity on May 7, 2018, while 
school was in session and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9: 00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 
p.m., to determine the existing conditions and levels of service. These time periods were 
selected based on consideration of the hours of highest traffic volume in the Yuba City area 
and typical engineering practice. Traffic counts were conducted in 15-minute intervals, and 
the consecutive 60-minute period with the greatest volume was identified as the peak hour.   
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Per the KD Anderson traffic study, existing Level of Service (LOS) traffic conditions for 
the three study intersections are as follows: 
 

INTERSECTION AM PEAK HOUR LOS PM PEAK HOUR LOS
 

Garden Hwy./Lincoln Rd. AM Peak Hour – LOS B PM Peak Hour – LOS B 
 

Garden Hwy./Epley Dr. 
Southbound left turn 

 
AM Peak Hour – LOS B 

 
PM Peak Hour – LOS C 

Westbound approach AM Peak Hour – LOS C PM Peak Hour – LOS A 
 

Garden Hwy./Burns Dr. AM Peak Hour – LOS B PM Peak Hour – LOS B 
 

 
All three intersections studies are currently operating with Levels of Service that exceed the 
City’s Minimum LOS D standard, and no improvements are required. 
 
The amount of vehicle traffic associated with the project is described in terms of vehicle 
trips. Each load traveling to or from the site generates two trips (i.e., one inbound to the site 
and one outbound from the site). The number of vehicle trips has been estimated based on 
the increase in permitted tonnage as well as the capacity of the vehicles used to transport the 
material. Based on an additional 200 TPD of material being processed at the site, the 
proposed project could result in a total of 104 total daily vehicle trips to and from the site 
(i.e., 52 in bound and 52 outbound). 
 
The amount of vehicular traffic occurring in any particular hour will depend on the business’ 
hours of operation and the likely schedule of activities. Estimated truck activity and 
employee travel associated with the project will occur over an eleven (11) hour operating 
day from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Truck activity is expected to be relatively uniform across 
that period, but somewhat less truck travel would be expected in the evening as the plant 
begins to wind down for the day. It is estimated that the project will generate up to eight 
vehicle trips, or 18 Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) trips during the a.m. peak hour. 
 
The City of Yuba City employs a trip generation threshold to determine at a screen line level 
whether a traffic impact could possibly occur and whether a traffic impact analysis is 
justified. The screen line threshold (i.e., 50 peak hour trips (inbound plus outbound) is 
similar to that required by many other public agencies. There is no specific screen line for 
PCE’s. The project could generate up to eight vehicle trips during the a.m. peak hour which 
is well below the 50 trips threshold for a traffic study. Even if the project’s peak hour PCE 
estimate was applied, this estimate (i.e., 18 PCE’s peak hour trips) is less than the 50-trip 
threshold used by the City of Yuba City. Based on the City’s criteria, the project is not 
expected to have a significant impact to the local or regional street systems. 
 
 
The Yuba City General Plan addresses traffic level of service through implementing policy 
5.2-I-12 which states: 
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Develop and manage the roadway system to obtain LOS D or better for all major 
roadways and intersections in the City. This policy does not extend to residential 
streets (i.e., streets with direct driveway access to homes) or bridges across the Feather 
River nor does the policy apply to state highways and their intersections, where 
Caltrans policies apply. Exceptions to LOS D policy may be allowed by the City 
Council in areas, such as downtown, where allowing a lower LOS would result in clear 
public benefits. 

 
The primary streets providing access to the project site are Garden Highway, Bogue Road 
and Lincoln Road which are all classified under the City’s General Plan as Major Arterials. 
The General Plan “Daily Roadway Segment Operations Summary – October 2001, shows 
the following levels of service: 
 

 Garden Highway from Lincoln Road to Teesdale Road - LOS C; 
 Bogue Road from SR 99 to Railroad Ave. - at LOS B; and, 
 Lincoln Road from Walton Avenue to Highway 99 - LOS B. 

   
The General Plan “Peak Hour Intersection Operations Summary – 2002 Conditions, does 
not include any intersections in close proximity to the project site. 
 
The Yuba City General Plan seeks to achieve a balance between existing and future land use 
and traffic carrying capacity through planned improvements to the roadway network. Major 
street improvements planned or programmed for Yuba City include enhancements to 
Highway 99 and State Route 20. Highway 99 will be widened between Bogue Road and 
Lincoln Road to 6 lanes. State Route 20 from Highway 99 to Civic Center Drive is proposed 
to be widened from 4 to 6 lanes. Other key improvements include two new north-south 
parkways to provide better connections; a new bridge as an extension of Lincoln Road; and 
numerous new collector and local streets, to provide a well-connected circulation system.  
 
The following street improvements as set forth in the Yuba City General Plan would benefit 
the project site and area: 
 

 Upgrade Lincoln Road from Township Road to Garden Highway to a 4-lane arterial; 
 Upgrade Bogue Road from George Washington Boulevard to Garden Highway to a 

4-lane arterial; and, 
 Upgrade Garden Highway from Epley Drive to Percy Avenue to a 4-lane arterial. 

 
The following General Plan Implementing Policies would reduce any potential project 
related impacts: 
 

 5.2-I-5 - Continue to require that new development pays a fair share of the costs of 
street and other traffic and transportation improvements based on traffic generated 
and impacts on service levels. 

 
 5.2-I-6 Require city-wide traffic impact fees on all new development to ensure that 

transportation improvements keep pace with new development. 
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The 2011 Yuba City Bicycle Master Plan provides a set of goals and policies for development 
of a safe and continuous bikeway system that benefits the City’s residents and businesses 
that expands on the existing system. Existing bikes lanes in the project vicinity include: 
 

 Bogue Road between South Park Drive and Garden Highway (Class 2) 
 Garden Highway between Stewart Road and Lincoln Road (Class 2) 
 Teesdale Road between Railroad Avenue and Garden Highway (Class 2) 
 Levee Bike Path South between boat access and Shanghai Bend Drive (Class 1) 

 
The proposed project would not impact any of the following planned bicycle facilities: 
 

 Lincoln Road from Township Road to Garden Highway (the State Route 99 to 
Garden Highway is classified as a high priority) (Class 2) 

 Garden Highway from Stewart Road and Second Street (Class 2) 
 Burns Drive from Garden Highway to the Levee Access (Class 3) 

 
The proposed project will incorporate two bicycle locking racks for employees per code 
requirements. RI may salvage discarded bicycles which will be donated to local organizations 
that restore and donate them to members of the community. 
 
Based on the proposed project generating trips that are below the screen line level threshold 
and below applicable warrants , the fact that the surrounding street segments were operating 
at LOS C or better, and the future street improvement plans contained in the City’s General 
Plan that would increase effectiveness of circulation in the project area, the proposed project 
would not 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 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.  Therefore, the revisions to the 
project do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original 
IS/MND. 

 
b) Based on the proposed project generating trips that are below the screen line level threshold 

and below applicable warrants and having a similar number of employees as the project 
approved under EA 12-2 and UP 12-01, no additional impacts to the roadway system or 
additional demand for public transportation would be generated. Furthermore, the project 
does not require preparation of a trip reduction plan since less than 500 people will be 
employed at the project site. The proposed project would not conflict with applicable 
congestion management program (CMP) policies or regulations such as City level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the CMP for 
designated roads or highways.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new 
or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
c) The proposed project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 

increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks. 
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d) EA 12-2 determined that based on the review and recommendations of the Yuba City 
Engineering Division, the project proposed under UP 12-01 did not warrant traffic 
improvements beyond what had already been constructed in the area. The project was 
further conditioned to prohibit trucks from stacking in the public right-of-way as they wait 
to access the site. Based on the proposed project generating traffic and circulation patterns 
similar to those associated with the project approved under UP 12-01, incorporating any 
recommendations from the City Engineering Department, and providing adequate onsite 
stacking distance for customers, there will not be any increase in hazards due to the proposed 
project design.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more 
significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
e) EA 12-2 determined that based on the review and recommendations of the Yuba City Fire 

Department, which included the requirement that a fire sprinkler system be installed, 
adequate emergency access would be provided. Based on the fact that the proposed project 
would not substantially increase the fire hazards at the site when compared to those 
anticipated under the proposed project, installation of a fire sprinkler system and compliance 
with the RITS TPR which a details emergency access points and access procedures, the 
proposed project will not result in inadequate emergency access.  Therefore, the revisions to 
the project do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original 
IS/MND. 

 
f) The proposed project will provide two bicycle locking racks and the nearest public transit 

stops are located .6 miles to the northeast and southeast, and as such will not conflict with 
adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 
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17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact
Would the project: 
 

    

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) The existing RI facility is connected to the sewer system and the proposed project should 
not generate wastewater quantities that would exceed current treatment capacity. Per EA 12-
2, Yuba City has adequate wastewater treatment to accommodate the proposed project, and 
effluent generated at the RITS would not be expected to exceed any requirements of the 
wastewater treatment plant or Regional Water Quality Control Board.  In addition, the 
proposed project includes clarifiers to treat washdown and contact stormwater prior to 
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discharge into the sanitary sewer system. Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create 
a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
b) The City’s water treatment plant has a capacity of 36 million gallons per day (mgd) and based 

on a projected 2025 water demand of 21 mgd, there would be sufficient water treatment 
capacity for the proposed project. The project would therefore not require or result in the 
construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 

 
The City’s wastewater treatment facility (WTF) has a capacity of seven million gallons per 
day (mgd) and is currently treating approximately six mgd. The 1997 Yuba City Wastewater 
System Master Plan did not indicate major sewer deficiencies for either current or future 
flow conditions. The project would therefore not require or result in the construction of 
new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects.  Therefore, the revisions to the project 
do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
c) The City of Yuba City maintains a stormwater conveyance system that collects water from 

storm events (stormwater) and drains to the Feather River and Sutter Bypass. This system 
reduces the effects of localized flooding. Prior to any project-related storm drain 
connections, the City will review and approve stormwater runoff calculations to ensure that 
the existing off-site municipal storm drain infrastructure is adequate to accommodate surface 
water runoff from the project. The infrastructure includes a 33-inch storm drain in Putman 
Avenue, a 36-inch storm drain in Burns Drive, a detention basin adjacent to the City 
Wastewater Treatment Plant and a pump station that conveys the water to the Feather River. 
With City review and approval of site runoff and storm drain design calculations, any 
increase the rate and/or amount of surface runoff from the proposed project would be 
conveyed off site in a manner that does not result in on- or off-site flooding. The proposed 
project will not require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more 
significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
d) The project site is designated for industrial uses under the General Plan Land Use Map and 

assuming buildout as envisioned in the plan, a total of 27,474 acre feet of water will be 
required in year 2025. With an expected annual supply of 32,573 acre feet, average water 
demand will not exceed supply. The RITS TPR will incorporate water conservation 
measures related to operation of the facility as well as water conserving plumbing fixtures as 
required under the applicable building codes. There would be sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, and new or expanded 
entitlements would be needed.   

 
There will be a small increase in water use associated with the project and proposed 
mitigation measures such as reduced frequency of pressure washing, alternative cleaning 
methods and overall water conservation measures.  In section 5.7.2 of the TPR, the operator 
stipulates to provide daily pressure washing of the tip floor as a mitigation measure to further 
reduce any impacts associated with odor.  Daily cleaning of a tip floor with a pressure washer 
is a significant improvement over the minimum operating standards for solid waste facilities.  
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As noted in this section of the TPR, the operator estimates using less than 0.49 acre-feet of 
water on an annual basis, which is approximately the same amount of water used by 1.8 
residential households annually.  The amount of water use is not considered a significant 
impact. This water will drain into the City’s sanitary sewer through an engineered clarifier to 
remove solids.  The operator could reduce daily pressure washing of the tip floor if the City 
requests this as a mitigation measure.  The City sewer system is capable of handling this 
additional amount of sewer discharge.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create 
a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
e) Sanitary sewer service is currently provided to the project site. Any new connections required 

as part of the proposed project would be reviewed and approved by the City indicating that 
it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments.  Therefore, the revisions to the project do not create a new or more 
significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
f) EA 12-2 concluded that there is adequate landfill capacity to accommodate the proposed 

transfer station use. If Recology’s Ostram Road Landfill is unable to receive solid waste, 
then five other landfills located within a 70 mile radius of the RITS are available to 
accommodate this project’s solid waste disposal needs. The proposed project would not 
result in an increase in the amount of solid waste requiring disposal at local landfills as the 
waste is already being generated and disposed of in the area so there would not be impacts 
on local landfills as a result of the proposed project.  Therefore, the revisions to the project 
do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated in the original IS/MND. 

 
g) The proposed project is a solid waste facility that will require a solid waste facility permit 

issued under Title 14 CCR and subject to the regulations and operating standards contained 
therein. Operational standards set forth in the RITS TPR will ensure compliance with all 
applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, 
the revisions to the project do not create a new or more significant impact than was evaluated 
in the original IS/MND. 
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

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

   

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

   

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

   

 
Responses to Questions: 
 

a) The project site is in an urbanized area with little biological value. The proposed project will 
not degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range 
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate an important example of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory. 

 
b) The project related impacts are individually limited, and cumulatively would not be 

considerable when viewed in the context of existing and future development envisioned 
under the Yuba City General Plan.  
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c) EA 12-2 found that the potential environmental effects related to the project approved 

under UP 12-01 would not create environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. The proposed project would expand 
existing recycling and solid waste service permitted under UP 12-01 by allowing up to 300 
tons per day of solid waste and recyclables to be delivered to the RITS in commercial 
collection and self-haul vehicles. Any additional impacts associated with the proposed 
project will be mitigated through compliance with the Regulatory Requirements contained 
in Title 14 CCR, as well as though the operational controls established in the RITS TPR, 
and would therefore not have any environmental effects which would cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 
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APPENDIX B 

GEOTECHNICAL STUDY 

































































 

 

 
 

APPENDIX C 

TRAFFIC STUDY 



 

Transportation Engineers 
 

3853 Taylor Road, Suite G • Loomis, CA 95650 • (916) 660-1555 • FAX (916) 660-1535 

 
 
July 18, 2018 
 
 
 
Mr. Larry Miner  
Clements Environmental 
15230 Burbank Blvd, Suite 103 
Sherman Oaks, CA  91411 
 
 
RE: TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT FOR RECYCLING INDUSTRIES FACILITY AT 140 EPLEY 

DRIVE, YUBA CITY, CA 
 
 
Dear Mr. Miner: 
 
Thank you for contacting our firm regarding the expansion of Recycling Industries’ existing facility at 
140 Epley Drive in Yuba City.  As we have discussed, Recycling Industries is permitted to receive 100 
tons per day of recyclables and solid waste for processing and transfer.  The proposed project would allow 
up to 300 tons per day, or a net increase of 200 tons per day.  You have asked for our opinion as to the 
possible significant traffic impacts associated with the project. 
 
Approach 
 
To provide our opinion we have established a current baseline of traffic operating conditions at key 
intersection in the vicinity of the project based on the volume of traffic occurring during weekday a.m. 
and p.m. peak traffic hours.  The existing setting has been described in terms of intersection operating 
Levels of Service at three intersections identified by City of Yuba City staff based on new traffic volume 
counts and calculation procedures accepted by the City.  The extent to which current conditions meet 
minimum Level of Service standards adopted by the City has been determined.  The amount of 
automobile and truck traffic associated with the proposed project has been estimated, and we have offered 
our opinion as to the likelihood that this additional traffic would create a significant traffic impact under 
City guidelines based on our nearly 40 years of experience preparing traffic impact analyses conducted 
under local and CEQA guidelines. 
 
Existing Setting 
 
Study Locations.  City of Yuba City Department of Public Works staff considered the project and the 
adjoining circulation system to identify three (3) intersections for assessment based on their 
understanding of traffic conditions and patterns in the southern Yuba City area. We concur with the 
selection of these locations along Garden Highway based on our familiarity with this area from work on 
previous projects: 
 

 Garden Highway / Lincoln Road 
 Garden Highway / Epley Drive 
 Garden Highway / Burns Drive / Teesdale Road  
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Current Traffic Conditions.  Current traffic conditions were evaluated based on the Level of Service 
occurring at study locations during typical weekday a.m. and p.m. peak traffic hours.  Intersection turning 
movement counts were conducted during the week of May 7th, 2018 from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and from 
4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.  These time periods were selected based on consideration of the hours of highest 
traffic volume in the Yuba City area and typical engineering practice.  Traffic counts were conducted in 
15 minute intervals, and the consecutive 60 minute period with the greatest volume was identified as the 
peak hour.  Traffic count worksheets are attached. 
 
Level of Service – Methodology / Standards.  The operating Level of Service at each intersection was 
calculated using the methodology contained in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) using 
Synchro software. "Level of Service" is a qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions whereby a 
letter grade "A" through "F", corresponding to progressively worsening operating conditions, is assigned 
to an intersection or roadway segment.  Local agencies adopted minimum Level of Service standards 
through their General Plan Circulation Element and then employ uniform significance criteria to 
determine whether the addition of project traffic causes a significant impact under CEQA.  As noted in 
the attached discussion of Evaluation Methodology, the City of Yuba City employs LOS D as its 
minimum standard, and a project that causes an acceptable Level of Service (i.e., LOS A-D) to deteriorate 
to an unacceptable level (i.e., LOS E or F) or appreciably worsens an unacceptable condition is typically 
judged to cause a significant impact.  
 
Traffic Signal Warrants.  The need for a traffic signal at an intersection controlled by stop signs is 
determined through review of Traffic Signal Warrants contained in the Manual of Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD), as noted in the attached Evaluation Methodology discussion. 
 
Existing Traffic Conditions.  The current Level of Service occurring at each study intersection was 
determined, and the results are summarized in Table 1.  As indicated, all three locations operate with 
Levels of Service that satisfy the City of Yuba City’s minimum LOS D standard.  The Level of Service 
reported at the Garden Highway / Lincoln Road intersection (i.e., LOS B) is identical to the results 
presented in a prior report based on April 2015 data.  Current conditions are acceptable under City 
guidelines, and improvements are not needed.  
 
 

TABLE 1 
CURRENT PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

Intersection Traffic 
Control 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Ave 

Delay 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Volume 
Warrant 
Satisfied? 

Ave 
Delay 

(sec/veh) 
LOS 

Volume 
Warrant 
Satisfied? 

Garden Highway / Lincoln Road Signal 11.3 B n.a. 11.7 B n.a. 
Garden Highway / Epley Drive 
 Southbound left turn 
 Westbound approach 

EB Stop 11.4 
22.1 

B 
C 

No 9.5 
17.2 

C 
A 

No 

Garden Highway / Burns Drive Signal 16.9 B n.a. 14.5 B n.a. 

n.a. is not applicable to this location 
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Table 2 presents the traffic volumes used at the Garden Highway / Epley Drive intersection to 
determine whether a traffic signal might be justified at this un-signalized location.  As indicated, 
the volume of traffic through the intersection falls below the levels that would satisfy MUTCD 
peak hour volume warrants.  With the current traffic volume on Garden Highway (i.e., the Major 
Volume), the Minor Volume would need to reach a minimum of 150 mph. 
 
 

TABLE 2 
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS 

Intersection 

Year 2040 Peak Hour Volumes 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Major 

Volume 
Minor 

Volume 
Warrant 

Met? 
Major 

Volume 
Minor 

Volume 
Warrant 

Met? 
Garden Highway / Epley Drive 1,397 47 No 1,424 117 No 

Note: satisfaction of peak hour warrants indicates that a traffic signal may be justified but is not necessarily the 
preferred traffic control strategy at a particular location. 

 
 
 
 
Project Characteristics 
 
Project Description. Recycling Industries is currently permitted to receive 100 tons per day of 
recyclables and solid waste for processing and transfer, and the proposed project will allow up to 300 tons 
per day of solid waste and recyclables to be accepted, processed and transferred at the facility, or a net 
increase of 200 tons per day.  While current traffic to and from the site is primarily self-haul customers 
this additional traffic would mainly be comprised of Commercial Vehicles bringing material to the site 
and transfer trucks taking material from the site. 
 
Trip Generation.  The amount of vehicle traffic associated with the project is described in terms of 
vehicle trips.  Each load traveling to or from the site generates two trips (i.e., one inbound to the site and 
one outbound from the site).  The number of vehicle trips has been estimated based on the increase in 
permitted tonnage and the capacity of the vehicles used to transport the material.  Table 3 identifies the 
amount of additional material traveling to the site from various sources (i.e., commercial haulers, self-
haul and roll-off trucks), the assumed capacity of each vehicle and the resulting number of loads per day 
associated with 200 additional tons per day.  As indicated, the 200 additional tons could result in another 
104 daily vehicle trips to and from the site (i.e., 52 inbound and 52 outbound).  
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TABLE 3 

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION / PCE ESTIMATE 

Source Vehicle Type 
Capacity 
(tons per 

load) 

Tons 
per Day Loads 

Daily Vehicle Trips PCE’s 
per Truck 

Daily 
PCE’s Inbound Outbound Total 

Inbound 
Material 

Commercial 
Vehicles 8.0 160 20 20 20 40 3 120 

Self-Haul 0.5 4 8 8 8 16 1 16 
Roll-off 
Trucks 4.0 36 9 9 9 18 3 54 

Subtotal  200 37 37  74  190 
Outbound 
Material 

Transfer 
Trucks 23 200 9 9 9 18 4 72 

Employees Auto - - - 6 6 12 1 12 
Total      104  274 

 
 
 
Passenger Car Equivalents.  Because trucks are larger and have reduced acceleration and deceleration 
characteristics when compared to passenger vehicles, the trip generation associated with trucks can be 
expressed in terms of Passenger Car Equivalents (PCE’s).  Depending on size, a truck can be considered 
to be equivalent to 1.0 to 4.0 passenger automobiles.  Applicable factors have been applied to the types of 
vehicles traveling to and from the site, and resulting PCE’s are noted in Table 3.  As shown, on a daily 
basis the project could generate 274 PCE’s. 
 
Peak Hour Trip Generation.  The amount of vehicular traffic occurring in any particular hour will 
depend on the business’ hours of operation and the likely schedule of activities.  You have provided a 
preliminary estimate of the truck activity and employee travel associated with the project (attached), 
which notes that travel will occur over an eleven (11) hour period from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.  Truck 
activity is expected to be relatively uniform across that period, but somewhat less truck travel would be 
expected in the evening as the plant begins to wind down for the day.  This data suggests that during peak 
commute hours up to 8 vehicle trips could occur per hour.  This estimate would convert to 18 PCE’s per 
hour. 
 
Directional Distribution.  Because many of the trips associated with the project will be made by 
commercial haulers, the directional distribution of the trips associated will to a degree be dependent on 
the limits of the areas included in future service contracts.  We understand that this information is not 
available.  It is reasonable, however, to assume that trips associated with the project will be oriented to the 
major transportation corridors serving the south Yuba City area.  For example, Garden Highway 
continues northerly to the 5th Street bridge and will be a logical route to eastern Yuba City and 
Marysville.  State Route 99 (SR 99) is located about a mile west of the project site and is the logical route 
for trips to the balance of Yuba City or to more distant destinations.  SR 99 can be reached via east-west 
streets such as Lincoln Road or Bogue Road, although Garden Highway does continue northerly to an 
intersection on SR 99 south of the SR 113 junction. 
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The current pattern of travel at the Garden Highway / Epley Drive intersection may provide an indication 
of trip distribution.  Today 81% to 89% of the peak hour traffic using Epley Drive is to and from the 
north. 
 
Based on this information we expect that most project traffic will travel to and from the Garden Highway 
/ Epley Drive intersection to the north via Garden Highway and Lincoln Road (i.e., 75%), and that the 
balance of the trips will be to the south.   
 
Assessment of Project Impacts Way 
 
We have considered the likelihood that the project could have significant traffic impacts from the 
following perspectives. 
 
Screen Line for Analysis. The City of Yuba City employs a trip generation threshold to determine at a 
screen line level whether a traffic impact could possibly occur and whether a traffic impact analysis is 
justified.  The screen line threshold (i.e., 50 peak hour trips (inbound plus outbound) is similar to that 
required by many other public agencies.  There is no specific screen line for PCE’s. 
 
The project could generate 8 peak hour trips.  This estimate is well below the 50 trips threshold.  Even if 
the project’s peak hour PCE estimate was applied, this estimate (i.e., 18 PCE’s per hour) is less than the 
50 trip threshold used by the City of Yuba City.  Based on this criteria we would not expect the project to 
have a significant impact to the regional street system. 
 
Effect on Current Levels of Service.  As noted earlier, current operating Levels of Service are very good 
at intersections near the project, and current conditions are well within the LOS D threshold employed by 
the City of Yuba City to define acceptable traffic operations.  It has been our experience conducting 
traffic studies for nearly 40 years that the limited amount of additional traffic associated with this project 
would not be enough to cause current conditions to drop from LOS B beyond the LOS D threshold.  We 
would not expect the project’s impact to be significant based on the General Plan Level of Service 
standards. 
 
Traffic Signal Warrants.  The project will add traffic to the Garden Highway / Epley Drive intersection, 
but the number of trips added on the Epley Drive approach to the intersection (i.e., 6 westbound trips per 
hour) would not be sufficient to cause the resulting volumes to satisfy MUTCD peak hour warrants for 
signalization.  
 
Truck Access / Circulation.  The local street system providing access to the site is currently used by 
trucks associated with the current Recycling Industries operation and by trucks generated by other 
businesses.  Cursory review of the layout of these streets did not reveal any location where the turning 
requirements of trucks would not be accommodated.  The project would not be expected to have an 
appreciable impact on overall circulation. 
 
Other Safety Factors.  The project could add a small amount of truck traffic on streets in the vicinity of 
Yuba City Unified School District (YCUSD) schools.  Riverbend School (K-8) is located at the corner of 
Garden Highway and Stewart Street roughly 1½ miles south of Burns Drive.  However, there are 
sidewalks along Garden Highway in the vicinity of the school, a signalized pedestrian crossing is 
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available at the Garden Highway / Stewart Street intersection and the school access is not on Garden 
Highway but is actually on Stewart Street about ¼ mile to the west.   
 
To the north there are no schools adjoining Lincoln Road or Garden Highway.  The only location where 
residential access might generate school age pedestrians across Garden Highway is near the Garden 
Highway / Percy Avenue intersection, but the children of the Richards Housing area on the east side of 
Garden Highway are bussed to school.  In any event, sidewalks and a signalized crossing exist in this 
area.  Thus, the project’s impact to student safety is not judged to be significant. 
 
Conclusions.  Based on available information we do not anticipate that the impacts of the project based 
on General Plan standards for traffic operations, truck circulation or safety would be significant, and no 
additional analysis is required. 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any question or need more information. 
 
Sincerely Yours, 
 
KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
 
Kenneth D. Anderson, P.E. 
President 
 
 
Attachments: Evaluation Methodology, hourly trips, traffic counts, Level of Service worksheets,  

YCUSD boundary map 
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Attachment 1 
 
 
Evaluation Methodology 
 
The following is a description of the methods used in this impact study to analyze intersection operations. 
 
Level of Service Analysis Procedures.  Level of Service (LOS) analysis provides a basis for describing 
existing traffic conditions and for evaluating the significance of project-related traffic impacts.  Level of 
Service measures the quality of traffic flow and is represented by letter designations from A to F, with a 
grade of A referring to the best conditions, and F representing the worst conditions. The characteristics 
associated with the various LOS for intersections are presented in Table 1 and further discussed below. 
 
Both signalized intersections and un-signalized stop sign controlled intersections have been analyzed 
using methods presented in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).  The “Synchro” traffic simulation 
software has been used to calculate the levels of service at study intersections using the HCM procedures.  
The calculations utilize a heavy vehicle percentage of 6%. 
 
Un-signalized intersections with side street stop sign control have also been evaluated using Highway 

Capacity Manual procedures.  At side street stop-sign-controlled intersections, the LOS is presented for 
turning movements experiencing the most delay.  This is typically a left turn made from the minor street 
stop-sign-controlled approach onto the major street. 
 
 

TABLE 1 
LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 

Level of 
Service Signalized Intersections Unsignalized Intersection 

“A” Uncongested operations, all queues clear in a single-signal 
cycle.    Delay  10.0 sec  

Little or no delay. 
Delay  10 sec/veh 

“B” Uncongested operations, all queues clear in a single cycle.    
Delay  10.0 sec and  20.0 sec 

Short traffic delays. 
Delay  10 sec/veh and  15 sec/veh 

“C” 
Light congestion, occasional backups on critical 
approaches. 
Delay  20.0 sec and  35.0 sec 

Average traffic delays. 
Delay  15 sec/veh and  25 sec/veh 

“D” 

Significant congestions of critical approaches but 
intersection functional. Cars required to wait through more 
than one cycle during short peaks. No long queues formed. 
Delay  35.0 sec and  55.0 sec 

Long traffic delays. 
Delay  25 sec/veh and  35 sec/veh 

“E” 

Severe congestion with some long standing queues on 
critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if 
traffic signal does not provide for protected turning 
movements. Traffic queue may block nearby 
intersection(s) upstream of critical approach(es). 
Delay  55.0 sec and  80.0 sec 

Very long traffic delays, failure, 
extreme congestion.  
Delay  35 sec/veh and  50 sec/veh 

“F” Total breakdown, stop-and-go operation. 
Delay  80.0 sec 

Intersection blocked by external causes.  
Delay  50 sec/veh 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (2010) 

 
  



 

 

Standards of Significance / Level of Service Thresholds.  In this traffic assessment, the significance of 
the proposed projects impact on traffic operating conditions is based on a determination of whether 
project generated traffic is likely to result in roadway or intersection operating conditions below 
acceptable standards as defined by the governing agency.  A project’s impact on traffic conditions is 
considered significant if implementation of the project would result in LOS changing from levels 
considered acceptable to levels considered unacceptable, or if the project would significantly worsen an 
already unacceptable LOS without the project.  Relevant policies for the study area consist of the 
following. 
 
Yuba City General Plan (Adopted April 2004) 
 
Implementing Policy 5.2-1-12 (Traffic Level of Service) of the General Plan's Transportation section 
states the following: 
 

 Develop and manage the roadway system to obtain LOS D or better for all major roadways and 
intersections in the City. This policy does not extend to residential streets (i.e., streets with direct 
driveway access to homes) or bridges across the Feather River nor does the policy apply to state 
highways and their intersections, where Caltrans policies apply. Exceptions to LOS D policy may 
be allowed by the City Council in areas, such as downtown, where allowing a lower LOS would 
result in clear public benefits. 

 
 No new development will be approved unless it can be shown that the required level of service 

can be maintained on the affected roadways. 
 

 Based upon the above, the following standards and significance criteria have been used for this 
analysis to identify a significant impact. 

 
 Cause level of service at a study intersection to degrade from LOS D or better to LOS E or F. 

 
 Exacerbate the no project level of service at a study intersection operating at LOS E or F.  Based 

upon direction provided by City staff for past studies in this area, exacerbation of  unacceptable 
operations at a City signalized intersection is considered an impact if the proposed project causes 
an increase in the average vehicle delay of 5 seconds or more. 

 
Signal Warrants.  Traffic signal warrants are a series of standards which provide guidelines for 
determining if a traffic signal is an appropriate control.  Signal warrant analyses are typically conducted at 
intersections of uncontrolled major streets and stop sign-controlled minor streets.  If one or more signal 
warrants are met, signalization of the intersection may be appropriate.  However, a signal should typically 
not be installed if none of the warrants are met, since the installation of signals would increase delays on 
the previously uncontrolled major street, and may increase the occurrence of particular types of accidents. 
 
For traffic impact study in the City of Yuba City, available data is limited to peak hour volumes.  
Therefore, un-signalized intersections were evaluated using the Peak Hour Warrant (Warrant Number 3) 
from the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2012).  This warrant was applied where 
the minor street experiences delays in entering or crossing the major street for at least one hour of the day.  
It should also be noted that even if the Peak Hour Warrant is met, a more detailed signal warrant study is 
typically recommended before a signal is installed.  The more detailed study should consider volumes 
during the eight highest hours of the day, pedestrian traffic, and accident histories. 



 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

  

  

 



1565-01

File Name  :

Date  :

START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total Uturns Total

7:00 0 52 6 0 58 0 0 0 0 0 16 89 0 0 105 29 0 32 0 61 224 0

7:15 0 65 14 0 79 0 0 0 0 0 26 119 0 0 145 52 0 34 0 86 310 0

7:30 0 86 29 0 115 0 0 0 0 0 39 179 0 0 218 49 0 33 0 82 415 0

7:45 0 111 19 0 130 0 0 0 0 0 29 210 0 0 239 77 0 42 0 119 488 0

Total 0 314 68 0 382 0 0 0 0 0 110 597 0 0 707 207 0 141 0 348 1437 0

8:00 0 125 32 0 157 0 0 0 0 0 41 144 0 0 185 51 0 39 0 90 432 0

8:15 0 76 18 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 27 138 0 0 165 33 0 20 0 53 312 0

8:30 0 66 19 0 85 0 0 0 0 0 26 114 0 0 140 25 0 26 0 51 276 0

8:45 0 60 23 0 83 0 0 0 0 0 33 99 0 0 132 37 0 32 0 69 284 0

Total 0 327 92 0 419 0 0 0 0 0 127 495 0 0 622 146 0 117 0 263 1304 0

12:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:15 0 98 27 0 125 0 0 0 0 0 33 110 0 0 143 31 0 26 0 57 325 0

16:30 0 129 66 0 195 0 0 0 0 0 51 128 0 0 179 42 0 24 0 66 440 0

16:45 0 133 47 0 180 0 0 0 0 0 38 114 0 0 152 53 0 28 0 81 413 0

Total 0 360 140 0 500 0 0 0 0 0 122 352 0 0 474 126 0 78 0 204 1178 0

17:00 0 149 77 0 226 0 0 0 0 0 47 116 0 0 163 50 0 37 0 87 476 0

17:15 0 154 58 0 212 0 0 0 0 0 50 136 0 0 186 55 0 58 0 113 511 0

17:30 0 130 59 0 189 0 0 0 0 0 58 139 0 0 197 45 0 49 0 94 480 0

17:45 0 128 41 0 169 0 0 0 0 0 34 137 0 0 171 44 0 42 0 86 426 0

Total 0 561 235 0 796 0 0 0 0 0 189 528 0 0 717 194 0 186 0 380 1893 0

Grand Total 0 1562 535 0 2097 0 0 0 0 0 548 1972 0 0 2520 673 0 522 0 1195 5812 0

Apprch % 0.0% 74.5% 25.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 21.7% 78.3% 0.0% 0.0% 56.3% 0.0% 43.7% 0.0%

Total % 0.0% 26.9% 9.2% 0.0% 36.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.4% 33.9% 0.0% 0.0% 43.4% 11.6% 0.0% 9.0% 0.0% 20.6% 100.0%

START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:30 to 08:30

Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30

7:30 0 86 29 0 115 0 0 0 0 0 39 179 0 0 218 49 0 33 0 82 415

7:45 0 111 19 0 130 0 0 0 0 0 29 210 0 0 239 77 0 42 0 119 488

8:00 0 125 32 0 157 0 0 0 0 0 41 144 0 0 185 51 0 39 0 90 432

8:15 0 76 18 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 27 138 0 0 165 33 0 20 0 53 312

Total Volume 0 398 98 0 496 0 0 0 0 0 136 671 0 0 807 210 0 134 0 344 1647

% App Total 0.0% 80.2% 19.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.9% 83.1% 0.0% 0.0% 61.0% 0.0% 39.0% 0.0%

PHF .000 .796 .766 .000 .790 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .829 .799 .000 .000 .844 .682 .000 .798 .000 .723 .844

START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 to 13:00

Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 12:00

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% App Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 17:00 to 18:00

Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 17:00

17:00 0 149 77 0 226 0 0 0 0 0 47 116 0 0 163 50 0 37 0 87 476

17:15 0 154 58 0 212 0 0 0 0 0 50 136 0 0 186 55 0 58 0 113 511

17:30 0 130 59 0 189 0 0 0 0 0 58 139 0 0 197 45 0 49 0 94 480

17:45 0 128 41 0 169 0 0 0 0 0 34 137 0 0 171 44 0 42 0 86 426

Total Volume 0 561 235 0 796 0 0 0 0 0 189 528 0 0 717 194 0 186 0 380 1893

% App Total 0.0% 70.5% 29.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 26.4% 73.6% 0.0% 0.0% 51.1% 0.0% 48.9% 0.0%

PHF .000 .911 .763 .000 .881 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .815 .950 .000 .000 .910 .882 .000 .802 .000 .841 .926
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Unshifted Count = All Vehicles & Uturns
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Lincoln Road
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KD ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.
Yuba City

All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted

Bikes & Peds On Bank 1

(916) 660-1555



1565-01

AM 98 398 0 0 AM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

PM 235 561 0 0 PM

AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

210 0 194 0 0 0

0 0 0

134 0 186

AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

AM 0 136 671 0 AM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

PM 0 189 528 0 PM

AM AM

NOON NOON

PM PM

AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

234 0 424 0 0 0

344 0 380 0 0 0

AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

AM AM

NOON NOON

PM PM

West Leg West Leg

532 807 1339

South Leg South Leg

0 0 0

East Leg

578 0 804 0 0 0

0

796 722 1518

747 717 1464

East Leg

0 0

Northbound Approach

Total Ins & Outs Total Volume Per Leg

North Leg North Leg

496 881 1377

NOON 12:00 PM 1:00 PM
747

PM 4:00 PM 6:00 PM
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07:30 - 08:30

NOON Peak Hour 12:00 - 13:00

17:00 - 18:00

Garden Hwy & Lincoln Rd

Peak Hour Summary

Project #:

Garden Hwy & Lincoln 

RdDate: 5/10/2018 Southbound Approach

AM Peak Hour

722 PM Peak Hour

881

0



1565-01

File Name  :

Date  :

START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total Uturns Total

7:00 11 55 9 0 75 4 0 6 0 10 6 78 2 0 86 20 3 3 0 26 197 0

7:15 13 37 6 0 56 2 0 3 0 5 6 139 4 0 149 15 7 3 0 25 235 0

7:30 26 74 13 0 113 3 6 7 0 16 8 182 5 0 195 24 5 7 0 36 360 0

7:45 19 66 17 0 102 5 5 7 0 17 21 216 7 0 244 44 9 11 0 64 427 0

Total 69 232 45 0 346 14 11 23 0 48 41 615 18 0 674 103 24 24 0 151 1219 0

8:00 13 106 24 0 143 10 5 11 0 26 19 145 15 0 179 18 8 22 0 48 396 0

8:15 7 88 12 0 107 17 4 12 0 33 9 133 10 0 152 15 4 12 0 31 323 0

8:30 16 56 16 0 88 10 2 17 0 29 13 103 6 0 122 16 4 8 0 28 267 0

8:45 15 53 11 0 79 6 1 12 0 19 6 88 13 0 107 26 6 6 0 38 243 0

Total 51 303 63 0 417 43 12 52 0 107 47 469 44 0 560 75 22 48 0 145 1229 0

12:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:00 8 153 16 0 177 10 8 13 0 31 13 123 4 0 140 15 2 10 0 27 375 0

16:15 10 119 19 0 148 10 4 12 0 26 15 119 6 0 140 13 3 7 0 23 337 0

16:30 5 163 34 0 202 7 6 15 0 28 14 147 10 0 171 15 4 3 0 22 423 0

16:45 6 116 27 0 149 5 2 15 0 22 10 78 6 0 94 15 6 11 0 32 297 0

Total 29 551 96 0 676 32 20 55 0 107 52 467 26 0 545 58 15 31 0 104 1432 0

17:00 8 169 33 0 210 8 3 14 0 25 17 123 2 0 142 21 2 8 0 31 408 0

17:15 7 171 31 0 209 5 3 17 0 25 13 128 5 0 146 20 4 10 0 34 414 0

17:30 6 150 41 0 197 10 3 18 0 31 13 141 9 0 163 18 4 13 0 35 426 0

17:45 11 91 23 0 125 4 4 7 0 15 23 117 7 0 147 23 2 7 0 32 319 0

Total 32 581 128 0 741 27 13 56 0 96 66 509 23 0 598 82 12 38 0 132 1567 0

Grand Total 181 1667 332 0 2180 116 56 186 0 358 206 2060 111 0 2377 318 73 141 0 532 5447 0

Apprch % 8.3% 76.5% 15.2% 0.0% 32.4% 15.6% 52.0% 0.0% 8.7% 86.7% 4.7% 0.0% 59.8% 13.7% 26.5% 0.0%

Total % 3.3% 30.6% 6.1% 0.0% 40.0% 2.1% 1.0% 3.4% 0.0% 6.6% 3.8% 37.8% 2.0% 0.0% 43.6% 5.8% 1.3% 2.6% 0.0% 9.8% 100.0%

START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:30 to 08:30

Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30

7:30 26 74 13 0 113 3 6 7 0 16 8 182 5 0 195 24 5 7 0 36 360

7:45 19 66 17 0 102 5 5 7 0 17 21 216 7 0 244 44 9 11 0 64 427

8:00 13 106 24 0 143 10 5 11 0 26 19 145 15 0 179 18 8 22 0 48 396

8:15 7 88 12 0 107 17 4 12 0 33 9 133 10 0 152 15 4 12 0 31 323

Total Volume 65 334 66 0 465 35 20 37 0 92 57 676 37 0 770 101 26 52 0 179 1506

% App Total 14.0% 71.8% 14.2% 0.0% 38.0% 21.7% 40.2% 0.0% 7.4% 87.8% 4.8% 0.0% 56.4% 14.5% 29.1% 0.0%

PHF .625 .788 .688 .000 .813 .515 .833 .771 .000 .697 .679 .782 .617 .000 .789 .574 .722 .591 .000 .699 .882

START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 to 13:00

Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 12:00

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% App Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 17:00 to 18:00

Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 17:00

17:00 8 169 33 0 210 8 3 14 0 25 17 123 2 0 142 21 2 8 0 31 408

17:15 7 171 31 0 209 5 3 17 0 25 13 128 5 0 146 20 4 10 0 34 414

17:30 6 150 41 0 197 10 3 18 0 31 13 141 9 0 163 18 4 13 0 35 426

17:45 11 91 23 0 125 4 4 7 0 15 23 117 7 0 147 23 2 7 0 32 319

Total Volume 32 581 128 0 741 27 13 56 0 96 66 509 23 0 598 82 12 38 0 132 1567

% App Total 4.3% 78.4% 17.3% 0.0% 28.1% 13.5% 58.3% 0.0% 11.0% 85.1% 3.8% 0.0% 62.1% 9.1% 28.8% 0.0%

PHF .727 .849 .780 .000 .882 .675 .813 .778 .000 .774 .717 .902 .639 .000 .917 .891 .750 .731 .000 .943 .920

KD ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.
Yuba City

All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted

Bikes & Peds On Bank 1

(916) 660-1555

Garden Hwy & Burns Dr

Unshifted Count = All Vehicles & Uturns

Burns Drive


Eastbound

Burns Drive


Eastbound

Nothing On Bank 2

Burns Drive


Eastbound

Burns Drive


Westbound

AM PEAK 

HOUR

Garden Hwy


Northbound

Garden Hwy


Southbound

5/15/2018

Garden Hwy


Southbound

Garden Hwy


Northbound

Burns Drive


Eastbound

Garden Hwy


Northbound

Burns Drive


Westbound

Garden Hwy


Southbound

PM PEAK 

HOUR

NOON 

PEAK 

Garden Hwy


Northbound

Burns Drive


Westbound

Burns Drive


Westbound

Garden Hwy


Southbound



1565-01

AM 66 334 65 0 AM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

PM 128 581 32 0 PM

AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

37 0 56

20 0 13

0 0 0 35 0 27

101 0 82 0 0 0

26 0 12

52 0 38

AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

AM 0 57 676 37 AM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

PM 0 66 509 23 PM

AM AM

NOON NOON

PM PM

AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

143 0 207 92 0 96

179 0 132 128 0 67

AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

AM AM

NOON NOON

PM PM

07:30 - 08:30

NOON Peak Hour 12:00 - 13:00

17:00 - 18:00

Garden Hwy & Burns Dr

Peak Hour Summary

Project #: Garden Hwy & Burns DrDate: 5/15/2018 Southbound Approach

AM Peak Hour

647 PM Peak Hour
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Count Periods Start End 421

AM 7:00 AM 9:00 AM
0

NOON 12:00 PM 1:00 PM
646

PM 4:00 PM 6:00 PM

North Leg North Leg

465 814 1279

Northbound Approach

Total Ins & Outs Total Volume Per Leg

0

741 647 1388

646 598 1244

East Leg

0 0

East Leg

322 0 339 220 0 163

South Leg South Leg

0 0 0

West Leg West Leg

421 770 1191



1565-01

File Name  :

Date  :

START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total Uturns Total

7:00 23 80 0 0 103 1 0 6 0 7 0 110 2 0 112 0 0 0 0 0 222 0

7:15 14 87 0 0 101 1 0 8 0 9 0 170 4 0 174 0 0 0 0 0 284 0

7:30 21 111 0 0 132 3 0 6 0 9 0 242 2 0 244 0 0 0 0 0 385 0

7:45 33 118 0 0 151 2 0 9 0 11 0 279 1 0 280 0 0 0 0 0 442 0

Total 91 396 0 0 487 7 0 29 0 36 0 801 9 0 810 0 0 0 0 0 1333 0

8:00 22 154 0 0 176 2 0 12 0 14 0 125 1 0 126 0 0 0 0 0 316 0

8:15 16 111 0 0 127 2 0 11 0 13 0 158 3 0 161 0 0 0 0 0 301 0

8:30 16 66 0 0 82 1 0 8 0 9 0 136 2 0 138 0 0 0 0 0 229 0

8:45 21 64 0 0 85 3 0 19 0 22 0 86 2 0 88 0 0 0 0 0 195 0

Total 75 395 0 0 470 8 0 50 0 58 0 505 8 0 513 0 0 0 0 0 1041 0

12:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:00 12 146 0 0 158 3 0 18 0 21 0 139 3 0 142 0 0 0 0 0 321 0

16:15 21 145 0 0 166 4 0 24 0 28 0 125 3 0 128 0 0 0 0 0 322 0

16:30 11 154 0 0 165 4 0 28 0 32 0 182 5 0 187 0 0 0 0 0 384 0

16:45 11 166 0 0 177 4 0 30 0 34 0 187 3 0 190 0 0 0 0 0 401 0

Total 55 611 0 0 666 15 0 100 0 115 0 633 14 0 647 0 0 0 0 0 1428 0

17:00 15 178 0 0 193 7 0 25 0 32 0 153 4 0 157 0 0 0 0 0 382 0

17:15 20 182 0 0 202 6 0 13 0 19 0 150 3 0 153 0 0 0 0 0 374 0

17:30 12 149 0 0 161 3 0 27 0 30 0 165 4 0 169 0 0 0 0 0 360 0

17:45 18 145 0 0 163 4 0 22 0 26 0 137 4 0 141 0 0 0 0 0 330 0

Total 65 654 0 0 719 20 0 87 0 107 0 605 15 0 620 0 0 0 0 0 1446 0

Grand Total 286 2056 0 0 2342 50 0 266 0 316 0 2544 46 0 2590 0 0 0 0 0 5248 0

Apprch % 12.2% 87.8% 0.0% 0.0% 15.8% 0.0% 84.2% 0.0% 0.0% 98.2% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total % 5.4% 39.2% 0.0% 0.0% 44.6% 1.0% 0.0% 5.1% 0.0% 6.0% 0.0% 48.5% 0.9% 0.0% 49.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:30 to 08:30

Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30

7:30 21 111 0 0 132 3 0 6 0 9 0 242 2 0 244 0 0 0 0 0 385

7:45 33 118 0 0 151 2 0 9 0 11 0 279 1 0 280 0 0 0 0 0 442

8:00 22 154 0 0 176 2 0 12 0 14 0 125 1 0 126 0 0 0 0 0 316

8:15 16 111 0 0 127 2 0 11 0 13 0 158 3 0 161 0 0 0 0 0 301

Total Volume 92 494 0 0 586 9 0 38 0 47 0 804 7 0 811 0 0 0 0 0 1444

% App Total 15.7% 84.3% 0.0% 0.0% 19.1% 0.0% 80.9% 0.0% 0.0% 99.1% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PHF .697 .802 .000 .000 .832 .750 .000 .792 .000 .839 .000 .720 .583 .000 .724 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .817

START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 to 13:00

Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 12:00

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% App Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 16:30 to 17:30

Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 16:30

16:30 11 154 0 0 165 4 0 28 0 32 0 182 5 0 187 0 0 0 0 0 384

16:45 11 166 0 0 177 4 0 30 0 34 0 187 3 0 190 0 0 0 0 0 401

17:00 15 178 0 0 193 7 0 25 0 32 0 153 4 0 157 0 0 0 0 0 382

17:15 20 182 0 0 202 6 0 13 0 19 0 150 3 0 153 0 0 0 0 0 374

Total Volume 57 680 0 0 737 21 0 96 0 117 0 672 15 0 687 0 0 0 0 0 1541

% App Total 7.7% 92.3% 0.0% 0.0% 17.9% 0.0% 82.1% 0.0% 0.0% 97.8% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PHF .713 .934 .000 .000 .912 .750 .000 .800 .000 .860 .000 .898 .750 .000 .904 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .961
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1565-01

AM 0 494 92 0 AM

NOON 0 0 0 0 NOON

PM 0 680 57 0 PM
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NOON Peak Hour 12:00 - 13:00

16:30 - 17:30

Garden Hwy & Epley Dr

Peak Hour Summary

Project #: Garden Hwy & Epley DrDate: 5/16/2018 Southbound Approach
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768 PM Peak Hour
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary AM EXISTING
1: Garden Hwy & Lincoln Rd 5/30/2018

RECYCLING INDUSTRIES Synchro 8 Report
KD ANDERSON & ASSOC Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 210 134 136 671 398 98
Number 7 14 5 2 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1792 1792 1792 1792 1792 1792
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 250 160 162 799 474 117
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Percent Heavy Veh, % 6 6 6 6 6 6
Cap, veh/h 501 231 203 2159 1389 621
Arrive On Green 0.15 0.15 0.12 0.63 0.41 0.41
Sat Flow, veh/h 3312 1524 1707 3495 3495 1524
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 250 160 162 799 474 117
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1656 1524 1707 1703 1703 1524
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.9 4.2 3.9 4.7 4.0 2.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.9 4.2 3.9 4.7 4.0 2.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 501 231 203 2159 1389 621
V/C Ratio(X) 0.50 0.69 0.80 0.37 0.34 0.19
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 592 273 204 3533 2762 1235
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 16.3 16.9 18.0 3.7 8.5 8.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 6.0 19.6 0.1 0.1 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.4 3.8 2.9 2.1 1.9 0.9
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 17.1 22.8 37.6 3.8 8.7 8.1
LnGrp LOS B C D A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 410 961 591
Approach Delay, s/veh 19.3 9.5 8.6
Approach LOS B A A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 31.1 10.8 9.5 21.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 43.5 7.5 5.0 34.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.7 6.2 5.9 6.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 12.2 0.2 0.0 11.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 11.3
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



HCM 2010 TWSC AM EXISTING
2: Epley Dr & Garden Hwy 5/30/2018

RECYCLING INDUSTRIES Synchro 8 Report
KD ANDERSON & ASSOC Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.4
 

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Vol, veh/h 9 38 804 7 92 494
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - 160 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 82 82 82 82 82 82
Heavy Vehicles, % 6 6 6 6 6 6
Mvmt Flow 11 46 980 9 112 602
 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1511 495 0 0 989 0
          Stage 1 985 - - - - -
          Stage 2 526 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.92 7.02 - - 4.22 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.92 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.92 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.56 3.36 - - 2.26 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 107 510 - - 671 -
          Stage 1 313 - - - - -
          Stage 2 546 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 89 510 - - 671 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 89 - - - - -
          Stage 1 313 - - - - -
          Stage 2 455 - - - - -
 

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 22.1 0 1.8
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 268 671 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.214 0.167 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 22.1 11.4 -
HCM Lane LOS - - C B -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.8 0.6 -



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary AM EXISTING
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 101 26 52 35 20 37 57 676 37 65 334 66
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1792 1792 1900 1792 1792 1900 1792 1792 1900 1792 1792 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 115 30 59 40 23 42 65 768 42 74 380 75
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88
Percent Heavy Veh, % 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Cap, veh/h 146 78 153 75 58 106 106 1118 61 115 983 192
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.14 0.14 0.04 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.34 0.34 0.07 0.35 0.35
Sat Flow, veh/h 1707 541 1064 1707 569 1040 1707 3284 180 1707 2842 556
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 115 0 89 40 0 65 65 398 412 74 226 229
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1707 0 1605 1707 0 1609 1707 1703 1761 1707 1703 1694
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.9 0.0 2.2 1.0 0.0 1.7 1.7 9.0 9.0 1.9 4.5 4.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.9 0.0 2.2 1.0 0.0 1.7 1.7 9.0 9.0 1.9 4.5 4.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.66 1.00 0.65 1.00 0.10 1.00 0.33
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 146 0 230 75 0 164 106 580 600 115 589 586
V/C Ratio(X) 0.79 0.00 0.39 0.53 0.00 0.40 0.61 0.69 0.69 0.64 0.38 0.39
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 192 0 649 192 0 651 192 689 713 192 689 686
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 20.0 0.0 17.3 20.8 0.0 18.7 20.3 12.6 12.6 20.2 11.0 11.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 14.9 0.0 1.1 5.8 0.0 1.5 5.6 2.3 2.2 5.9 0.4 0.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.0 0.0 1.1 0.6 0.0 0.8 0.9 4.6 4.7 1.1 2.1 2.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 34.9 0.0 18.3 26.6 0.0 20.2 26.0 14.9 14.8 26.1 11.4 11.4
LnGrp LOS C B C C C B B C B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 204 105 875 529
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.7 22.7 15.7 13.5
Approach LOS C C B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.5 19.6 6.4 10.9 7.3 19.9 8.3 9.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 5.0 18.0 5.0 18.0 5.0 18.0 5.0 18.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.9 11.0 3.0 4.2 3.7 6.5 4.9 3.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 4.2 0.0 0.7 0.0 6.0 0.0 0.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 16.9
HCM 2010 LOS B
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 194 186 189 528 561 235
Number 7 14 5 2 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1792 1792 1792 1792 1792 1792
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 209 200 203 568 603 253
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 6 6 6 6 6 6
Cap, veh/h 643 296 258 2014 1134 507
Arrive On Green 0.19 0.19 0.15 0.59 0.33 0.33
Sat Flow, veh/h 3312 1524 1707 3495 3495 1524
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 209 200 203 568 603 253
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1656 1524 1707 1703 1703 1524
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.3 5.1 4.8 3.4 6.0 5.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.3 5.1 4.8 3.4 6.0 5.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 643 296 258 2014 1134 507
V/C Ratio(X) 0.33 0.68 0.79 0.28 0.53 0.50
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1421 654 427 2680 1462 654
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 14.5 15.7 17.1 4.2 11.3 11.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 2.7 5.3 0.1 0.4 0.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.1 4.4 2.6 1.6 2.8 2.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 14.8 18.4 22.4 4.3 11.7 12.0
LnGrp LOS B B C A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 409 771 856
Approach Delay, s/veh 16.6 9.1 11.8
Approach LOS B A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 29.3 12.6 10.8 18.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.0 18.0 10.5 18.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 5.4 7.1 6.8 8.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 10.6 1.1 0.2 5.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 11.7
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 82 12 38 27 13 56 66 509 23 32 581 128
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1792 1792 1900 1792 1792 1900 1792 1792 1900 1792 1792 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 89 13 41 29 14 61 72 553 25 35 632 139
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Cap, veh/h 127 52 164 58 28 122 113 1294 58 67 1009 222
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.14 0.14 0.03 0.10 0.10 0.07 0.39 0.39 0.04 0.36 0.36
Sat Flow, veh/h 1707 381 1200 1707 293 1275 1707 3319 150 1707 2778 610
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 89 0 54 29 0 75 72 283 295 35 387 384
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1707 0 1581 1707 0 1567 1707 1703 1766 1707 1703 1685
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.3 0.0 1.4 0.8 0.0 2.0 1.8 5.5 5.5 0.9 8.4 8.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.3 0.0 1.4 0.8 0.0 2.0 1.8 5.5 5.5 0.9 8.4 8.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.76 1.00 0.81 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.36
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 127 0 216 58 0 150 113 664 689 67 619 612
V/C Ratio(X) 0.70 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.64 0.43 0.43 0.52 0.63 0.63
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 266 0 330 194 0 261 254 826 856 216 788 779
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 20.3 0.0 17.4 21.3 0.0 19.3 20.5 10.0 10.0 21.2 11.8 11.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 6.7 0.0 0.6 6.6 0.0 2.6 5.9 0.4 0.4 6.1 1.0 1.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.0 1.0 1.0 2.6 2.7 0.5 4.0 4.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 27.1 0.0 18.0 28.0 0.0 21.9 26.4 10.5 10.5 27.3 12.8 12.9
LnGrp LOS C B C C C B B C B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 143 104 650 806
Approach Delay, s/veh 23.6 23.6 12.2 13.5
Approach LOS C C B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.3 22.0 6.0 10.6 7.5 20.8 7.9 8.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 5.7 21.8 5.1 9.4 6.7 20.8 7.0 7.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.9 7.5 2.8 3.4 3.8 10.4 4.3 4.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 7.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 14.5
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.
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