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OUR COMMITMENT TO SUSTAINABILITY | ESA helps a variety of
public and private sector clients plan and prepare for climate change and
emerging regulations that limit GHG emissions. ESA is a registered
assessor with the California Climate Action Registry, a Climate Leader,
and founding reporter for the Climate Registry. ESA is also a corporate
member of the U.S. Green Building Council and the Business Council on
Climate Change (BC3). Internally, ESA has adopted a Sustainability Vision
and Policy Statement and a plan to reduce waste and energy within our
operations. This document was produced using recycled paper.
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SUMMARY

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan Environmental
Impact Report

S.1 Introduction

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is an informational document intended to inform the
public and decision-makers about the environmental consequences of the proposed Bogue-
Stewart Master Plan (BSMP or proposed plan) for the City of Yuba City. The EIR considers the
environmental impacts of the proposed plan as well as the additive effects of growth throughout
the Yuba City area and the region. These latter impacts are referred to as cumulative impacts. The
EIR has been prepared by the City of Yuba City pursuant to the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Upon publication, the environmental documents described above are available online at
www.yubacity.net/BSMP, and may be viewed in printed form at the Yuba City Development
Services Department; 1201 Civic Center Boulevard; Yuba City, CA 95993. Hearings regarding
the project will occur at various times, and the City posts agendas at kiosks at City Hall and on its
website at https://www.yubacity.net/.

City staff responsible for the drafting of the environmental document may be contacted with
guestions:

Darin Gale

Deputy City Manager

Yuba City Development Services Department
1201 Civic Center Boulevard

Yuba City, CA 95993

Phone: 530-822-4700

Email: permits@yubacity.net

The Final EIR will be submitted to the City Council for their consideration. As part of the project
review and consideration, the City Council, prior to approving the project, is required under
CEQA to certify that the EIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA, and would also
consider adoption of Findings of Fact pertaining to this EIR, specific mitigation measures, a
Statement of Overriding Considerations relating to any identified significant and unavoidable
effects, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
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S.2 Project Description

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan

The purpose of the proposed BSMP is to provide guidance for an orderly and cohesive planned
community consistent with the Yuba City General Plan and Yuba City zoning regulations for
future annexation into the City. The proposed BSMP combines elements from the Yuba City
General Plan and zoning regulations in a comprehensive manner that establishes the regulatory
structure to guide development directly adjacent to the southern edge of the City. The proposed
plan would provide for the development of two property assemblages totaling 741 acres as a
planned community with a mix of residential, commercial, office/business, park and recreational
sites, and public facilities.

The proposed BSMP would provide direction for land use and community design, mobility,
utilities, public services, and implementation. It would also function as the BSMP area’s zoning
mechanism, regulating allowed uses, development standards, design expectations, and guidance
on roadway alignment and right-of-way to correspond with the neighborhood pattern in existing
residential neighborhoods adjacent to the plan area.

The proposed BSMP would be the primary land use, policy, and regulatory document used to guide
the overall development of the plan area. It would establish a development framework for land use,
mobility, utilities and services, resource protection, and implementation to promote the systematic
and orderly development of the plan area. All subsequent development projects and related
activities proposed within the plan area would be required to be consistent with the proposed BSMP.

Sphere of Influence Amendment

The entirety of the 741-acre plan area is proposed to be included in the City of Yuba City’s SOI
using a SOI amendment (SOIA). Consistent with the requirements of the Cortese-Knox-
Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, Sutter County LAFCo is the lead
agency to consider and approve any SOIA within the county. This document is meant to provide
the environmental analysis needed so that Sutter County LAFCo can make an appropriate
determination regarding this action.

Annexation

The proposed project includes annexation of 304 acres to the City of Yuba City (Phase 1 and
Phase 2 as shown on Figure 2-5 in Chapter 2, Project Description). Annexation can only occur if
and once Sutter LAFCo has approved an SOIA, however, this may happen shortly after the SOIA
is approved. Sutter County LAFCo is the responsible agency for the annexation request. It is
anticipated that the Sutter County LAFCo would use this EIR in its decision making process, as
required under CEQA. LAFCo policies and procedures are discussed in Section 3.11, Land Use
and Planning.
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General Plan Map Amendments

The plan area is currently located in the unincorporated area of Sutter County (Figure S-1). The
Yuba City General Plan designates the plan area as an Agricultural/Rural area outside of the City
limits and the Yuba City SOI, subject to Sutter County General Plan land use designation and
zoning.

Assuming LAFCo approval of Phase 1 and 2 annexation to the City of Yuba City, all subsequent
development within the these areas would need to be consistent with the proposed BSMP, as well
as the City’s General Plan, and Yuba City Municipal Code, policies, and design guidelines, as
applicable. Part of the application to LAFCo includes a land use plan of the entire plan area
(Figure S-2). Thus, the City would amend its General Plan map to include the plan area, and to
reflect the General Plan land use assigned to parcels within the plan area in the proposed BSMP.

Zoning Amendments

The plan area is currently zoned by Sutter County for Agriculture, Estate Residential,
Commercial-Industrial, and Single-Family. Assuming LAFCo approval of the SOIA, the entire
plan area would be pre-zoned by the City of Yuba City.

S.3 Areas of Concern

In response to the notice of preparation, the City received 11 comment letters addressing the
scope of the environmental analysis for the EIR. Those comments focused on several issues:

e A Central Valley Flood Protection Board permit may be required for work on or near the
Feather River levee (i.e., within 20 feet of the west levee toe);

e A request that the BSMP EIR address consistency with the Sutter County General Plan
policies regarding the expansion of the Yuba City SOI,

e Water quality permits may be needed from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board;

e Impacts to biological resources, including wetlands and sensitive species including nesting
raptors and other avian species, should be evaluated;

e Project impacts to traffic and parking should be evaluated particularly along Railroad Avenue
and school traffic along Stewart Road near Garden Highway;

e Project impacts to noise should be evaluated:;
e Impacts to air quality should be evaluated;
e Alternatives analysis should consider development of sites within the City of Yuba City;

e The proposed project would result in the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses.
Mitigation should be identified to mitigate the impact of the conversion of agricultural lands;

e Police protection services and facilities requirements to serve the proposed project should be
evaluated;
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e Some letters question whether there is adequate water supply for the proposed project and
how restrictions for groundwater pumping may be implemented; and

e Some commenters gquestioned the land use compatibility of planned medium low density
residential zoning (apartments) adjacent to existing rural low density residential uses.

S.4 Environmental Effects

As required by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b)(1), an EIR must provide a summary of
the impacts, mitigation measures and significant impacts after mitigation for a proposed project.
This information is presented in Chapter 3, Environmental Impacts, Setting, and Mitigation
Measures, of this EIR, and summarized in Table S-1 at the end of this chapter. Based on the
analysis contained in the EIR, implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would result
in the following significant and unavoidable impacts:

Impact 3.1-1: Development pursuant to the proposed BSMP could result in a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista.

Impact 3.1-2: Development pursuant to the proposed BSMP could substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.

Impact 3.1-4: Implementation of the proposed project, in conjunction with development of other
projects in the Yuba City Sphere of Influence and within nearby Sutter County, could contribute
to cumulative impacts on scenic vistas.

Impact 3.1-5: Implementation of the proposed BSMP, in combination with other projects in the
Yuba City Sphere of Influence and within adjacent Sutter County, could contribute to cumulative
degradation of visual character and quality.

Impact 3.2-3: Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to cumulative conversion
of Important Farmland to non-agricultural use.

Impact 3.3-1: Construction of land uses under the proposed BSMP could generate criteria
pollutant emissions that could substantially contribute to a potential violation of applicable air
quality standards or to nonattainment conditions.

Impact 3.3-2: Operational activities associated with development under the proposed BSMP
would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that could substantially contribute to a
potential violation of applicable air quality standards or to nonattainment conditions.

Impact 3.3-3: The proposed BSMP project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of
an applicable air quality plan.

Impact 3.3-7: The proposed BSMP could contribute to cumulative increases in short-term
(construction) emissions.
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Impact 3.3-8: The proposed BSMP could contribute to cumulative increases in long-term
(operational) emissions.

Impact 3.5-1: Development pursuant to the proposed BSMP could cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an historical architectural resource.

Impact 3.14-9: Implementation of the proposed BSMP, in combination with other cumulative
development, would cause cumulatively significant LOS-related impacts at intersections
maintained by Caltrans.

Impact 3.14-10: Implementation of the proposed BSMP, in combination with other cumulative
development, would cause significant queuing-related impacts at intersections maintained by
Caltrans.

S.5 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR must present a discussion of a reasonable range of
alternatives to the proposed BSMP. The alternatives should be designed to feasibly accomplish
most of the basic objectives of the proposed project while looking to avoid or substantially lessen
one or more of the significant effects. The feasibility of an alternative is determined by the lead
agency based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, site suitability, economic
viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and site accessibility and control.

The alternatives evaluated in the EIR are described below. Of the alternatives considered for the
proposed BSMP, there were a number of alternatives found to be overtly infeasible or worthy of
dismissal prior to further consideration that are also analyzed in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of this
EIR. In identifying alternatives to the proposed plan, primary consideration was given to
alternatives that could reduce significant unavoidable impacts resulting from the proposed plan
while still obtaining the plan’s objectives. Certain impacts that are identified as being significant
and unavoidable under the proposed plan (e.g., increase in air pollutants from project construction
and operation) are due primarily to developing an area that is currently undeveloped or
intensifying development activity beyond current levels. These impacts would not be possible to
eliminate, but could be reduced, for example, by limiting the scope of the proposed plan,
reconfiguring uses, or implementing mitigation measures. The alternatives considered in this
section include:

e Alternative 1. No Project/No Build Alternative
e Alternative 2: No Project/Existing Sutter County General Plan

e Alternative 3: Reduced Project Alternative
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Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative

Alternative 1 is the No Project alternative as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e).
Under the No Project alternative, no building or development would occur in the plan area. The
site is assumed to remain in its existing condition, including the existing agriculture and estate
residential uses.

Alternative 2: No Project/Existing Sutter County General Plan

Alternative 2 would develop the plan area under the existing Sutter County General Plan land use
and zoning designations, which include the Estate Residential (ER), Low Density Residential
(LDR), Industrial (IND), and Agriculture (AG-20).

Alternative 3: Reduced Project Alternative

Alternative 3 would develop the plan area with the same land uses proposed in the BSMP,
however there would be 25 percent less development within those land uses.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of
reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. Section 15126.6 (e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines
requires that an environmentally superior alternative be designated and states that if the
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project alternative, the EIR also is required to
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.

Based on the summary of information presented in Chapter 5, Alternatives (Table 5-7), the
environmentally superior alternative is Alternative 1: No Project/No Build. Because Alternative 1
would leave the project site essentially unchanged and would not have the operational effects that
would be associated with any of the alternatives, this alternative has fewer environmental impacts
than the proposed project or any of the other alternatives.

As discussed above, if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project alternative, the
EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative from the other alternatives. Aside
from Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would have the least environmental impacts because it would be
result in much less development and would maintain much of the existing agricultural and rural
attributes of the project site, relative to the proposed BSMP.

S.6 Summary Table

Table S-1 (Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures), has been organized to correspond
with the environmental issues discussed in Chapter 4. The summary table is arranged in four
columns:

1. Environmental impacts (“Impact”).
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2. Level of significance without mitigation (“Significance Before Mitigation™).
3. Mitigation measures (“Mitigation Measure”).

4. The level of significance after implementation of mitigation measures (“Significance After
Mitigation™).

If an impact is determined to be significant or potentially significant, mitigation measures are
identified, where appropriate. More than one mitigation measure may be required to reduce the
impact to a less-than-significant level. This EIR assumes that all applicable plans, policies, and
regulations would be implemented, including, but not necessarily limited to, City General Plan
policies, laws, and requirements or recommendations of the City of Yuba City. Applicable plans,
policies, and regulations are identified and described in the Regulatory Setting of each issue area
and within the relevant impact analysis. A description of the organization of the environmental
analysis, as well as key foundational assumptions regarding the approach to the analysis, is
provided in Section 4.0, Introduction to the Analysis.
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Significance
After
Mitigation Measure Mitigation

3.1 Aesthetics, Light and Glare

3.1-1: Development pursuant to the
proposed BSMP could result in a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista.

3.1-2: Development pursuant to the
proposed BSMP could substantially
degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its
surroundings.

3.1-3: The proposed project could
create a new source of substantial light
or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area.

3.1-4: Implementation of the proposed
project, in conjunction with
development of other projects in the
Yuba City Sphere of Influence and
within nearby Sutter County, could
contribute to cumulative impacts on
scenic vistas.

3.1-5: Implementation of the proposed
BSMP, in combination with other
projects in the Yuba City Sphere of
Influence and within adjacent Sutter
County, could contribute to cumulative
degradation of visual character and
quality.

3.1-6: Implementation of the proposed
BSMP would contribute to a
cumulative increase in light and glare
in the vicinity of the BSMP project site.

None available.

None available.

None available

None available.

None available.

None available

SuU

SuU

SuU

SuU

SuU

SuU

3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

3.2-1: The proposed BSMP would
result in conversion of Important
Farmland to non-agricultural use.

PS

None feasible.

SuU

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation

3.2-2: The proposed BSMP would LS None required. NA
involve other changes in the existing

environment which, due to their

location or nature, could result in

indirect conversion of Farmland to non-

agricultural use.

3.2-3: Implementation of the proposed PS None feasible. SuU
project would contribute to cumulative

conversion of Important Farmland to

non-agricultural use.

3.3 Air Quality

3.3-1: Construction of land uses under S Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(a): Fugitive Dust Control Plan (BSMP/NR/KER) SuU
the BSMP could generate criteria The applicant shall submit to FRAQMD a Fugitive Dust Control Plan with the following mitigation measures to be
pollutant emissions that could implemented:

substantially contribute to a potential
violation of ;pplicable air quglity a) All grading operations on a project shall be suspended when sustained winds exceed 20 miles per hour (mph) or

standards or to nonattainment when winds carry dust beyond the property line despite implementation of all feasible dust control measures;

conditions. b) Construction sites shall be watered as directed by the FRAQMD and as necessary to prevent fugitive dust
violations.

c) An operational water truck shall be on-site at all times. Water shall be applied to control dust as needed to
prevent visible emissions violations and off-site dust impacts.

d) On-site dirt piles or other stockpiled particulate matter shall be covered, wind breaks installed, and water and/or
soil stabilizers employed to reduce wind-blow dust emissions. The use of approved nontoxic soil stabilizers shall
be incorporated according to manufacturers’ specifications to all inactive construction areas.

e) All transfer processes involving a free fall of soil or other particulate matter shall be operated in such a manner
as to minimize the free fall distance and fugitive dust emissions.

f)  Approved chemical soil stabilizers shall be applied according to the manufacturers’ specifications to all inactive
construction areas (previously graded areas that remain inactive for 96 hours), including unpaved roads and
employee/equipment parking areas.

g) To prevent track-out, wheel washers shall be installed where project vehicles and/or equipment exit onto paved
streets from unpaved roads. Vehicles and/or equipment shall be washed before each trip. Alternatively, a gravel
bed may be installed as appropriate at vehicle/equipment site exit points to effectively remove soil buildup on
tires and tracks and prevent/diminish track-out.

h) Paved streets shall be swept frequently (water sweeper with reclaimed water recommended; wet broom
permitted) if soil material has been carried onto adjacent paved, public thoroughfares from the project site.

i) Temporary traffic control shall be provided as needed during all phases of construction to improve traffic flow, as
deemed appropriate by the appropriate department of public works and/or California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), and to reduce vehicle dust emissions. An effective measure is to enforce vehicle
traffic speeds at or below 15 mph.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.3-1 (cont.) j)  Traffic speeds on all unpaved surfaces shall be reduced to 15 mph or less, and unnecessary vehicle traffic shall

be reduced by restricting access. Appropriate training to truck and equipment drivers, on-site enforcement, and
signage shall be provided.

k)  Ground cover shall be reestablished on the construction site as soon as possible and before final occupancy
through seeding and watering.

) Open burning shall be prohibited at the project site. No open burning of vegetative waste (natural plant growth
wastes) or other legal or illegal burn materials (e.g., trash, demolition debris) may be conducted at the project
site. Vegetative wastes shall be chipped or delivered to waste-to-energy facilities (permitted biomass facilities),
mulched, composted, or used for firewood. It is unlawful to haul waste materials off-site for disposal by open
burning.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(b): Control Exhaust Emissions (BSMP/NR/KER)

Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed FRAQMD Regulation Ill, Rule 3.0, Visible Emissions
Limitations (40 percent opacity or Ringelmann 2.0). Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity
limits shall take action to repair the equipment within 72 hours or remove the equipment from service. Failure to
comply may result in a notice of violation from FRAQMD.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(c): Limit Equipment Idling (BSMP/NR/KER)

Idling time shall be minimized to 5 minutes in accordance with ARB airborne air toxic control measure 13 (CCR
Chapter 10 Section 2485) unless more time is required per engine manufacturers’ specifications or for safety
reasons.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(d): Equipment Registration (BSMP/NR/KER)

Portable engines and portable engine-driven equipment units used on the project site, with the exception of on-road

and off-road motor vehicles, may require ARB Portable Equipment Registration with the state or a local district permit.

The owner/operator of the equipment shall be responsible for arranging appropriate consultations with ARB or the
FRAQMD to determine registration and permitting requirements before the equipment is operated at the site.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(e): Equipment Emissions Plan (BSMP/NR/KER)

During the construction of the BSMP, individual project applicants shall assemble a comprehensive inventory list
(i.e., make, model, engine year, horsepower, emission rates) of all heavy-duty off-road (portable and mobile)
equipment (50 horsepower and greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for a construction project.
Applicants shall provide a plan for approval by FRAQMD demonstrating that the heavy-duty (equal to or greater than
50 horsepower) off-road equipment to be used for construction, including owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles,
will achieve a project-wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to
the most recent ARB fleet average at the time of construction.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Significance
After
Impact Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.3-1 (cont.) These equipment emission reductions can be demonstrated using the most recent version of the Construction
Mitigation Calculator developed by the SMAQMD. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late-
model engines, low emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology (Carl Moyer Guidelines),
after-treatment products, voluntary off-site mitigation projects, the provision of funds for air district off-site mitigation
projects, and/or other options as they become available. In addition, implementation of these measures would also
result in a 5 percent reduction in ROG emissions from heavy-duty diesel equipment. FRAQMD shall be contacted to
discuss alternative measures.
3.3-2: Operational activities associated Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: Implement Operational Mitigation Measures (BSMP/NR/KER) SuU
with development under the BSMP The project applicant(s) for tentative subdivision maps and development projects proposed under the BSMP shall
would result in emissions of criteria air implement the mitigation measures, as applicable to the proposed subdivision map or development project. At the
pollutants at levels that could . time entitlements are sought, the City will evaluate measures below, determine which measures are applicable, and
substantially contribute to a potential include those measures as conditions of approval or some other enforceable mechanism. All feasible measures listed
violation of applicable air quality below shall be incorporated into subdivision maps and development projects within the BSMP.
standards or to nonattainment . . ) . ] .
conditions. a) Subdivision maps and development projects located in areas designated Community Commercial,
Neighborhood Commercial, Office Park, and Business Park shall be developed in coordination with local transit
providers to ensure proper placement and design of transit stops and accommodate public transit for both
employees and patrons.
b)  Subdivision maps and improvement plans shall be designed to provide convenient and safe bicycle, pedestrian,
and transit access between neighborhoods and areas designated Community Commercial, Neighborhood
Commercial, Office Park, and Business Park, as well as parks, trails, and other destinations.
¢) Subdivision maps and development projects within Community Commercial and Neighborhood Commercial
areas shall distribute proposed parking and not concentrate parking exclusively between the front building
facade and the primary abutting street where feasible.
d) Cul-de-sacs are allowed only where they would not create a barrier for pedestrian and bicycle access or
circulation between homes and destinations.
e) Employment generating projects that anticipate more than 50 full-time equivalent employees shall participate in
the Yuba-Sutter Transportation Management Association.
f)  Subdivision maps and improvement plans shall be designed to accommodate safe and frequent pedestrian
crosswalks, with more frequent crossings in areas expected to have higher pedestrian traffic, such as schools,
parks, trail connections, higher-density residential areas, and areas with retail, services, office uses, and other
non-residential uses.
g) Subdivision maps and improvement plans shall be designed to discourage concentration of traffic at a few
intersections. Multiple points of access shall be provided whenever feasible. Roads shall be arranged in an
interconnected block pattern. The maximum average block length in subdivisions is 600 feet unless unusual
existing physical conditions warrant an exception to this standard, but shorter block lengths should be used
around areas designated Community Commercial and Neighborhood Commercial.
h)  Subdivision maps and improvement plans shall be designed to connect with adjacent roadways and stubbed
roads and shall provide frequent stubbed roadways in coordination with future planned development areas.
LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Significance
Before
Impact Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Significance
After
Mitigation

3.3-3: The proposed BSMP project S
would not conflict with or obstruct

implementation of an applicable air

quality plan.

3.3-4: Traffic associated with LS
development under the BSMP could

result in exposure of persons to

substantial localized carbon monoxide
concentrations.

3.3-5: Construction of the proposed PS
BSMP could result in short-term

exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants

(TACs).

m)
n)

0)

p)

q)
n

Subdivision maps and development projects within Community Commercial and Neighborhood Commercial
areas shall be designed to minimize the amount of on-site land required to meet parking, internal circulation, and
delivery/loading needs.

Subdivision maps and development projects within Community Commercial and Neighborhood Commercial
areas shall be designed to break up any proposed surface parking with landscaping and provide pedestrian
routes from parking areas to building entrances.

The City will reduce the amount of off-street parking required or eliminate off-street parking requirements for
projects that propose housing units restricted to lower-, very low-, or extremely low-income households.

Residential subdivision maps shall orient the majority of buildings so that the longer axis of the building, also
known as the ridge line, is oriented east-to-west, in order to maximize the potential for passive solar heating in
the winter and to minimize heat gain from the afternoon summer sun.

Subdivision maps and development projects proposing off-street surface parking lots shall incorporate shade
trees or shade structures to provide a minimum of 50 percent shading (at maturity, where trees are used).

Subdivision maps and development projects shall use climate-appropriate landscaping in parks and open space,
landscaping within new rights of way, yards, and other appropriate spaces.

Provide secure, covered bicycle parking for employees of projects located in areas designated Community
Commercial, Neighborhood Commercial, Office Park, and Business Park. This may consist of a separate
secure, covered bicycle parking area at each employment location or larger shared bicycle parking area/s
located and designed to serve multiple locations.

Shower and locker facilities shall be provided for employees of projects located in areas designated Community
Commercial, Neighborhood Commercial, Office Park, and Business Park. This may be achieved by
incorporating a shower and locker facility into the design of each proposed use, or facilities located and
designed to serve multiple locations.

Residential development that proposes fireplaces shall use the lowest emitting commercially available fireplace.

Provide electric vehicle charging facilities and priority parking at non-residential uses for electric and
carpool/vanpool vehicles.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3: Consistency with the Triennial Air Quality Attainment Program (BSMP/NR/KER)
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(a) through Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(e) and Mitigation Measure 3.3-2

None required.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-5: Equipment Emissions Plan (BSMP/NR/KER)
Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(e)

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Significance Significance
Before After

Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.3-6: Land uses to be developed under LS None required. NA
the BSMP could result in exposure of
substantial persons to objectionable
odors.
3.3-7: The proposed BSMP could S Mitigation Measure 3.3-7(a): Fugitive Dust Control Plan (BSMP/NR/KER) SuU
contribute to cumulative increases in Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(a)
short-term (construction) emissions. o L

Mitigation Measure 3.3-7(b): Control Exhaust Emissions (BSMP/NR/KER)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(b)

Mitigation Measure 3.3-7(c): Limit Equipment Idling (BSMP/NR/KER)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(c)

Mitigation Measure 3.3-7(d): Equipment Registration (BSMP/NR/KER)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(d)

Mitigation Measure 3.3-7(e): Equipment Emissions Plan (BSMP/NR/KER)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(e)
3.3-8: The proposed BSMP could S Mitigation Measure 3.3-8: FRAQMD Best Available Mitigation Measures (BSMP/NR/KER) SuU
contribute to cumylatlve increases in Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-2.
long-term (operational) emissions.
3.3-9: The proposed BSMP could LS None required. NA
contribute to cumulative increases in
CO concentrations.
3.3-10: The proposed BSMP could PS Mitigation Measure 3.3-10: Equipment Emissions Plan (BSMP/NR/KER) LS
contribute to cumulative increases in _ Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(e).
short- and long-term exposures to Toxic
Air Contaminants.
3.4 Biological Resources
3.4-1: Development pursuant to the S Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Protection of Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands (BSMP/NR/KER) LS

proposed BSMP could impact wetlands
or other waters of the U.S.

a) Prior to grading activities, the City shall require the project applicant [for an individual project pursuant to the
BSMP] to prepare a formal aquatic resources delineation in accordance with the USACE Minimum Standards for
Acceptance of Aquatic Resources Delineation Reports for all areas of the individual development project site to
determine if any wetlands or other waters of the U.S. potentially subject to Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA
exist on that site. If no potential wetlands or other waters of the U.S. are identified, a report shall be submitted to
the City for its records and no additional measures are required. If the formal aquatic resources delineation
identifies potentially jurisdictional features on an individual project site, then measure 3.4-1(b) shall be
implemented (below). If potential canals, streams, or lakes are identified that may be impacted by project
activities, mitigation 3.4-1(c) shall also be implemented.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Impact

Significance

Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Significance
After
Mitigation

3.4-1 (cont.)

3.4-2: Development pursuant to the
proposed BSMP could impact valley
elderberry longhorn beetle if suitable
elderberry shrubs are present within
165 feet of any BSMP construction
footprint.

b)

<)

If the formal aquatic resources delineation identifies potentially jurisdictional features on an individual
development project site, then the report shall be submitted to the USACE for verification and issuance of a
jurisdictional determination. If any wetlands or waters are determined to be under the jurisdiction of the USACE
or the RWQCB and may be impacted by project development, then the individual project applicant shall obtain
Section 404/401 permits based on the jurisdictional determination with the appropriate regulatory agency for the
potentially impacted features. During the permitting process, mitigation measures shall be developed as
necessary to reduce impacts on wetlands through avoidance, minimization and/or compensatory mitigation.
Permanent losses to potentially jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S. shall be compensated at a
minimum 1:1 ratio (or otherwise agreed upon ratio with the USACE and RWQCB) to achieve a no net loss of
wetlands.

If the individual development project would result in impacts to the bed and banks of Gilsizer Slough, or other
jurisdictional water courses with a defined bed and bank as identified in an aquatic resources delineation or
jurisdictional determination, the City shall notify, or require the project applicant to notify, the CDFW. The CDFW
will determine whether a Section 1600 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) is required. If
required, the individual project applicant shall apply for and adhere to the conditions of the LSAA. This action
shall be completed prior to issuance of a grading permit or initiation of other project activities that may impact
the canal or other jurisdictional water courses.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Protection of Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (BSMP/NR/KER)

a)

b)

c)

The individual project applicant shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct a survey of the construction
footprint and 165-foot buffer around the proposed construction footprint to determine whether any elderberry
shrubs with stems at least one inch dgl are present. If no such elderberry shrubs are present within 165 feet of
construction activities, a report shall be submitted to the City for its records and no additional measures are
required.

If elderberry shrubs with stems at least one inch dgl are present within 165 feet of construction activities, the
following avoidance measures shall be implemented, at minimum, in accordance with the VELB Impact
Assessment.

1. Fencing shall be installed as close to the construction limits as feasible for shrubs occurring within 165 feet.

2. In areas where work would occur within near proximity to elderberry shrub, exclusion fencing shall be
established a minimum of a 20-foot radius around the shrubs.

3. Anindividual project applicant shall engage a qualified biologist to provide worker awareness training for all
contractors, work crews, and any onsite personnel, on the status of the VELB, its host plant and habitat, the
need to avoid damaging the shrubs, and the possible penalties for non-compliance.

4.  Mechanical weed removal within the drip-line of the shrub shall be limited to the season when adults are
not active (August - February) and shall avoid damaging the elderberry.

If elderberry shrubs cannot be avoided or if indirect effects will result in the death of stems or entire shrubs, the
elderberry shrubs with stems greater than one inch dgl shall be transplanted.

1. The individual project applicant shall engage a qualified biologist to monitor the transplanting activities.

2. Elderberry shrubs shall be transplanted when the shrubs are dormant (November through February 14)
and after they have lost their leaves.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Significance
After
Mitigation Measure Mitigation

3.4.2 (cont.)

3.4-3: Development pursuant to the
proposed BSMP could result in impacts
to nesting migratory birds and raptors.

d)

For shrubs that cannot be avoided, the individual project applicant shall purchase compensatory mitigation for
impacts to elderberry shrubs. The appropriate type and amount of compensatory mitigation shall be determined
through coordination with the USFWS. Appropriate compensatory mitigation may include purchasing credits at a
USFWS-approved conservation bank at a minimum 1:1 ratio, providing onsite mitigation, and/or establishing
and/or protecting habitat for the valley elderberry longhorn beetle.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: Protection of Migratory Birds and Raptors (BSMP/NR/KER) LS

a)

b)

Building demolition and vegetation clearing operations, including initial grading and tree removal, shall occur
outside of the nesting season (September 1 through January 31) to the extent feasible. If vegetation removal or
building demolition begins during the nesting season (February 1 to August 31), the individual project applicant
shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-construction survey for active nests within a 500-foot buffer
around the individual project footprint. The pre-construction survey shall be conducted within 14 days prior to
commencement of ground disturbing activities. If the pre-construction survey shows that there is no evidence of
active nests, then a report shall be submitted to the City for its records and no additional measures are required.
If construction does not commence within 14 days of a pre-construction survey, or halts for more than 14 days,
an additional pre-construction survey is required for each period of delay.

If any active nests are located within the construction footprint — including, but not limited to individual project
site, staging areas, spoils sites, construction access — an appropriate buffer zone shall be established around
the nests, as determined by the qualified biologist based on applicable regulatory requirements in force at the
time of construction activity. The biologist shall mark the buffer zone with construction tape or pin flags and
maintain the buffer zone until the end of breeding season or until the young have successfully fledged or the
nest is determined to no longer be active. Buffer zones are typically 50-100 feet for migratory bird nests and
250-500 feet for raptor nests (excluding Swainson’s hawk). If active nests are found within the vicinity of the
construction areas, the qualified biologist shall monitor nests weekly during construction to evaluate potential
nesting disturbance by construction activities. If establishing the typical buffer zone is impractical, the qualified
biologist shall adjust the buffer depending on the species and daily monitoring would be required to ensure that
the nest is not disturbed and no forced fledging occurs. This daily monitoring shall occur until the qualified
biologist determines that the nest is no longer occupied.

Additional Measures for Burrowing Owl

<)

Prior to any individual project construction, the project applicant shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct a
habitat assessment to determine if potential nesting habitat is present with an individual project area. If potential
nesting habitat is present, nesting and wintering season surveys for burrowing owl shall be conducted to
determine if potential habitat within 500 feet of ground disturbance is used by this species. As described in
Table 3.4.2, suitable burrowing owl habitat includes the annual grassland and agricultural land. The timing and
methodology for the surveys shall be conducted in accordance with the current CDFW Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (Appendix D-3). A minimum of three survey visits should be conducted at least three
weeks apart during the peak breeding season between April 15 and July 15. One of these surveys could be
conducted at the same time as the nesting bird survey (Mitigation Measure 3.4-3a) should work be anticipated to
commence within 14 days and between April 15 and July 15. A winter survey shall be conducted between
December 1 and January 31, during the period when wintering owls are most likely to be present.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.4-3 (cont.) d) If an active burrowing owl nest site/active burrow is discovered in the vicinity of an individual project construction

footprint — including, but not limited to individual project site, staging areas, spoils sites, construction access —
the project applicant shall notify the City and CDFW. A qualified biologist shall monitor the owls and establish a
fenced exclusion zone around each occupied burrow. No construction activities shall be allowed within the
exclusion buffer zone until such time that the burrows are determined by a qualified biologist to be unoccupied.
The buffer zones shall be a minimum of 150 feet from an occupied burrow during the non-breeding season
(September 1 through January 31) and a minimum of 250 feet from an occupied burrow during the breeding
season (February 1 through August 31).

e) If avoidance is not feasible, the CDFW shall be consulted to develop and the implement avoidance or passive
relocation methods. All activities that will result in a disturbance to burrows shall be approved by the CDFW prior
to implementation.

Additional Measures for Swainson’s Hawk

f)  If construction activities are anticipated to commence during the Swainson’s hawk nesting season (March 1 to
September 15), the individual project applicant shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct a minimum of two
pre-construction surveys during the recommended survey periods in accordance with the Recommended Timing
and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley (Appendix D-4). All
potential nest trees within 0.25 mile of the proposed project footprint shall be visually examined for potential
Swainson’s hawk nests, as accessible. If no active Swainson’s hawk nests are identified on or within 0.25 mile
of the proposed project, a report documenting the survey methodology and findings should be submitted to the
City for its files and no additional mitigation measures are required.

g) If active Swainson’s hawk nests are found within 0.25 mile of construction activities, a survey report shall be
submitted to the CDFW and the CNDDB, and an avoidance and minimization plan shall be provided to and
approved by the CDFW prior to the start of construction of the given development proposal. The avoidance plan
shall identify measures to avoid or minimize impacts to the active Swainson’s hawk nest. These measures may
include, but are not limited to:

1. Conducting a Worker Awareness Training Program prior to the start of construction;

2. Establishing a buffer zone and work schedule to avoid impacting the nest during critical periods. If
practicably feasible, no work will occur within 200 yards of the nest while it is in active use. If work will occur
within 200 yards of the nest, then construction shall be monitored by a qualified biologist to ensure that no
work occurs within 50 yards of the nest during incubation or within ten days after hatching;

3. Having a qualified biological monitor conduct regular monitoring of the nest during construction activities;
and

4.  Allowing the qualified biologist to halt construction activities until CDFW determines that the construction
activities are disturbing the nest.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Significance
Before
Impact Mitigation

Significance
After
Mitigation Measure Mitigation

3.4-4: Implementation of the proposed S Mitigation Measure 3.4-4: Protection of Bat Species (BSMP/NR/KER) LS

project could result in impacts to

a
roosting bats including pallid bat. )

b)

The individual project applicant shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-construction survey for
special-status bat species within 14 days prior to the start of tree or building removal within the BSMP project
site. If no special-status bats are observed roosting, a report shall be submitted to the City for its records and no
additional measures are required. If construction does not commence or if any trees or buildings anticipated for
removal are not removed within 14 days of the pre-construction survey or halts for more than 14 days, a new
survey and reporting shall be conducted.

If bats including pallid bats are found, the qualified biologist shall consult with the CDFW to determine and
implement avoidance measures. Avoidance measures may include, but are not limited to, establishing a buffer
around the roost tree or building until it is no longer occupied or installing exclusion material around the tree/
opening of the building after dusk, once the qualified biologist has determined that the bat has left the roost to
forage. The tree or building shall not be removed until a biologist has determined that the tree or building is no
longer occupied by the bats.

3.4-5: Development of the proposed S Mitigation Measure 3.4-5: Protection of Heritage and Street Trees (BSMP/NR/KER) LS

project could result in the loss of

a
protected trees and street trees. )

b)

<)

d)

e)

9)

The individual project applicant shall engage a certified arborist to conduct a tree survey and prepare an arborist
report. The arborist report shall include the species, diameter at breast height, location, condition of each street
tree and native oak tree, and identify whether the native oak tree should be considered for preservation. The
arborist report shall also recommend whether oak trees and heritage oak trees should be preserved. The
arborist report shall include compensatory mitigation for impacts to native and heritage oak trees at a minimum
1:1 ratio based on diameter at breast height (DBH) for each tree.

The individual project applicant shall submit an application to the Director of the City of Yuba City for any street
tree proposed for removal. If authorized by the Director, the street tree may be removed at the expense of the
applicant.

During any construction activities, construction shall be avoided within the critical root zones of preserved/
protected trees, unless the area has been previously paved. Encroachments shall be held to no more than
20 percent of the critical root zone area. Avoidance areas shall be fenced prior to any activities onsite or offsite.

During project construction, the individual project applicant shall retain an arborist to supervise all grade cuts in
the critical root zone of protected trees, and properly treat all roots subject to damage as soon as possible after
excavation. Cut-faces exposed for more than two to three days shall be covered with a dense burlap fabric and
watered to maintain soil moisture at least on a daily basis until the area is permanently covered.

Avoid placement of fill exceeding one foot in depth within the critical root zone of all preserved/protected trees. If
unavoidable, either design drainage away from the critical root zone of the tree or consider tree removal.
Placement of fill material less than one foot in depth and encroachment of less than 20 percent into the critical
root zone area shall not require such additional mitigation measures.

Any proposed structures shall not encroach more than 20 percent into the critical root zone area of a preserved/
protected tree. If unavoidable, tree removal shall be considered.

Onsite and offsite utilities shall be designed to avoid the critical root zone of preserved/protected trees. In some
circumstances, hand digging of utilities through the critical root zone areas would be an option. Boring beneath
the critical root zone area would also be an option.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Impact Mitigation
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Significance
After
Mitigation

3.4-5 (cont.) h)

Branches and limbs that have been torn, broken, or spilt during construction shall be removed. In addition, any
dead, diseased, or rubbing limbs shall be removed.

3.4-6: Implementation of the proposed S Mitigation Measure 3.4-6: Rare Plant Protection (BSMP only; not NR or KER)

project could result in the loss and/or

a
degradation of rare plant populations. )

b)

c)

The individual project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct focused botanical protocol-level
surveys in the nonnative annual grassland for dwarf downingia (blooms March through May) and Ferris’ mile-
vetch (blooms April through May) and in the non-native grassland and oak woodland for Baker’s navarretia
(blooms April through July) and Hartweg’s golden sunburst (blooms March through April). Surveys shall be
conducted during blooming periods for all special-status species. (It is noted that the blooming periods for these
plant species overlap in the month of April.) If no special-status plants are observed within the survey area, then
a report shall be submitted to the City and no additional mitigation is required so long as construction
commences within two years of the survey.

If Baker’s navarretia, dwarf downingia, or Ferris’ milk-vetch are observed within the project site, the plants
should be avoided with a minimum 10-foot avoidance buffer with exclusion fencing, to the extent feasible. If
these special-status plants cannot be avoided, a mitigation plan shall be prepared by a qualified botanist. At
minimum, the mitigation plan shall include locations where the plants will be transplanted, success criteria, and
monitoring activities for the transplanted populations. The mitigation plan shall be finalized prior to
transplantation and commencement of construction activities.

If the federal and state endangered Hartweg's golden sunburst is observed, the plants shall be avoided to the
extent feasible.

1. Ifthe plants cannot be avoided, the individual project applicant shall obtain a CESA Section 2081(b)
Incidental Take Permit. Measures to minimize the take and to mitigate the impacts caused by the take shall
be set forth in one or more conditions of the permit. Potential conservation measures include, but are not
limited to, purchasing credits from a mitigation bank, establishing a preserve, and/or preparing a mitigation
plan.

2. Ifthe plants cannot be avoided and if the project requires USFWS Section 7 consultation (i.e., would impact
a jurisdictional wetland or water of the U.S. requiring a Section 404 CWA permit), consultation with the
USFWS through the Section 7 process shall occur to determine any additional avoidance, conservation,
and mitigation measures that may be needed for the species, if any. The individual project applicant is not
required to consult for impacts to federally listed plants without a federal nexus.

3.4-7: Implementation of the proposed S Mitigation Measure 3.4-7: Protection of Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat (BSMP only; not NR or KER)

project could result in the loss of

a
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. )

Prior to disturbance of a minimum of five acres of non-native annual grassland, the individual project applicant
shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct a CNDDB search for active Swainson’s hawk nests occurring within
10 miles of the individual project footprint and documented within five years of commencement of ground
disturbance. The CNDDB search shall be conducted within one year prior to commencement of construction
activities. If no nests are documented within 10 miles within the last five years, then a report shall be submitted
to the City documenting the results. No additional mitigation is required.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
b) If an active nest is documented within 10 miles of the individual project footprint and within five years prior to the
anticipated start of ground disturbance, the individual project applicant shall mitigate at ratios that correspond to
the distance of the nest or shall establish a conservation easement, in accordance with the Staff Report
(Appendix D-5). These ratios are identified below:
1. Projects within one mile of an active nest tree shall provide:
i One acre of Habitat Management (HM) land (at least 10 percent of the HM Land requirements shall
be met by fee title acquisition or a conservation easement allowing for the active management of the
habitat, with the remaining 90 percent of the HM lands protected by a conservation easement
(acceptable to the CDFW) on agricultural lands or other suitable habitats which provide foraging
habitat for Swainson's hawk) for each acre of development authorized (1:1 ratio); or
ii. ~ One-half acre of HM land (all of the HM land requirements shall be met by fee title acquisition or a
conservation easement (acceptable to the CDFW) which allows for the active management of the
habitat for prey production on-the HM lands) for each acre of development authorized (0.5:1 ratio).
2. Projects within five miles of an active nest tree but greater than one mile from the nest tree shall provide
0.75 acres of HM land for each acre of urban development authorized (0-75:1 ratio). All HM lands protected
under this requirement may be protected through fee title acquisition or conservation easement (acceptable
to the CDFW) on agricultural lands or other suitable habitats which provide foraging habitat for Swainson's
hawk.
3. Projects within 10 miles of an active nest tree but greater than 5 miles from an active nest tree shall provide
0.5 acres of HM land for each acre of urban development authorized (0.5:1 ratio). All HM lands- protected
under this requirement may be protected through fee title acquisition or a conservation easement
(acceptable to the CDFW) on agricultural lands or other suitable habitats which provide foraging habitat for
Swainson's hawk.
¢) Management Authorization holders/project sponsors shall provide for the long-term management of the HM
lands by funding a management endowment (the interest on which shall be used for managing the HM lands) at
the rate of 400 dollars per HM land acre (adjusted annually for inflation and varying interest rates).
d) Implement Mitigation Measures 3.4-3(f) and 3.4-3(g).
3.4-8: Implementation of the proposed PS Mitigation Measure 3.4-8: Protection of Special Status Species SuU
project, in combination with other Implement Mitigation Measures 3.4-5a through 3.4-5h.
development in the Central Sacramento
Valley, could result in the loss of
special-status plants and wildlife,
protected trees, and wildlife resources.
3.4-9: Implementation of the proposed LS None required. NA
project, in combination with other
development in the Central Sacramento
Valley, could result in cumulative
impacts to heritage oaks and street
trees.
LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Significance
After
Mitigation

3.5 Cultural Resources

3.5-1: Development pursuant to the
proposed BSMP could cause a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical
architectural resource.

3.5-2: Development pursuant to the
BSMP could result in adverse impacts
on prehistoric archaeological
resources, tribal cultural resources,
and human remains.

PS Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Protection of Historic Architectural Resources (BSMP project site outside NR/KER)

a)

b)

c)

d)

Concurrent with submittal of project-level development plans, the project applicant shall submit a built-
environment resource investigation, for review and approval by the City, that includes, at a minimum:

An updated records search at the Northeast Information Center;

0 An intensive built-environment resources survey, documenting buildings and structures 45 years or older
within and adjacent to the project footprint for listing in the National, California, or local registers;

o A report that documents the results of the investigation; and
o Recommendations for mitigation to resolve adverse impacts to significant historic architectural resources.

The survey shall be carried out by a qualified historian or architectural historian meeting the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Architectural History.

Demolition or substantial alteration of all previously recorded historic resources, including significant historic
resources encountered during the survey and evaluation efforts, shall be avoided, if feasible.

Any alterations to historic buildings or structures, including relocation, shall conform to the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating,
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings.

If avoidance of identified historic resources is deemed infeasible, the project applicant shall prepare a treatment
plan, subject to City review and approval, to include, but not limited to, adaptive reuse, photo-documentation and
public interpretation of the resource.

The treatment plan shall include retention of a qualified architectural historian to document the affected historic
resource in accordance with the National Park Service’s Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) and/or
Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) standards. Such standards typically include large format
photography using (4x5) negatives, written data, and copies of original plans if available. The HABS/HAER
documentation packages shall be archived at local libraries and historical repositories, as well as the Northeast
Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System.

Public interpretation of historic resources at their original site shall occur in the form of a plaque, kiosk, or other
method of describing the building’s historic or architectural importance to the general public.

S Mitigation Measure 3.5-2(a): Protection of Archaeological Resources (NR/KER)

Archaeological Monitoring Plan. Prior to issuance of grading permits or ground-disturbing construction activity in
the Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch properties, the project applicant shall prepare and submit an
Archaeological Monitoring Plan to the City of Yuba City for review and approval. Monitoring shall be required for all
surface alteration and subsurface excavation work, including trenching, boring, grading, use of staging areas and
access roads, and driving vehicles and equipment. A Secretary of the Interior-qualified professional archaeologist
(project archaeologist) shall prepare the plan. The plan shall address (but not be limited to) the following issues:

Training program for all construction and field workers involved in site disturbance;

Person(s) responsible for conducting monitoring activities, including both archaeological and Native American
monitors;

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.5-2 (cont.) . How the monitoring shall be conducted and the required format and content of monitoring reports, including the

need to conduct trenching, shovel-test units or auger samples to identify archaeological deposits in advance of
construction, assessment, designation and mapping of the sensitive cultural resource areas on final project
maps, assessment and survey of any previously unsurveyed areas;

. Person(s) responsible for overseeing and directing the monitors;

. Schedule for submittal of monitoring reports and person(s) responsible for review and approval of monitoring
reports;

. Procedures and construction methods to avoid sensitive cultural resource areas (i.e., planning construction to
avoid the resource, incorporating the resource within open space, capping and covering the resource, or
deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement);

. Clear delineation and fencing of sensitive cultural resource areas;
. Physical monitoring boundaries;

. Protocol for notifications in case of encountering of cultural resources, as well as methods of dealing with the
encountered resources (e.g., collection, identification, curation);

. Methods to ensure security of cultural resources;

. Protocol for notifying local authorities (i.e. Sheriff, Police) should site looting and other illegal activities occur
during construction.

Archaeological and Native American Monitoring. If an intact archaeological resource is encountered, all soil
disturbing activities in the vicinity of the resource shall cease until it is evaluated. The project archaeologist shall
immediately notify the City of Yuba City of an encountered archaeological resource. The project archaeologist and
Native American monitor shall, after making a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of
the encountered archaeological resource, present the findings of this assessment to the City.

During the course of the monitoring, the project archaeologist and Native American monitor may adjust the
frequency—from continuous to intermittent—of the monitoring based on the conditions and professional judgment
regarding the potential to impact resources.

If the City, in consultation with the project archaeologist and Native American monitor, determines that a significant
archaeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely impacted by the project, the City shall:

. Determine whether preservation in place is feasible. Consistent with CEQA Section 15126.4(b)(3), this may be
accomplished through planning construction to avoid the resource; incorporating the resource within open
space; capping and covering the resource; or deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement.

. If avoidance is not feasible, prepare and implement a detailed Archaeological Research Design and Treatment
Plan. Treatment of archaeological resources will follow the applicable requirements of Public Resources Code
Section 21083.2. Treatment for most resources would consist of (but would not be not limited to) sample
excavation, artifact collection, site documentation, and historical research, with the aim to target the recovery of
important scientific data contained in the portion(s) of the significant resource to be impacted by the project. The
treatment plan shall include provisions for analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results within a
timely manner, curation of artifacts and data at an approved facility, and dissemination of reports to local and
state repositories, libraries, and interested professionals.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Significance Significance
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Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.5-2 (cont.) e If potential human remains are encountered, all work will halt in the vicinity of the find and the City will contact
the county coroner in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5. If the coroner determines the remains are Native American, the coroner shall contact the Native
American Heritage Commission. As provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, the Commission will
identify the person or persons believed to be most likely descended from the deceased Native American. The
most likely descendent makes recommendations for means of treating, with appropriate dignity, the human
remains and any associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.
Mitigation Measure 3.5-2(b): Protection of Historic Archaeological Resources (Full BSMP project site except
NR/KER)
When BSMP-level development plans outside the Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch properties are submitted to
the City of Yuba City for approval, the project applicant shall be required to complete a cultural resources
investigation for review and approval by the City that includes, at a minimum:
e  Anupdated records search at the Northeast Information Center;
. Updated Native American consultation in coordination with the Native American Heritage Commission.
e Anintensive archaeological survey of the development area;
e A geoarchaeological assessment for the potential for buried archaeological resources;
e  Avreport that documents the results of the investigation; and
. Recommendations for mitigation to resolve adverse impacts to significant archaeological resources or human
remains.
The survey shall be carried out by a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Archaeology, and can be documented in the same document as required in Mitigation Measure 3.5-1(a).
3.5-3: Development pursuant to the PS Mitigation Measure 3.5-3: Protection of Historic Architectural Resources (BSMP project site outside NR/KER) LS
BSMP, in combination with other Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-1.
cumulative development in the Yuba
City limits and the Yuba City sphere of
influence could contribute to
cumulative impacts on historic
architectural resources.
3.5-4: Development pursuant to the PS Mitigation Measure 3.5-4(a): Protection of Archaeological Resources (NR/KER) LS

BSMP, in combination with other
cumulative development, could
contribute to cumulative impacts on
archaeological resources, tribal cultural
resources, and human remains.

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-2(a).

Mitigation Measure 3.5-4(b): Protection of Historic Archaeological Resources (Full BSMP project site except
the Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch properties)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-2(b).

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Before
Impact Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Significance
After
Mitigation

3.6 Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources and Paleontological Resources

3.6-1: Development pursuant to the LS None required
proposed BSMP would not expose

people or structures to potential

substantial adverse effects, including

risk of loss, injury, or death involving

strong seismic ground shaking or

seismic related ground failure, such as

liquefaction.

3.6-2: The proposed project would not LS None required
result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil.

3.6-3: The BSMP project would not LS None required
result in on- or off-site landslides,

lateral spreading, subsidence,

liquefaction or collapse due to being

located on a geologic unit or soil that is

unstable, or that would become

unstable as a result of the project.

3.6-4: Development pursuant to the LS None required
proposed BSMP could be located on

expansive soil, as defined in California

Building Code, creating substantial

risks to life or property.

3.6-5: The proposed project could LS None required
directly or indirectly destroy a unique

paleontological resource or site or

unique geologic feature.

3.6-6: The proposed project combined LS None required
with other cumulative development

would not contribute to a cumulative

increase in substantial soil erosion or

the loss of topsoil.

3.6-7: The proposed project could LS None required
directly or indirectly destroy unique

paleontological resource or site or

unique geologic feature.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Significance Significance
Before After

Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.7 Green House Gas Emissions and Energy
3.7-1: Implementation of the proposed PS Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(a): Residential Building Insulation (BSMP/NR/KER) LS
BSMP could conflict with the City of Prior to building construction, individual project applicants shall submit to the City building plans demonstrating how
Yuba's Climate Action Plan. all proposed residential buildings include greatly enhanced building insulation materials such as spray foam wall

insulated walls R-15 or greater, roof/attic R-38 or higher. The individual project applicants shall also demonstrate how

all proposed residential buildings include modestly enhanced window insulation such as 0.4 U-Factor or 0.32 SHGC.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(b): Commercial Building Insulation (BSMP/NR/KER)

Prior to building construction, individual project applicants shall submit to the City building plans demonstrating how

all proposed commercial buildings include enhanced building insulation materials (e.g., rigid wall installation, roof/attic

R-38).
3.7-2: Development pursuant to the LS None required. NA
proposed BSMP would increase
demand for energy, specifically
electricity and natural gas, which could
cause significant environmental
effects.
3.7-3: The proposed BSMP could PS Mitigation Measure 3.7-3: Compliance with Yuba City REP (BSMP/NR/KER) LS
result in the wasteful, inefficient, or Implement Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(a) and Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(b).
unnecessary use of energy.
3.7-4: The proposed BSMP, in LS None required. NA
combination with other cumulative
development, would contribute to
cumulative increases in demand for
energy.
3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
3.8-1: Development pursuant to the LS None required. NA

proposed BSMP could create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine
transport, use, disposal, or accidental
release of hazardous materials.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.8-2: Construction activities related to PS Mitigation Measure 3.8-2: Conduct Phase | Environmental Site Assessments (BSMP/NR/KER) LS
development pursuant to the proposed a) Prior to final project design of any individual project pursuant to the BSMP that includes any earth-disturbing
BSMP could encounter hazardous activities, the applicant shall submit to the City a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (Phase | ESA). The
materials from unknown hazardous Phase | ESA shall be prepared in general accordance with ASTM Standard E1527-13, Standard Practice for
materials release sites resulting in Environmental Site Assessment: Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Process (or most current edition that
exposure to construction workers, is in force at the time of final project design), which is the current industry standard. The Phase | ESA shall
nearby residents and other members include a records review of appropriate federal, State, and local databases within ASTM-listed search distances
of the public, and nearby regarding hazardous materials use, storage, or disposal at the given site, a review of historical topographic
environmental resources. maps and aerial photographs, a site reconnaissance, interviews with persons knowledgeable about the sites
historical uses, and review of other relevant existing information that could identify the potential existence of
Recognized Environmental Conditions, including hazardous materials, or contaminated soil or groundwater. If
no Recognized Environmental Conditions are identified, then no further action would be required.
b) If Recognized Environmental Conditions are identified and the Phase | ESA recommends further action, the
applicant shall conduct the appropriate follow-up actions, which may include further records review, sampling of
potentially hazardous materials, and possibly site cleanup. In the event that site cleanup is required, the project
shall not proceed until the site has been cleaned up to the satisfaction of the appropriate regulatory agency
(e.g., DTSC, RWQCB, or SC EHD) such that the regulatory agency issues a No Further Action letter or
equivalent.
3.8-3: Demolition or renovation LS None required. NA
activities related to implementation of
the proposed BSMP could expose
people to asbhestos-containing
materials (ACM), lead-containing paint
(LBP), polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs), or other hazardous building
materials.
3.8-4: Construction and operation of LS None required. NA
development pursuant to the proposed
BSMP could emit hazardous emissions
or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school.
3.8-5: The proposed project would be PS Mitigation Measure 3.8-5: Conduct Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (BSMP) LS
located on a site which is included on a Implement Mitigation Measure 3.8-2.
list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a resullt,
could create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment.
LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Significance Significance
Before After

Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.8-6: Development pursuant to the LS None required. NA
proposed BSMP would be located
within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, and could result in a
safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area.
3.8-7: Construction of new PS Prior to construction, the applicant for an individual project, or its construction contractor(s), shall prepare and LS

development pursuant to the proposed
BSMP could impair the implementation
of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan.

implement a traffic control plan to minimize traffic impacts on all roadways at and near the work site affected by
construction activities. The traffic control plan shall reduce potential traffic safety hazards and ensure adequate
access for emergency responders. The applicant and construction contractor(s) shall coordinate preparation and

implementation of this traffic control plan with the City of Yuba City Fire Department and Police Department, the CHP,

and/or CAL FIRE, as appropriate. To the extent applicable, this traffic control plan shall conform to the 2014
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), Part 6 (Temporary Traffic Control). The traffic control
plan shall provide, but not be limited to, the following elements:

Circulation and detour plans to minimize impacts on local road circulation during road and lane closures.
Flaggers and/or signage shall be used to guide vehicles through and/or around the construction zone;

Identifying truck routes designated by Sutter County, where applicable. Haul routes that minimize truck traffic on
local roadways shall be utilized to the extent possible;

Sufficient staging areas for trucks accessing construction zones to minimize the disruption of access to adjacent
existing public rights-of-way;

Controlling and monitoring construction vehicle movement through the enforcement of standard construction
specifications by onsite inspectors;

Scheduling truck trips outside the peak morning and evening commute hours to the extent possible;
Limiting the duration of road and lane closures to the extent possible;

Storing all equipment and materials in designated contractor staging areas on or adjacent to the worksite, such
that traffic obstruction is minimized,;

Implementing roadside safety protocols. Advance “Road Work Ahead” warning and speed control signs
(including those informing drivers of State legislated double fines for speed infractions in a construction zone)
shall be posted to reduce speeds and provide safe traffic flow through the work zone;

Coordinating construction administrators of police and fire stations (including all fire protection agencies).
Operators shall be notified in advance of the timing, location, and duration of construction activities and the
locations of detours and lane closures, where applicable; and

Repairing and restoring affected roadway rights-of way to their original condition after construction is completed.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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After
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3.8-8: Implementation of the proposed
project, in combination with other
cumulative development, could
contribute to cumulative impacts by
creating a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, disposal, or
accidental release of hazardous
materials.

3.8-9: Implementation of the proposed
BSMP, in combination with other
cumulative development, could
contribute to cumulative impacts by
emitting hazardous emissions or
handling hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school.

3.8-10: Implementation of the
proposed BSMP, in combination with
other cumulative development, could
contribute to cumulative impacts by

being 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, and
could result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the
project area.

3.8-11: Implementation of the
proposed BSMP, in combination with
other cumulative development, could
contribute to cumulative impacts by
impairing with implementation of or
physically interfering with an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan.

LS

LS

LS

PS

None required.

None required.

None required.

Mitigation Measure 3.8-11: Traffic Control Plan (BSMP/NR/KER)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.8-7.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Significance
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Mitigation Measure
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After
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3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality

3.9-1: Development pursuant to the
BSMP could substantially degrade
water quality.

3.9-2: Development pursuant to the
proposed BSMP could substantially
deplete groundwater supplies or
reduce groundwater recharge.

3.9-3: Development pursuant to the
proposed BSMP would 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 could result in flooding
on- or off-site.

3.9-4: Development pursuant to the
proposed BSMP would place
residential and other uses within a
designated flood hazard zone.

3.9-5: Development pursuant to the
proposed BSMP could expose people
or structures to flooding associated
with dam failure.

3.9-6: Development pursuant to the
proposed BSMP, in conjunction with
cumulative development within the
Lower Feather River watershed, could
contribute to cumulative degradation of
water quality.

3.9-7: Development pursuant to the
proposed BSMP, in conjunction with
other development overlying the Sutter
Subbasin, could cumulatively
contribute to substantial interference
with groundwater recharge.

LS None required.

LS None required.

LS None required.

LS None required.

LS None required.

LS None required.

LS None required.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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3.9-8: Development pursuant to the LS
proposed BSMP could contribute to

cumulative substantial alteration of the

existing drainage pattern of the site or

area, including through the alteration of

the course of a stream or river or

through substantial increase in the rate

or amount of surface runoff in a

manner which would result in flooding

on- or off-site.

3.9-9: Development pursuant to the LS
proposed BSMP could contribute to

cumulative placement of housing and

structures within a 100-year flood

hazard area, or within a 200-year

floodplain that could impede or redirect

flood flows.

3.9-10: Development pursuant to the LS
proposed BSMP, in combination with

other development within Sutter

County, could increase the number of

people and structures that could be

exposed to dam failure inundation

hazard.

None required. NA

None required. NA

None required. NA

3.11 Noise and Vibration

3.11-1: Construction of development PS
pursuant to the proposed BSMP could

generate noise that would conflict with

the City of Yuba City standards or

result in substantial temporary or

periodic increase in ambient noise

levels.

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1: Construction Noise Measures (BSMP/NR/KER) LS

Individual project applicants of new development (excluding renovation of existing buildings) shall require
construction contractors to implement the following measures during all phases of project construction:

a)

b)

Whenever stationary noise sources — such as generators and compressors — are used within light of sight to
occupied residences (on or offsite), temporary barriers shall be constructed around the source to shield the
ground floor of the noise-sensitive uses. These barriers shall be of %-inch Medium Density Overlay (MDO)
plywood sheeting, or other material of equivalent utility and appearance to achieve a Sound Transmission Class
of STC-30, or greater, based on certified sound transmission loss data taken according to ASTM Test Method
E90 or as approved by the City of Yuba City Building Official.

Construction equipment staging areas shall be located as far as feasible from residential areas while still serving
the needs of construction contractors.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

TABLE S-1

Significance Significance
Before After

Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.11-1 (cont.) c) Equipment and trucks used for construction will use the industry standard noise control techniques (e.g.,

improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically-

attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible).

d) Impacttools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction shall be

hydraulically- or electrically-powered where feasible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from

pneumatically-powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the

compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about

10 dB. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction of

5 dB. Quieter procedures, such as use of drills rather than impact tools, shall be used whenever feasible.
3.11-2: Operation of uses developed PS Mitigation Measure 3.11-2: Transportation Source Mitigation (BSMP) LS
pursuant to the proposed BSMP could Prior to approval of a map, an acoustical study shall be submitted to the City demonstrating that the project would
increase local traffic that could result in include noise attenuation to reduce noise levels at the existing residences adjacent to Stewart Road, between SR 99
a substantial permanent increase in and Phillips Road, to below the noise standard specified in the City’s general plan Policy 9.1-1-3. If sound walls are
ambient exterior noise levels in the proposed, they must be constructed of a material and at a height sufficient to reduce traffic noise to either 4 dB below
project vicinity. existing conditions or below 60 dBA Lgy.
3.11-3: Operation of uses developed PS Mitigation Measure 3.11-3: Stationary Source Mitigation (BSMP/NR/KER) LS
pursuant to the proposed BSMP could The project sponsor shall ensure that the following measures are implemented for all development under the
introduce new stationary noise sources proposed BSMP:
that could result in a substantial . . - L . . . . . .
permanent increase in ambient exterior a) Prior to the issuance of bwldmg_permlts, mdmc}ual project applicants shall supmlt engineering a_nd acoustical
noise levels in the project vicinity or speC|f_|cat|o_n for project mech_amcal HVAC equipment and the propo_sed Iocatlons_ of onsite Ioadm_g docks to the
conflict with the City of Yuba City noise Planning Director demonstrating that the HVAC equipment and loading dock design (types, location, enclosure,
standards. specification) will control noise from the equipment to not exceed 55 dBA during the daytime and 45 dBA during

nighttime hours.

b) Noise-generating stationary equipment associated with proposed commercial and/or office uses, such as

portable generators, compressors, and compactors, within line-of-sight of adjacent noise-sensitive uses shall be

enclosed or acoustically shielded to reduce noise-related impacts.
3.11-4: Construction of development LS None required. NA
pursuant to the proposed BSMP could
expose existing and/or planned
buildings, and persons within, to
vibration that could disturb people or
damage buildings.
3.11-5: The proposed BSMP could LS None required. NA

result in exposure of residents or
workers to excessive aircraft noise
levels.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Significance
Before
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure

Significance
After
Mitigation

3.11-6: Development pursuant to the S Mitigation Measure 3.11-6: Construction Noise Measures (BSMP/NR/KER)
proposed BSMP could result in Implement Mitigation Measure 3.11-1.

exposure of people to cumulative

increases in construction noise levels.

3.11-7: Development pursuant to the LS None required.
proposed BSMP would contribute to

cumulative construction that could

expose existing and/or planned

buildings, and persons within, to

significant vibration.

3.11-8: Development pursuant to the LS None required.
proposed BSMP would contribute to

cumulative increases in traffic noise

levels.

3.11-9: Development pursuant to the LS Mitigation Measure 3.11-9: Stationary Source Mitigation (BSMP/NR/KER)
proposed BSMP would contribute to Implement Mitigation Measure 3.11-3.

cumulative increases in stationary

noise levels.

NA

NA

NA

NA

3.12 Population and Housing

3.12-1: Development pursuant to the LS None required.
proposed BSMP would induce

substantial population growth in an

area.

3.13-2: Development pursuant to the LS None required.
BSMP would not displace substantial

numbers of people or existing housing,

necessitating the construction of

replacement housing elsewhere.

3.12-3: Development pursuant to the LS None required.
proposed BSMP, in combination with

future buildout of the City of Yuba City

as well as the City's sphere of

influence, could directly or indirectly

induce substantial population growth in

the area.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.

NA

NA

NA
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TABLE S-1

Significance
Before
Impact Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Significance
After
Mitigation

3.13 Public Services and Recreation

Police Protection

3.13-1: Development pursuant to the LS
proposed BSMP could result in the

construction of new or expanded police

protection facilities that could cause a

substantial physical adverse

environmental impact.

3.13-2: Development pursuant to the LS
proposed BSMP, in combination with

other cumulative development in the

City of Yuba City, could require, or

result in, the construction of new or

expanded facilities related to the

provision of police protection, such that

a substantial physical adverse

environmental impact could result.

None required.

None required.

NA

NA

Fire Protection

3.13-3: Development pursuant to the LS
proposed BSMP could result in the

construction of new or expanded fire

protection facilities that would cause a

substantial adverse physical

environmental impact.

3.13-4: Development pursuant to the LS
proposed BSMP, in combination with

other cumulative development within

the boundaries of the City of Yuba

City, could result in the construction of

new or expanded fire protection

facilities that could cause a substantial

adverse physical environmental

impact.

None required.

None required.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.

NA

NA
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TABLE S-1

Significance
Before
Impact Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Significance
After
Mitigation

Public Schools

3.13-5: Development pursuant to the LS None required.

proposed BSMP could generate
students that would exceed the design
capacity of existing or planned schools
that would result in the need for new or
physically altered school facilities, the
construction of which could cause
substantial adverse physical
environmental impacts.

3.13-6: Development pursuant to the LS None required.

proposed BSMP, in combination with
other cumulative development, would
result in the need for new or physically
altered school facilities which could
cause substantial adverse physical
environmental impacts.

NA

NA

Parks and Recreation Facilities

3.13-7: Development pursuant to the LS None required.

proposed BSMP could cause existing
parks within the BSMP site to
physically deteriorate, requiring
additional parks to be constructed
and/or expanded.

3.13-8: Development pursuant to the LS None required.

proposed BSMP, in combination with
other cumulative development in Yuba
City, could cause existing parks in the
City to physically deteriorate.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.

NA

NA
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.14 Transportation and Traffic
3.14-1: Implementation of the S Mitigation Measure 3.14-1(a): Yuba City Intersections (BSMP) LS
proposed BSMP would cause The project applicant(s) shall construct the following improvements. The timing of the need for these improvements
significant impacts at intersections in will depend on the amount of development on the west versus east side of SR 99, mix of land uses, and level of
the City of Yuba City. background traffic growth. The applicant shall coordinate with City staff regarding construction of these
improvements as individual projects within the BSMP are proposed. The financial responsibility for each project
applicant shall be determined by the City and shall be included in each applicant’s project approval documentation.
i Install a traffic signal and widen the eastbound and southbound approaches to provide dedicated left-turn
pockets at the Bogue Road/South Walton Avenue intersection (in conjunction with lane configurations planned
under existing plus BSMP conditions).
ii.  Install a traffic signal at the Railroad Avenue/Lincoln Road intersection (in conjunction with existing lane
configurations).
iii. Install a traffic signal at the Bogue Road/Phillips Road intersection (in conjunction with lane configurations
planned under existing plus BSMP conditions).
iv. Install a traffic signal at the Bogue Road/Railroad Avenue intersection and widen/restripe the northbound and
southbound approaches to provide dedicated left-turn pockets (in conjunction with lane configurations planned
under existing plus BSMP conditions).
v. Install a traffic signal at the Gilsizer Ranch Way/Bogue Road intersection (in conjunction with lane configurations
planned under existing plus BSMP conditions).
3.14-2: Implementation of the LS None required. NA
proposed BSMP would not cause
significant impacts at intersections or
roadways in Sutter County.
3.14-3: Implementation of the S Mitigation Measure 3.14-3: Caltrans Intersections LOS (BSMP) LS

proposed BSMP would cause
significant LOS-related impacts at
intersections maintained by Caltrans

The project applicant(s) shall construct the improvements described below. The timing of the need for these
improvements will depend on the amount of development on the west versus east side of SR 99, mix of land uses,
and level of background traffic growth. The applicant shall coordinate with City staff and Caltrans regarding
construction of these improvements as individual projects within the BSMP are proposed. The financial responsibility
for each project applicant shall be determined by the City and shall be included in each applicant’s project approval
documentation.

i.  Widen the SR 99/Bogue Road intersection to provide a second southbound left-turn lane that provides 500 feet
of storage in each lane. Widen Bogue Road to construct a second eastbound and westbound left-turn lane.
Restripe westbhound Bogue Road approaching SR 99 to consist of two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one
right-turn lane (with the right-turn consisting of an overlap arrow); and

i.  Install a traffic signal at the SR 99/Stewart Road intersection.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Significance Significance
Before After

Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.14-4: Implementation of the S Mitigation Measure 3.14-4(a): Caltrans Intersections Queuing (BSMP) LS
proposed BSMP would cause Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(i), which consists of adding a second southbound left-turn lane at the SR 99/
significant queuing-related impacts at Bogue Road intersection and providing 500 feet of storage in each turn lane. To address queuing impacts in the
intersections maintained by Caltrans. southbound left-turn lane prior to the overall intersection LOS reaching an unacceptable level, the second left-turn

lane is necessary. The timing of the need for these improvements will depend on the amount of development on the

west versus east side of SR 99, mix of land uses, and level of background traffic growth. The applicant shall

coordinate with City staff and Caltrans regarding construction of these improvements as individual projects within the

BSMP are proposed. The financial responsibility for each project applicant shall be determined by the City and shall

be included in each applicant’s project approval documentation.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-4(b): Caltrans Intersections Queuing (NR/KER)

The project applicant(s) shall construct the following improvements at the SR 99/Bogue Road intersection. These

improvements shall be in place at such time that the 21-acre retail center located in the southwest quadrant of the

Bogue Road/Phillips Road intersection and 20 additional acres of residential in Newkom Ranch or Kells East Ranch

are constructed. The financial responsibility for each project applicant shall be determined by the City and shall be

included in each applicant’s project approval documentation.

i.  Widen the SR 99/Bogue Road intersection to provide a second southbound left-turn lane that provides 500 feet

of storage in each lane.
3.14-5: Implementation of the LS None required. NA
proposed BSMP would include the
provision of new bicycle and
pedestrian facilities to support bicycle
and pedestrian travel within the
project, and connect the project with
adjacent areas in the City of Yuba City.
3.14-6: Implementation of the LS None required. NA
proposed BSMP would include
designated bus stops and transit
shelters to support transit use as a
means of travel within the project and
between the project and the
surrounding area.
LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
3.14-7: Implementation of the S Mitigation Measure 3.14-7(a): Cumulative Yuba City Intersections (BSMP) LS
proposed BSMP, in combination with i.  Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-1(a)(i): Install traffic signal and add turn lanes at the Bogue Road/South
other cumulative development, would Walton Avenue intersection.
cause cumulatively considerable N o . - - . .
significant impacts at intersections in ii.  Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-1(a)(iii): Install traffic signal at the Bogue Road/Phillips Road intersection.
the City of Yuba City. iii. Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-1(a)(iv): Install a traffic signal and add turn lanes at the Bogue Road/
Railroad Avenue intersection.
iv. Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-1(a)(v): Install traffic signal at the Gilsizer Ranch Way/Bogue Road
intersection.
v.  Contribute fair share cost for restriping the eastbound approach at the Garden Highway/Bogue Road
intersection from a through lane to a shared through/right lane, and modifying the signal phasing to east-west
split-phase.
Mitigation Measure 3.14-7(b): Cumulative Yuba City Intersections (NR/KER)
i Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-1(b)(i): Install traffic signal at the Bogue Road/Phillips Road intersection.
ii.  Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-1(b)(ii): Install a traffic signal and add turn lanes at the Bogue Road/Railroad
Avenue intersection.
iii. Contribute fair share cost for installing a traffic signal at the South Walton Avenue/Bogue Road intersection.
iv.  Contribute fair share cost for installing a traffic signal at the Phillips Road/Lincoln Road intersection.
v.  Contribute fair share cost for installing a traffic signal at the Gilsizer Ranch Way/Bogue Road intersection.
3.14-8: Implementation of the LS None required. NA
proposed BSMP, in combination with
other cumulative development, would
not cause significant impacts at
intersections or roadways in Sutter
County.
3.14-9: Implementation of the S Mltlgatlon Measure 3.14-9(a): Cumulative Caltrans Intersections LOS (BSMP) SuU

proposed BSMP, in combination with
other cumulative development, would
cause cumulatively significant LOS-
related impacts at intersections
maintained by Caltrans.

iv.

V.

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(a)(i): Add turn lanes at the SR 99/Bogue Road intersection.
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(a)(ii): Install traffic signal at the SR 99/Stewart Road intersection.

Contribute fair share cost for adding a second northbound left-turn lane and adding dedicated eastbound and
westbound right-turn lanes at the SR 99/Bogue Road intersection.

Contribute fair share cost for installing a traffic signal at the SR 99/Hunn Road intersection.
Contribute fair share cost for installing a traffic signal at the SR 99/Smith Road intersection.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Significance
After

Mitigation Measure Mitigation

3.14-9 (cont.)

3.14-10: Implementation of the
proposed BSMP, in combination with
other cumulative development, would
cause significant queuing-related
impacts at intersections maintained by
Caltrans.

3.14-11: Implementation of the
proposed BSMP would include the
provision of new bicycle and
pedestrian facilities to support bicycle
and pedestrian travel within the
project, and connect the project with

adjacent areas in the City of Yuba City.

LS

Mitigation Measure 3.14-9(b): Cumulative Caltrans Intersections LOS (NR/KER)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-4(b)(i): Add second southbound left-turn lane at the SR 99/Bogue Road
intersection.

Contribute fair share cost for adding a second northbound left-turn lane and adding dedicated eastbound and
westbound right-turn lanes at the SR 99/Bogue Road intersection.

Contribute fair share cost for installing a traffic signal at the SR 99/Hunn Road intersection.
Contribute fair share cost for installing a traffic signal at the SR 99/Smith Road intersection.
Contribute fair share cost for installing a traffic signal at the SR 99/Stewart Road intersection.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-10(a): Cumulative Caltrans Intersections Queuing (BSMP) SuU

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(a)(i), which consists of adding a second southbound left-turn lane at the
SR 99/Bogue Road intersection and providing 500 feet of storage in each turn lane.

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-9(a)(iii), which consists of paying fair share cost of adding a second
northbound left-turn lane and dedicated eastbound and westbound right-turn lanes at the SR 99/Bogue Road
intersection.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-10(b): Cumulative Caltrans Intersections Queuing (NR/KER)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-4(a)(i), which consists of adding a second southbound left-turn lane at the
SR 99/Bogue Road intersection and providing 500 feet of storage in each turn lane.

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-9(b)(ii), which consists of paying fair share cost of adding a second
northbound left-turn lane and dedicated eastbound and westbound right-turn lanes at the SR 99/Bogue Road
intersection.

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-9(b)(v), which consists of paying fair share cost for installing a traffic signal
at the SR 99/Stewart Road intersection.

Contribute fair share cost for adding a second northbound left-turn lane at the SR 99/Stewart Road intersection,
or contributing fair share cost for widening Bogue Road to four lanes from Gilsizer Ranch Way to South Walton
Avenue.

None required. NA

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Significance
After
Mitigation

3.14-12: Implementation of the
proposed BSMP would include
designated bus stops and transit
shelters to support transit use as a
means of travel within the project and
between the project and the
surrounding area.

LS

None required.

NA

3.15 Utilities and Service Systems

Wastewater and Drainage

3.15-1: Implementation of the
proposed BSMP could result in
inadequate wastewater treatment
capacity.

3.15-2: The proposed BSMP could
result in either the construction of new
wastewater treatment facilities or the
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts.

3.15-3: Implementation of the
proposed BSMP, in combination with
other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable cumulative development,
would contribute to the need for
construction of new or expanded
wastewater facilities, which could
cause significant environmental
impacts.

LS

LS

LS

None required.

None required.

None required.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.

NA

NA

NA
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES EVALUATED IN THE DRAFT EIR

Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measure Mitigation
Water Supply
3.15-4: The proposed project could S Mitigation Measure 3.15-1: Wastewater Treatment Capacity (BSMP/NR/KER) LS
increase demand for potable water in a) Individual project applicants shall pay the fair share of costs for each development's proportion of the water
excess of existing supplies supply deficits estimated through 2040. The payments shall be directed to a City fund for the construction and
operation of new groundwater well(s) as determined by the City. The City shall reflect the requirement for the fair
share payment for each development in any future development agreement in the BSMP site, and payment shall
be made to the City prior to final tentative map approval and building permit.
b) The City shall construct new groundwater well(s) to be operable and sufficient to serve the water supply
demands of each development approved prior to year 2030. The groundwater well(s) shall be constructed to
produce sufficient water to make up the shortfalls in any given single-dry year or the first year of a multi-dry year
scenario as determined by the City.
c) The City shall not approve a final tentative map or building permit for any development pursuant to the proposed
BSMP or City beyond the supplies available from 2030 through 2040 without a reliable source of water supply to
meet the shortfalls in the single-dry year or the first year of a multi-dry year scenario, as detailed above.
3.15-5: The proposed BSMP project LS None required. NA
could result in inadequate capacity in
the City’s water supply facilities to
meet the water supply demand,
resulting in the construction of new
water supply facilities.
3.15-6: Implementation of the S Mitigation Measure 3.15-4: Wastewater Treatment Capacity (BSMP/NR/KER) LS
proposed BSMP, in combination with Implement Mitigation Measure 3.15-1(a) through (c).
other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable cumulative development,
would contribute to cumulative
increases in demand for water supply.
Solid Waste
3.15-7: Implementation of the LS None required. NA
proposed BSMP, in combination with
other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable cumulative development,
would contribute to cumulative
increases in demand for water
treatment.
LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; S = significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.
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Impact

Mitigation Measure

Significance
After
Mitigation

3.15-8: The proposed BSMP could
require or result in either the
construction of new solid waste
facilities or the expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects.

3.15-9: Implementation of the
proposed BSMP, in combination with
other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable cumulative development,
would contribute to cumulative
increases in solid waste.

Significance
Before
Mitigation
LS None required.
LS None required.

LTS = less than significant; NA = not applicable; NI = no impact; PS = potentially significant; SU = significant and unavoidable.

NA

NA
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Purpose and Use of this EIR

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) has been prepared pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended), for the City of Yuba City, which is
acting as lead agency for the preparation of environmental documentation for the proposed Bogue-
Stewart Master Plan (BSMP or the project). The project is described briefly below and in detail in
Chapter 2, Project Description. This Draft EIR (SCH # 2017012009) has been prepared in
conformance with CEQA (Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21000, et seq.) and the State
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15000, et
seq.) to disclose the environmental impacts associated with the proposed BSMP.

CEQA requires public agencies to consider the potential adverse physical environmental impacts
of their actions. Under CEQA, the purpose of an EIR is to disclose to the public and the decision
makers, in this case the City of Yuba City’s City Council and Planning Commission, the
significant impacts of the project, and to identify potentially feasible mitigation measures that
would avoid or reduce the severity of the impacts. The EIR must also considers potentially
feasible alternatives to the project that would meet most of the basic objectives of the project as
well as reduce or avoid one or more of the significant impacts that could result from
implementation of the proposed project.

1.2 Background and Project Overview

The BSMP proposes a mix of master planned residential, retail, and industrial uses, and public/
semi-public facilities, including a school, parks, and open space land uses. The proposed project
is located in unincorporated Sutter County outside of the City of Yuba City’s sphere of influence
(SOI). The City of Yuba City is processing the application for the Master Plan and associated
approvals, including annexation to the City’s SOI, which must occur before the Master Plan could
be developed.

1.2.1 Project Location

The plan area is located along State Route 99 (east and west) in unincorporated Sutter County and is
generally bounded by Bogue Road to the north, the Feather River West Levee to the east, Stewart
Road to the south, and South Walton Avenue to the west. The BSMP Area is bordered by urban and
agricultural uses to the north, west, and south, and the Feather River West Levee to the east.
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1. Introduction

Existing land uses within the BSMP Area include agricultural and rural residential uses. The
Sutter County General Plan land use designations for the BSMP Area are Agricultural (AG-20),
Estates Residential (ER), and Low Density Residential (LDR). The existing Sutter County zoning
designations for the plan area are AG (Agriculture), ER (Estate Residential), and R-1 (Single-
Family).

1.2.2 Project Description

The BSMP is within an area anticipated for inclusion in the expanded Yuba City SOI. The BSMP
provides a long-range vision for the development of an approximately 741-acre mixed-use
community that would include a variety of land uses, including low-, medium-low-, and medium-
high-density residential uses, along with community commercial, neighborhood commercial,
office, business and light industrial, park, and public uses.

1.3 Lead Agency

In conformance with sections 15050 and 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Yuba
City is the “lead agency” for this EIR, which is defined as the “public agency which has the
principal responsibility for carrying out or disapproving a project.”

Lead Agency Contact

Please address all comments on the Draft EIR to:

Darin Gale

Deputy City Manager

Yuba City Development Services Department
1201 Civic Center Boulevard

Yuba City, CA 95993

Phone: 530-822-4700

Email: permits@yubacity.net

1.4 Scope of the EIR and Issues to be Addressed

This Draft EIR evaluates the existing environmental resources within the plan area and in the
region (to the extent the Master Plan components could impact such resources), analyzes potential
impacts on those resources due to implementation of the proposed project, and identifies
mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts. The analysis covers a wide range of subject
areas, including aesthetics; agriculture and forestry resources; air quality; biological resources;
cultural and tribal resources; geology, soils, mineral resources and paleontological resources;
greenhouse gas emissions; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; land
use and planning; noise; population and housing; public services; transportation and traffic; and
utilities and service systems. The evaluation of these subject areas is presented on a resource-by-
resource basis in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, in
Sections 3.1 through 3.15. Each section is divided into three parts: Environmental Setting,
Regulatory Setting, and Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
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1. Introduction

Other CEQA-related issues, such as growth-inducing impacts resulting from implementation of
the proposed project are analyzed in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Required Considerations.
Cumulative impacts are evaluated in each section of Chapter 3 and are summarized in Chapter 4.
In addition, four alternatives — No Project/No Build Alternative (Alternative 1), No Project/
Existing Sutter County General Plan Alternative (Alternative 2), and Reduced Project Alternative
(Alternative 3) — are analyzed in this Draft EIR. These alternatives are evaluated in Chapter 5,
Alternatives, and an environmentally superior alternative will be identified.

1.5 CEQA Process

As provided in both CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, public agencies are charged with the duty
to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental effects where feasible (see PRC
Section 21002; State CEQA Guidelines, section 15002, subd. (a)(3), 15021, subd. (a)(2)). In
discharging this duty, the public agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public
objectives, and may consider specific economic, environmental, and social issues. This EIR is an
informational document that informs public agency decision-makers and the general public of the
significant environmental effects of a proposed project. An EIR must identify possible means to
minimize the significant effects and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. The lead
agency, the City of Yuba City, is required to consider the information in this EIR along with any
other available information in making its decision. The basic informational requirements for an
EIR include discussions of the environmental setting, environmental impacts, mitigation
measures, alternatives, significant irreversible changes, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative
impacts.

1.5.1 Levels of Significance

Under CEQA a significant effect on the environment is “a substantial, or potentially substantial,
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project including
land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic
significance” (State CEQA Guidelines section 15382). For all environmental issues addressed in
this EIR, specific standards of significance are identified. Definitions of significance vary with
the physical conditions and the setting in which the change occurs. Depending on the impact area,
the standards are based on the CEQA Guidelines, the City’s General Plan, other applicable local
or regional plans, and in some cases, professional judgment.

Section 15064 (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines states: “The determination of whether a project
may have a significant effect on the environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the
public agency involved, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data. An inflexible
definition of significant effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity may
vary with the setting. For example, an activity which may not be significant in an urban area may
be significant in a rural area”. In addition, to determine if an effect will be adverse or beneficial,
the Guidelines go on to state, “...the lead agency shall consider the views held by members of the
public in all areas affected as expressed in the whole record before the lead agency.”

Where explicit quantification of significance is identified, such as a violation of an ambient air
quality standard, this quantity is used to assess the level of significance of a particular impact in
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1. Introduction

this Draft EIR. For less easily quantifiable impacts, events or occurrences that would be regarded
as significant or potentially significant were identified. For example, a criterion for determining
the level of significance of the loss of a particular habitat would be that habitat’s importance to
endangered, threatened, or rare species and/or whether the habitat itself has become depleted
within the region.

This assessment of levels of significance also promotes consistent evaluation of impacts for all
alternatives considered.

1.5.2 Level of Detail and Type of EIR

This Draft EIR evaluates the direct and indirect project impacts and cumulative impacts of
construction and operation of the full BSMP. More detailed information is available about the
first two phases of the proposed BSMP (Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch) and, thus, these
two phases are evaluated at a greater level detail in situations where the additional detail allows
for more detailed analysis.

The California Court of Appeal has recently addressed the question of how to properly identify
the “type” of EIR that should be prepared for a project. In noting that there are many different
names for EIRs, the court stated that “courts strive to avoid attaching too much significance to
titles in ascertaining whether a legally adequate EIR has been prepared for a particular project”
(Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City and County of San Francisco (2014) 227 Cal.
App. 4th 1036). In Treasure Island, the Court restated its findings in California Oak Foundation
v. Regents of University of California (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 227, 271) that the “fact that this
EIR is labeled a “project’ rather than a ‘program’ EIR matters little for purposes of its sufficiency
as an informative document. “The level of specificity of an EIR is determined by the nature of the
project and the “rule of reason” [citation], rather than any semantic label accorded to the EIR.””

The level of detail of the analyses of the proposed project considered in this EIR varies in
response to the level of detail of the description of various elements of the proposed BSMP. For
example, by its nature, the level of detail of the description of the proposed BSMP as a whole is
least specific because, as a specific plan, the proposed BSMP establishes the regulatory and
policy framework for future development in the BSMP Area, and does not identify and/or
describe specific projects. This level of detail is commensurate with the requested approvals that
include the proposed BSMP, General Plan Amendment, pre-annexation zoning, and development
agreement.

In addition to the approvals and entitlements granted through the approval of the BSMP, the
Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch applicants are seeking approval of small and large lot
tentative subdivision maps. These tentative maps have more specific details than the BMSP.
However, acknowledging the conceptual nature of the project plans and lack of precise design
detail, the analysis is in greater detail as it relates to land use intensities and related activities, and
less detailed as it pertains to the physical and design characteristics of the future buildings.
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Thus, because the requested approvals and corresponding levels of detail of the descriptions of
the proposed BSMP, Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch projects vary in level of detail, the
level of detail of the analyses of these projects varies in the EIR.

1.5.3 Plan Implementation and Subsequent Projects

The subject of the City’s approval decision is the overall plan (the BSMP) addressed in the EIR.
When subsequent activities, defined in greater detail, in the Master Plan are proposed, the City
must determine whether the environmental effects of those activities were covered in this Draft
EIR and/or whether additional environmental documents must be prepared. Prior to approval of
entitlements to develop each phase or activity, those actions or entitlements will be reviewed to
determine if they are within the scope of this Draft EIR, or if additional environmental analysis is
needed prior to approval. If a later activity would have effects that were not examined under the
programmatic analysis of this EIR, a project-specific CEQA document must be prepared. The
project-level CEQA documents may incorporate by reference general discussions from the
broader EIR and focus on the impacts of the individual projects that implement the plan, program,
or policy.

In addition to the programmatic analysis described above, this EIR also includes a more detailed
project-level analysis of the initial phases (Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch) of the proposed
plan for which the project applicants are currently requesting entitlements to implement. As more
fully described in Chapter 2, Project Description, components associated with the proposed
Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch developments are analyzed at a project-specific level of
detail. The development proposals for these phases of the BSMP contains enough specificity for a
site-specific, project-level environmental review under CEQA, and will allow the consideration
of discretionary approvals, such as tentative subdivision maps for those phases of the master plan.
The City’s intention in evaluating Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch at a project-specific
level of detail is that no further environmental review will be required for additional regulatory
approvals following adoption of the specific plan, barring the occurrence of any of the
circumstances described in PRC Section 21166.

In general, if it is determined that a subsequent project is consistent with the Master Plan and is
within the scope of the EIR, further environmental review may not be necessary. Section
65457(a) of the California Government Code and section 15182(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines
provide that no EIR or negative declaration is required for any residential project undertaken in
conformity with an adopted Specific Plan — in this case, the BSMP — for which an EIR has been
certified. If it is determined that a development application is inconsistent with the Master Plan
and/or substantial evidence exists that supports the occurrence of any of the events set forth in
Section 21166 of the PRC and section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a determination will
be made as to the appropriate subsequent environmental document.

PRC section 21166 specifies that when an EIR has been prepared for a project, no subsequent or
supplemental environmental review is required unless one or more of the following occurs:

e Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
environmental impact report;
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e Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being
undertaken that will require major revisions in the environmental impact report; or

e New information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time the
environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes available.

It should be noted that this EIR attempts to quantify the project and associated impacts as
specifically as possible. Though used for analytical purposes, the numbers employed in the
impact analyses are approximations, such as the number of pounds per day of solid waste a
specific land use would produce. Where some uncertainty exists regarding quantification, the
analysis makes certain assumptions to be conservative in the analysis; that is, approximations in
calculations tend to overstate, rather than understate, anticipated impacts.

1.5.4 Public Review of the Draft EIR

The City released a notice of preparation (NOP) for the Bogue-Stewart Master Plan EIR on
January 4, 2017 (see Appendix A). The purpose of the NOP is to provide responsible agencies
and interested persons with sufficient information describing the proposed project and its
potential environmental effects to enable them to make a meaningful response as to the scope and
content of the information to be included in the EIR. A project scoping meeting was conducted on
January 18, 2017. The purpose of the scoping meeting was to present a brief overview of the
planning and environmental process, introduce the Project, and solicit feedback from responsible
agencies, residents, and interested persons as to what environmental issues the Draft EIR should
address (see Appendix B). The project described in the January 2017 NOP provided for
development of an approximately 741-acre mixed-use community that would include a mix of
land uses. As described in the NOP, buildout of the BSMP would be estimated to accommodate
the development of 2,588 dwelling units and 1,288,723 square feet of non-residential uses.

This Draft EIR will be publicly circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period
beginning on May 3, 2019 and ending on June 17, 2019. During the comment period, the general
public, organizations, and agencies may submit comments addressing the Draft EIR’s accuracy
and completeness to the City of Yuba City. Written comments on this Draft EIR should be
submitted by 5:00 PM on June 17, 2019 to Mr. Darin Gale at the address listed under Section 1.3,
Lead Agency Contact, above.

This Draft EIR and all documents referenced herein are available for public review at the City of
Yuba City, Development Services Department, 1201 Civic Center Boulevard, Yuba City,
California, 95993. The Draft EIR is also available at the Sutter County Library, 750 Forbes
Avenue, Yuba City, California, 95991. The Draft EIR is also available from the City on compact
disc and is posted on the City’s website: www.yubacity.net/BSMP.

1.5.5 Final EIR and Consideration of Project Approval

Comments received during the comment period will be addressed in a Final EIR. The Final EIR
will include written comments on the Draft EIR received during the public review period, as well
as comments received during any public hearing on the Draft EIR. The Final EIR will also
include responses to all substantive comments received during the comment period, and revisions
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to the Draft EIR made in response to public comments. The Draft EIR and Final EIR together will
comprise the “EIR” for the project.

The Final EIR will be reviewed by the City of Yuba City’s City Council for its adequacy,
accuracy, and completeness with regard to CEQA and the City's Guidelines, and ultimately the
City Council will decide whether to certify the EIR.

If the decision-making body elects to proceed with the project or one of the alternatives, written
Findings of Fact for each significant environmental impact identified in the EIR will be prepared
pursuant to PRC Section 21081. For each significant impact of the proposed project the City must
make one of the following findings:

e Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the project which mitigate
or avoid the significant effects on the environment identified in the EIR;

e Those changes or alterations to the proposed project are within the responsibility and
jurisdiction of another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that
other agency; and/or

e Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or proposed project alternatives identified in the EIR.

The Findings of Fact prepared by the City must be based on substantial evidence in the
administrative record and must include an explanation that bridges the gap between evidence in
the record and the conclusions required by CEQA.

If the City elects to proceed with the proposed BSMP and if the EIR concludes that the project
would result in significant impacts that cannot be mitigated below the level of significance, the
City must also prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations, in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines section 15093. The Statement of Overriding Considerations must explain the decision
to balance the benefits of the project against unavoidable environmental impacts based on
substantial evidence in the record.

One or more public hearings will be held as part of the City Council’s consideration of the
adequacy of the EIR and the merits of the proposed project.

1.6 Areas of Concern

In response to the NOP, the City received 11 comment letters addressing the scope of the
environmental analysis for the EIR. Those comments focused on several issues:

e A Central Valley Flood Protection Board permit may be required for work on or near the
Feather River levee (i.e., within 20 feet of the west levee toe);

e A request that the BSMP EIR address consistency with the Sutter County General Plan
policies regarding the expansion of the Yuba City SOI;
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o Water quality permits may be needed from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board;

e Impacts to biological resources, including wetlands and sensitive species including nesting
raptors and other avian species, should be evaluated:;

e Project impacts to traffic and parking should be evaluated particularly along Railroad Avenue
and school traffic along Stewart Road near Garden Highway;

e Project impacts to noise should be evaluated;
e Impacts to air quality should be evaluated;
e Alternatives analysis should consider development of sites within the City of Yuba City;

e The proposed project would result in the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses.
Mitigation should be identified to mitigate the impact of the conversion of agricultural lands;

o Police protection services and facilities requirements to serve the proposed project should be
evaluated:;

e Some letters question whether there is adequate water supply for the proposed project and
how restrictions for groundwater pumping may be implemented; and

e Some commenters questioned the land use compatibility of planned medium low density
residential zoning (apartments) adjacent to existing rural low density residential uses.

1.7 How to Use this Report

This report includes seven principal parts: Project Description, Summary of Impacts and
Mitigation Measures, Environmental Analysis (Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures),
CEQA Considerations, Alternatives, and Appendices.

The Project Description includes a discussion of the location of the project and proposed plans
for development of this area (Chapter 2).

The Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures section includes a topic-by-
topic analysis of impacts that would or could result from implementation of the proposed project.
The results of field visits, data collection and review, and analysis are presented in the text
(Chapter 3).

The Other CEQA Considerations section includes a discussion of other major issues required
by CEQA, namely growth-inducing effects and urban decay (Chapter 4).

The Project Alternatives section includes an assessment of alternative methods for
accomplishing the basic objectives of the proposed project. This assessment, required under
CEQA, must provide adequate information for decision makers to make a reasonable choice
between alternatives, based on the environmental aspects of the proposed project (Chapter 5).
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This Draft EIR also includes chapters that identify the individuals and firms that prepared the EIR

analysis (Chapter 6), Acronyms and Abbreviations (Chapter 7) and list references cited in the
analysis (Chapter 8).

The Appendices (included on CD at the back of this Draft EIR) contain a number of reference
items providing support and documentation of the analysis performed for this report.
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CHAPTER 2

Project Description

2.1 Introduction

Under CEQA, a complete project description must contain: (a) the precise location and
boundaries of the plan area, shown on a detailed map, along with a regional map of the project's
location; (b) a statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project, which should include
the underlying purpose of the project; (c) a general description of the project’s technical,
economic, and environmental characteristics; and, (d) a statement briefly describing the intended
uses of the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines section 15124). A project description need not be
exhaustive, but should supply the information necessary for the evaluation and review of the
project's significant effects on the environment. This project description for the proposed Bogue-
Stewart Master Plan (BSMP or proposed project) provides an overview of the existing
environmental setting, the objectives of the proposed project, and detailed information describing
the characteristics of the proposed project. Discretionary actions required to adopt and implement
the proposed project are also described.

2.2 Overview

Pursuant to section 15125 of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include a description of
the existing physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the proposed project to provide
the “baseline condition” against which project-related impacts are compared. Normally, the
baseline condition is the physical condition that exists when the notice of preparation (NOP) is
published. The NOP for the Bogue-Stewart Master Plan EIR was published on January 4, 2017,
with the NOP comment period ending on February 2, 2017. The environmental setting for each
environmental issue is explained in the beginning of each section of Chapter 3 and in the
corresponding technical reports. The following discussion provides a description of the proposed
project’s location, background, and characteristics.

2.2.1 Project Location

The BSMP area is located immediately south of the City of Yuba City in unincorporated Sutter
County, in California’s Central Valley (see Figure 2-1). The City of Yuba City is situated at the
crossroads of State Route (SR) 99 and SR 20, approximately 42 miles north of Sacramento and
immediately west of the Feather River and the City of Marysville located on the east side of the
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2. Project Description

Feather River in Yuba County. The City encompasses approximately 14 square miles and as of
2016 had a population of 68,052.*

The BSMP project site (BSMP area or plan area) is approximately 741 acres, generally bounded
by Bogue Road to the north, the toe of the Feather River levee to the east, Stewart Road to the
south, and South Walton Avenue to the west (see Figure 2-2).

2.2.2 Project Background

The plan area is an assemblage of 114 parcels under multiple ownership. Two of the larger
landowners are the project applicants, Newkom Ranch LLC and Bains Revocable Family Trust
2005, which own and/or control 170.2 acres (23 percent) and 95.3 acres (13 percent),
respectively, within the plan area. For purposes of the BSMP and this environmental analysis,
these areas are shown as Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch (Figure 2-2).

Existing land uses within the plan area include agricultural and rural residential uses. The plan
area is outside of Yuba City’s sphere of influence (SOI), as well as outside of city boundaries.

The current Sutter County General Plan land use designations for the plan area are Agricultural
(AG-20); Estates Residential (ER), and Low Density Residential (LDR) (see Figure 2-3). The
existing zoning designations for the plan area are AG (Agriculture), ER (Estate Residential), and
R-1 (Single-Family) (see Figure 2-4). As part of the proposed project, the plan area would be
added to Yuba City’s SOI and Phase 1 and Phase 2 areas would be annexed into the City.

2.2.3 Project Objectives

As required under State CEQA Guidelines section 15124(b) the following are the objectives
sought by the proposed project. These objectives establish the underlying purpose of the project,
provide a framework for the City of Yuba City to develop a reasonable range of alternatives to
the project (see Chapter 5), and may assist the decision makers in making findings and/or
preparing a Statement of Overriding Considerations if the project is recommended for approval.

1. Creation of high-quality balanced neighborhoods that provide a wide range of housing
opportunities, along with a mix of community- and neighborhood-commercial, office, and
business/technology-oriented uses.

2. Maintain the integrity of surrounding residential neighborhoods by providing connections
where necessary and continuing development in a visually compatible manner.

3. Support the long term operation of adjacent agricultural uses, as well as continued interim
agricultural production within the BSMP plan area.

1 california Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, 2016. Tables of January 2016 City Population
Ranked by Size, Numeric and Percent Change. Available: www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/.
Accessed February 1, 2017.
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2. Project Description

4. Provide an interconnected modified grid street system that expands upon the existing and
adjacent roadways in the plan area to provide adequate and ample travel options for
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, and vehicles.

5. Foster a positive community image through the incorporation of high-quality architectural
details and landscaping features.

6. Coordinate the development of land uses and infrastructure to ensure that the infrastructure
can support that development and the development can support the associated costs.

7. Support Sutter County Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCo) approval for the
annexation of the plan area into the City of Yuba City.

8. Ensure that appropriate funding mechanisms are established to fully fund planned
improvements and services over the 20-year buildout term without creating a negative fiscal
impact to the City’s General Fund.

2.3  Project Description

This section provides details regarding the land use approvals requested which comprise the
project and project components of the proposed BSMP.

2.3.1 Bogue-Stewart Master Plan

The purpose of the proposed BSMP is to provide guidance for an orderly and cohesive planned
community consistent with the Yuba City General Plan and Yuba City zoning regulations for
future annexation into the City. The proposed BSMP combines elements from the Yuba City
General Plan and zoning regulations in a comprehensive manner that establishes the regulatory
structure to guide development directly adjacent to the southern edge of the City. The proposed
plan would provide for the development of two property assemblages totaling 741 acres as a
planned community with a mix of residential, commercial, office/business, park and recreational
sites, and public facilities.

The proposed BSMP would provide direction for land use and community design, mobility,
utilities, public services, and implementation. It would also function as the BSMP area’s zoning
mechanism, regulating allowed uses, development standards, design expectations, and guidance
on roadway alignment and right-of-way to correspond with the neighborhood pattern in existing
residential neighborhoods adjacent to the plan area.

The proposed BSMP would be the primary land use, policy, and regulatory document used to guide
the overall development of the plan area. It would establish a development framework for land use,
mobility, utilities and services, resource protection, and implementation to promote the systematic
and orderly development of the plan area. All subsequent development projects and related
activities proposed within the plan area would be required to be consistent with the proposed BSMP.
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2. Project Description

2.3.2 Sphere of Influence Amendment

The entirety of the 741-acre plan area is proposed to be included in the City of Yuba City’s SOI
using a SOl amendment (SOIA). Consistent with the requirements of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg
Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, Sutter County LAFCao is the lead agency to
consider and approve any SOIA. This document is meant to provide the environmental analysis
needed so that Sutter County LAFCo can make an appropriate determination regarding this action.

2.3.3 Annexation

The proposed project includes annexation of 304 acres to the City of Yuba City (Phase 1 and
Phase 2 as shown on Figure 2-5). Annexation can only occur if and once Sutter LAFCo has
approved an SOIA, however, this may happen shortly after the SOIA is approved. Sutter County
LAFCo is the responsible agency for the annexation request. It is anticipated that the Sutter
County LAFCo would use this EIR in its decision making process, as required under CEQA.
LAFCo policies and procedures are discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning.

2.3.4 General Plan Map Amendments

The plan area is currently located in the unincorporated area of Sutter County. The Yuba City
General Plan designates the plan area as an Agricultural/Rural area outside of the City limits and
the Yuba City SOI, subject to Sutter County General Plan land use designation and zoning.

Assuming LAFCo approval of Phase 1 and 2 annexation to the City of Yuba City, all subsequent
development within the these areas would need to be consistent with the proposed BSMP, as well
as the City’s General Plan, and Yuba City Municipal Code, policies, and design guidelines, as
applicable. Part of the application to LAFCo includes a land use plan and pre-zoning of the area.
Thus, the City would amend its General Plan map to include the plan area, and to reflect the
General Plan land use designations assigned to parcels within the plan area as shown in

Figure 2-6. Proposed land use are described in the Proposed Land Uses Section, below.

2.3.5 Zoning Amendments

The plan area is currently zoned by Sutter County for Agriculture, Estate Residential,
Commercial-Industrial, and Single-Family. Assuming LAFCo approval of the SOIA, the entire
plan area would be pre-zoned by the City of Yuba City as shown in Figure 2-7.

2.3.6 Development Agreements

The City and project applicants may execute development agreements to implement the BSMP.
Development agreements allow developers to complete long-term development projects as
approved, regardless of future intervening changes in local regulations. The proposed
development agreements would include commitments to project entitlements and development
standards consistent with the BSMP, as well as other administrative and/or financial aspects of
developing the plan area. Initial draft development agreements would be negotiated prior to
project approval and included in all other BSMP entitlements presented to the City for approval.

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan 2-8 ESA /140720
Environmental Impact Report May 2019



:'E Parcels
2 -
. Tf.a. Y Land Use Type
A " % “ [ Low Density
e v “or
E = ‘Z . 2 :] Medium Low Density
,‘ 3 s - ) ] Medium High Density
= £ = )} Ve R k2 . .
2 = £ RO LIS B community Commercial
LAV ANTEVRD) - - . s . .
VAT ED = o e, e I Neighborhood Commercial
Existing gas 5 st [ office
station parcel «;? [ Business
o
m =
N _ = 4),4}} Park
== o IR gy % )
1 ¢eV® “u [ ] Public
I == == Plan Area
| A N
' === Newkom Ranch
I I % R
1 s yaen B3 nows = = Kells East Ranch
| s >
1 2 " R
1 B = .
I TURSAGR pEOMITR =
| 2
I | .
CEUERGe &
1 8 = 1 e &
o 2 gne®
: g wuie?
KELLS EAST NEWKOM RANCH g %
| (Phase2) (Phase 1) : 5
| i
"] l o
I r - |
B 1 | - I
1 -
m | - I —
: | PR\ ] ————--"__-_ /)
- e
| = . TUSCAN RD L,—” : LEVORDRCRUET Y l'
| FINAL PHASE 1 ] FINAL PHASE 44c \ /
| 1 L asd I \ = 1]
: B : . 82 e 45a uea : “ /
ag
| I - : w =)
I - py  OZE |
I 9a 15 I ] (=) I ‘ '
: - . I £ I \ FINAL PHASE J
<
1 I I 44280 ash \ 4
I - I : i ) \ /
N
ar
SN BN !Qe‘
o -
(=)
(o=
2
0 1,000

l |
Feet
REED R

SOURCE: USDA, 2014; City of Yuba City, 2016; MHM, 2016; ESA, 2016

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan and EIR . 140720
Figure 2-5
BSMP Phasing Diagram



Parcel 6

Open Space Open Space

Parcel 7

[
Parcel 1 E
Public |
Facilities -
\
\
I O
Parcel 3
> Low-Density
1
RA DR
Parcel 5 1§
Low-Medium i
Parcel 9
Open Space

N
S Parcel 33
< Neighborhood
Parcel 11 £ Commercial
Neighborhood 3
Commercial &
Parcel 27
Low-Density
- BO D
Parcel 24
O.fflce/ Parcel 25 Al PR RA DR
Office Park | ow-Density] ,:I
Parcel 35
Parcel 28 Low-Medium
Parcel 26 Low-Medium O
w-Density _Densit
A RD -
~ Parcel 29
{8 Low-Density
parcel 13 | Parcel 3@ Parcel 40
Low-Density ] & L Parlgel 17't e R Low-Medium
T o =
I ow-Density Parcel 29 S
] Low-Density g
i O RA DR —_— :
] 5 131 v et - 1 Parcel 41
arce arce < ;
ow-Densit
Parcel 14 I Low-Density Low-Medium Y
Open Space ]
| —
Parcel 31
] parcel 22 Low-Density — ——
I Open Space Parce} 32
] -Density . L.
At = Parcet42
Parcel 15 I Low-Density
| pw-Density Parcel 31
! Low-Density
III-II_II_II-II—I- A RD ————t—
Parcel 8
Open Space Parcel 31:
Low-Density

Legend

[ ] Low Density

[ ] Low - Medium Density
] Medium - High Density
B community Commercial
Il \eighborhood Commercial
[ ]office

[ Business

[ ] open Space

- Park

[ ]Public

== == Plan Area

Parcel 37
Public Facilities == 11 Newkom Ranch
==+ Kells East Ranch

@@y Urban Edge
Parcel 38 Widened Sidewalk

Public Facilities

SHANGHAI BEND.RD

/ I
|
| Parcel 48
I Parcel 47 arce
" \\ Low-Medium
Parcel 45 Parcel 46 \
Low-Density] Low-Density | Parcel 49
I ow-Densty
i Riverbend
. Elementary
School Parcel 50
| Open Space

0 1,000

Feet

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan . 140720

SOURCE: USDA, 2014; City of Yuba City, 2016; MHM, 2016; ESA, 2016

Figure 2-6
BSMP Land Use Plan



PF/ PF/
MP-BSMP MP-BSMP

C-0/
MP-BSMP

R-1/
MP-BSMP

. S WALTON AVE
GILSIZER SLOUGH
|GILSIZER RANH Wy 2=

_/KEL[S:RANCH p3-—

R-2/
MP-BSMP

MP-BSMP

HIGHWAY, 99

C-0/ R-1/

R-1/
P-BSMP

M B

R-1/
MP-BSMP

R-1/
MP-BSMP

R-1/

N
N
9
(o)
3
5
&

R-2/
MP-BSMP

MP-BSMP

MP-BSMP

o —_—

R-1/
MP-BSMP

R-2/ <
MP-BSMP

R-1/
MP-BSMP

R-1/
MP-BS

R-1/
MP-BSMP

Legend
m = Plan Area

==+ Newkom Ranch

== 11 Kells East

R-1/MP-BSMP
(Single Family
Residential)

|:| R-2/MP-BSMP
(Low-Medium
Density Residential)

- R-3/MP-BSMP
(Multi-Family
Residential)

- M-1/MP-BSMP
(Light Industrial)

- C-1/MP-BSMP
(Neighborhood
Commercial)

- C-2/MP-BSMP
(Community
Commercial)

|:| C-0/MP-BSMP
(Office Commercial)

[ PriMP-BSMP
(Public Facility)

@@y Urban Edge
Widened Sidewalk

R-1/
MP-BSMP

0 1,000

Feet

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan . 140720

SOURCE: USDA, 2014; City of Yuba City, 2016; MHM, 2016; ESA, 2016

Figure 2-7
BSMP Zoning Map



2. Project Description

This page intentionally left blank

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan 2-12 ESA /140720
Environmental Impact Report May 2019



2. Project Description

2.3.7 Description of Project Elements

The following discussion focuses on the elements proposed in the BSMP. This discussion is
organized to describe the master plan in its entirety (Full Master Plan), and then to focus on
Phase 1 (Newkom Ranch) and Phase 2 (Kells East Ranch) in more detail (see Figure 2-5). The
first two phases of the BSMP development include detailed development plans and are included
in the annexation request to Sutter County LAFCo. Because these phases have a greater level of
detail, they are addressed at a “project” level in this EIR and, where appropriate or applicable,
this detail is provided under the headings “Newkom Ranch” or “Kells East Ranch.”

Phasing and Sequencing

The Newkom Ranch property would be Phase 1 of the BSMP developments. This phase would
include development of property that is presently in agricultural use.

The Kells East Ranch development (Phase 2) would be anticipated to start one year following the
initiation of Newkom Ranch construction, and would also include development of property that is
presently in agricultural use.

The Final Phase would involve buildout of remaining BSMP area and would be anticipated to
occur in response to market trends and demand, independent of the Newkom Ranch or Kells East
Ranch developments.

CEQA requires the impact analysis for a project to include the temporal, or time-related, aspects
of potential impacts (i.e., the impacts of a project over time). While the BSMP phasing plan does
not specify a project implementation schedule for purposes of this environmental analysis, it is
assumed that development of each phase of the proposed BSMP would occur over a 10- to 20-
year period, as follows:

e Phase 1, Newkom Ranch: 2019 — 2039
e Phase 2, Kells East Ranch: 2020 — 2040
e Final Phase, remainder of BSMP: 2021 — 2041

Proposed Land Uses

Full Master Plan

The Full Master Plan area would be comprised of residential and employment-generating uses
along with park/open space and public land uses. Housing types proposed include low density
residential, low-medium density residential, and medium-high density residential detached and
attached single-family homes. Development of the plan area is estimated to accommodate
development of 2,517 new dwelling units in addition to 71 existing single-family homes that will
remain on site (see Table 2-1). Approximately 1.29 million square feet of employment-
generating and commercial land uses are proposed. The proposed land uses for the Full Master
Plan area are shown in Figure 2-6.
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2. Project Description

Customized development standards would be incorporated into the master plan to ensure a
consistent and predictable framework for all residential development within BSMP area. These
development standards would supersede the requirements for the base zoning districts applied to
implement BSMP development. All Full Master Plan area residential zoning districts would
incorporate the SP/X (Specific Plan/Combining District) to acknowledge the modification to the
base standards. The BSMP Zoning Map is included as Figure 2-7.

The BSMP land use designations are described below.

Low Density Residential

The Low Density Residential (LDR) land use designation would allow for single-family homes
within a density range of 2 to 8 units per gross acre.2 In the BSMP area, the average density of
LDR uses would be approximately 4.25 dwelling units per acre (du/acre). In addition to detached
single-family homes on conventional and small lots, this category also would provide for second
units, parks, recreation, day care, civic, institutional and similar uses determined appropriate in a
residential environment. The LDR land use category would be implemented by the (One-Family
Residence/Specific Plan/X Combining (R-1/SP/X) Zone District. Permitted uses would be as
specified in the Yuba City Zoning Code, including:

accessory buildings; daycare home (small and large); garage/yard sales; garden, orchard,
field crops with no retail sales from site; keeping of animals; one-family residence; public
parks and playgrounds; public utilities; recreational facilities (swimming pool, tennis
courts and a clubhouse); residential care home (large); second family residence; and
swimming pool/spa.

Low — Medium Density Residential

The Low — Medium Density Residential (LMDR) land use designation would allow for a mix of
housing types within a density range of 6 to 14 units per gross acre. In the BSMP area the average
density of LMDR would be approximately 9 du/ac. This category would provide for a wide range
of detached and attached single-family housing types including varied small lot, court-oriented,
cluster, duet/halfplex, and townhome designs. Parks, recreation, day care, civic, institutional and
similar uses determined appropriate in a residential environment would be also permitted. The
LMDR land use category would be implemented by the Two-Family Residence/Specific Plan/

X Combining (R-2/SP/X) Zone District. Permitted uses would be as specified in the Yuba City
Zoning Code, including:

accessory buildings; daycare home (small and large); garage/yard sales; garden, orchard,
field crops with no retail sales from site; keeping of animals; mobile home; one-family
residence; public parks and playgrounds; recreational facilities (swimming pool, tennis
courts and a clubhouse); residential care home (small); swimming pool/spa; and two-
family residence or two one-family residences.

2 A “gross acre” refers to the total acreage owned, minus any part of the parcel that is subject to a “public way™.
A “public way” is defined for local property assessment and taxation purposes as any public street, road, avenue,
drive, sidewalk, alley, jogging or bicycle path or other area maintained for public travel.
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2. Project Description

TABLE 2-1
BSMP DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY TABLE

Total BSMP site Newkom Ranch Phase Kells East Ranch Phase Final Phase
N Land Use Percent Land Minimum/ . Assumed Total Proposed  Assumed Intensity ~ Total Square . Total Square . Total Square . Total Square
Land Use Designation 1 : Maximum Density : 5 L Total Units Total Units Total Units
(Gross Acrest) Allocation . Density (du/ac) Units (square feet) Feet Feet Feet Feet
and Intensity
Residential Neighborhoods
Low Density Residential 368.9 50 2 to 8 du/ac 4.25 1,328 427 147 754
Low-Medium Density Residential 62.6 8 6 to 14 du/ac 9 430 430
Medium/High Density Residential 32.0 4 13 to 36 du/ac 24 759 216 123 420
Commercial and Employment
Neighborhood Commercial 7.2 1 0.5 max. FAR 0.35 82,328 82,328
Community Commercial 36.7 5 0.5 max. FAR 0.25 390,951 229,779 161,172
Office & Office Park 8.6 1 1.0 max. FAR 0.30 108,464 108,464
Business, Technology & Light 55.8 8 0.75 max. FAR 0.25 574,992 574,992
Industrial
Public and Quasi-Public
Parks, Recreation & Open Space* 84.2 11
Public Facilities ® 27.5 4 1.0 max. FAR 0.15 131,987
Roads and Circulation 58.0 8
TOTAL 741.5 100 2,517 1,288,723 643 338,243 270 161,172 1,604 657,320
NOTES:
1. Gross acreage is calculated as the total number of acres dedicated to a particular land use parcel as measured from the centerline of proposed or dedicated streets bounding the parcel. Gross acreage includes the acreage dedicated for internal right-of-ways within a land use parcel.
2. Average Density and Assumed Intensity relates to the density/FAR assumed for development under each land use category, with the intent that the development does not go below allowed minimum density/FAR or exceed maximum density/FAR per land use.
3. 71 homes currently existing on the site will be included within the total BSMP development, but are not included under “Total Proposed Units” count. Therefore, at full build out the total residential unit count should be 2,588 units including proposed and existing homes.
4. Neighborhood parks are not identified in this table, but the developer will be required to meet the requirement of a minimum of five (5) acres per 1,000 residents.
5. A 20-acre site has been identified for K-8 school. In the event that the parcel is not acquired for the K-8 school, other potential appropriate land uses include single-family and multifamily residential, but any changes would require a Master Plan Amendment subject to CEQA review.

SOURCE: MHM Inc., 2018. Bogue-Stewart Master Plan, Land Use Plan.
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Medium — High Density Residential

The Medium — High Density Residential (MHDR) land use designation would allow for a density
range of 12 to 36 units per gross acre. In the BSMP area the average density of MHDR would be
approximately 24 du/ac. This category would accommodate primarily attached housing and
higher-density detached housing including townhome, row house, courtyard, apartment and
condominium designs. Parks, recreation, day care, civic, institutional and similar uses determined
appropriate in a residential environment are also permitted. The MHDR land use category is
implemented by the Multiple-Family Residence/Specific Plan/X Combining (R-3/SP/X) Zone
District. Permitted uses are as specified in the Yuba City Zoning Code, including:

condominiums; day care home (small and large); garage/yard sale; garden, orchard, field
crops with no retail sales from the site; group residences; keeping of animals; mobile
home; Multiple-family residences; one-family residences; public parks and playgrounds;
recreational facilities (swimming pool, tennis courts and clubhouse); residential care
home (small and large); senior congregate care facility; skilled nursing and intermediate
care facilities; swimming pool/spa; two-family residence; and townhouses.

Neighborhood Commercial

The Neighborhood Commercial (NC) land use designation would allow for small shopping
centers containing local retail stores, services, restaurants (excluding drive-thru), offices, gas
stations and similar uses intended to cater to the daily convenience needs of the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. The scale and design of buildings within the NC district would be
required to be compatible with the neighboring residential uses. In the proposed BSMP the
average development intensity assumed for NC uses would be a 0.35 floor area ratio (FAR).3 The
NC land use category would be implemented by the Neighborhood Convenience Commercial/
Specific Plan/X Combining (C-1/SP/X) Zone District. Permitted uses would be as specified in the
Yuba City Zoning Code.

Community Commercial

The Community Commercial (CC) land use designation would allow for more intense shopping
centers typically anchored by a major tenant(s) containing a wide variety of businesses including
retail and grocery stores, services, eating and drinking establishments, banks, indoor
entertainment, garden supply, offices, auto services, lodging and similar uses. Mixed use
development may be permitted subject to the transfer/allocation of residential units as approved
by the City. In the proposed BSMP the average development intensity assumed for CC uses
would be at a 0.25 FAR. The CC land use category would be implemented by the Community
Commercial/Specific Plan/X Combining (C-2/SP/X) Zone District. Permitted uses would be as
specified in the Yuba City Zoning Code.

3 Afloor area ratio (FAR) is the gross building area on a site, excluding structured parking, to the net developable
area of the site. The net developable area is the total area of a site excluding portions that cannot be developed
(e.g., right-of-way, public parks, etc.). A site includes all contiguous parcels that will share parking or access.
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2. Project Description

Office and Office Park

The Office and Office Park (O/OP) land use designation would allow for professional and
medical offices in a low intensity, campus like setting. Small scale support and related services
also would be allowed, examples of which may include dry cleaners or small convenience retail.
Mixed use development would be permitted subject to the transfer/allocation of residential units
as approved by the City. In the proposed BSMP the average development intensity assumed for
O/OP uses would be at a 0.3 FAR. The O/OP land use category would be implemented by the
Office Commercial/Specific Plan/X Combining (C-O/SP/X) Zone District. Permitted uses would
be as specified in the Yuba City Zoning Code.

Business, Technology, and Light Industry

The Business, Technology and Light Industrial (BTLI) land use designation would allow for
research and development activities, light industrial/manufacturing uses, offices, high-tech uses,
and small-scale distribution centers that would not create a nuisance or otherwise unacceptable
levels of noise, dust, odor, smoke, bright light or vibration. In the proposed BSMP the average
development intensity assumed for BTLI uses would be at an 0.25 FAR. The BTLI land use
category would be implemented by the Heavy Commercial/Light Industrial/Specific Plan/

X Combining (C-M/SP/X) Zone District. Permitted uses would be as specified in the Yuba City
Zoning Code.

Newkom Ranch

Newkom Ranch is an approximately 161-acre assemblage located in the center of the plan area.
Newkom Ranch would be expected to be the portion of the plan area where development and
construction of the proposed BSMP would be initiated. The Newkom Ranch site is generally
bounded by SR 99, Bogue Road, Railroad Avenue and Stewart Road (see Figure 2-8). The
eastern boundary of the Newkom Ranch site is formed by multiple parcels adjacent to the west
side of Railroad Avenue, with a parcel in the central portion of the site extending all the way to
Railroad Avenue. Currently, the Newkom Ranch site is in agricultural use.

As proposed, Newkom Ranch would include the following land uses (see Table 2-2)

e Low Density Residential —The Low Density Residential designation would comprise most of
the eastern side of the Newkom Ranch project area and be adjacent to other Low Density
Residential uses in the plan area to the east.

e Medium High Density Residential -The Medium High Density Residential use would be
located in the southwestern section of the Newkom Ranch project area in two parcels of
similar size that abut the eastern side of SR 99.

o Community Commercial —The Community Commercial use would be located southeast of
the intersection of SR 99 and Bogue Road.

o Office —The Office use would be located along the south side of Bogue Road along the
northern edge of the Newkom Ranch project area.
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2. Project Description

e Park — Park uses would be located in the southwestern section of the Newkom Ranch project
area along the east side of SR 99.

e Public —The Public use would be located in the southwestern section of the Newkom Ranch
project area between the Medium High Density Residential and Park uses along the east side
of SR 99.

e Roads and Circulation —This designation would include all public right-of-way, mainly roads,
throughout the Newkom Ranch project area.

Newkom Ranch would accommodate a range of residential densities for a total of 643 dwelling
units. In addition, approximately 340,000 square feet of employment-generating uses would be
included.

Kells East Ranch

Kells East Ranch is an approximately 93.55-acre portion of the plan area, located in the western
plan area along the west side of SR 99, extending to the west roughly to Gilsizer Slough (see
Figure 2-9). Kells East Ranch would be anticipated to develop as a second phase of the BSMP.
Currently, the Kells East Ranch project site is in agricultural use.

TABLE 2-2
NEWKOM RANCH LAND USE SUMMARY
Land Area Average Total Assumed
(Gross Density Dwelling Intensity Total Square
Land Use Designation Acres) (du/acre) Units (FAR) Feet
Residential
Low Density Residential 96.0 4.45 427
Medium-High Density Residential 9.0 24 216
Non-Residential
Community Commercial 215 0.25 229,779
Office & Office Park 8.6 0.3 108,464
Civic Amenities
Parks, Recreation & Open Space 16.5
Roads and Circulation 9.54
Total 161.2 643 338,243

NOTE:
This information is also accounted for in the BSMP table (Table 2-1)
du = dwelling units; FAR = floor area ratio

SOURCE: MHM, 2018

As proposed, Kells East Ranch would include the following land uses (see Table 2-3).

e Low Density Residential — The Low Density Residential uses would comprise two parcels,
one in the center of the Kells East Ranch project area along SR 99 and the other at the
northwest corner of the SR 99 and Stewart Road intersection.

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan 2-21 ESA /140720
Environmental Impact Report May 2019



2. Project Description

e Medium High Density Residential — The Medium High Density Residential use would be
located in the northern half of the Kells East Ranch project area along SR 99, and located
immediately south of the planned Community Commercial use within the project area.

o Community Commercial — The Community Commercial use would be located within a single
parcel on the west side of SR 99 and south of Bogue Road.

e Parks, Recreation & Open Space — The Park, Recreation & Open Space uses would be
developed along the pathway paralleling Gilsizer Slough along the western edge of the Kells
East Ranch project area.

e Roads and Circulation — This use would contain all public right of way, including mainly
roads, and is located throughout the Newkom Ranch project area.

TABLE 2-3
KELLS EAST RANCH LAND USE SUMMARY

Average Total Assumed Total
Land Area Density Dwelling Intensity Square

Land Use Designation (Gross Acres) (du/acre) Units (FAR) Feet
Residential
Low Density Residential 29.1 5.05 147
Medium High Density Residential 5.1 23.2 123
Non-Residential
Community Commercial 15.2 0.25 161,172
Civic Amenities
Parks, Recreation & Open Space 36.8
Roads and Circulation 7.2
Total 93.5 270 161,172
NOTE:

This information is also accounted for in the BSMP table (Table 2-1)
du = dwelling units; FAR = floor area ratio

SOURCE: MHM, 2018

The Kells East Ranch project would include a range of residential densities for a total of 270
dwelling units, as well as 161,000 square feet of employment-generating uses.

Circulation and Mobility

The proposed BSMP would include an interconnected internal street system that connects and
improves on the existing roadway infrastructure including SR 99, Garden Highway, and the
surrounding roads (Bogue Road, Walton Avenue, Railroad Avenue, and Stewart Road) (see
Figure 2-10). The proposed circulation system would be designed to integrate “Complete
Streets” concepts, which entails the integration of multimodal transportation choices including a
mix of pedestrians, bicycle, transit, and automobiles facilities.
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LAND USE SUMMARY

LOT SUMMAR

VILLAGE NO. 123 UNITS 5.14 AC 23.93 DU/AC
VILLAGENO. 3= 82 UNITS 15.40 AC 532 DU/AC
VILLAGENO. 4= 65 UNITS 13.77 AC 4.72 DU/AC
SUBTOTAL = 270 UNITS 3431 AC 7.87 DU/AC
(RESIDENTIAL)
COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL 14.23 AC
LOT A - OPEN SPACE/POND** 9.89 AC
LOT B - OPEN SPACE/POND** 16.79 AC
LOT C - OPEN SPACE/POND** 11.03 AC
MAJOR ROADS*** 7.25 AC
SUBTOTAL = 59.19 AC

(NON-RESIDENTIAL)
TOTAL = 93.50 AC 2.89 DU/AC

*ALL ACREAGES AND DENSITIES EXCLUDE ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR STREETS.
#*OPEN SPACE IS THE PORTION OF THE DENTION POND INUNDATED IN EVENT
BETWEEN 10 YEAR AND 25 YEAR.

***PORTION OF THE DETETION POND INUNDATED IN 10 YEAR EVENT AND LESS.
*+**INCLUDES ROW ON GILSIZER RANCH WAY, BOGUE ROAD, KELLS RANCH DRIVE,
AND STEWART ROAD.
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SOURCE: MHM, 2016
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Figure 2-9
Kells East Ranch Site Plan
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2. Project Description

Roadways

The proposed BSMP would provide an internal network of roadways, such as future local and
cul-de-sacs, connecting to existing roadways, shown as “Interior Streets” in Figure 2-10. These
existing roadways in and around the BSMP area would be improved to accommodate buildout of
the BSMP. To date, roadway networks have been planned only for Newkom Ranch and Kells
East Ranch; no roadway plans have been established for the remainder of the BSMP area.
Therefore, plans for existing roadways, as well as the development of Newkom Ranch and Kells
East Ranch roadway networks, are discussed separately in more detail, below. In general, the
internal roadway network in the remaining BSMP area would be sized to accommodate planned
residential, commercial, and employment densities. Additionally, intersections within the BSMP
area would include design features such as roundabouts at the intersections of two-lane collector
streets to facilitate internal traffic flows.

Full Master Plan

South Walton Avenue

South Walton Avenue, from Stewart Road to Bogue Road, would be a two-lane urban edge road.
Urban edge roads divide urbanized uses from undeveloped/agricultural uses. The improved
roadway would include one northbound lane and a single southbound lane, separated by a turn
lane or median. The roadway would also include Class Il bike lanes# on both sides of the
roadway and a 10-foot-wide shared path/sidewalk along the east side of the roadway separated
from the roadway by an 8-foot planter strip. Beyond the sidewalk, from the roadway, an
additional 27.5-foot landscape area would be included along with a 6- to 8-foot-tall solid wall of
masonry, concrete, or equivalent material.

Bogue Road

To provide access to and from the BSMP area and existing development to the north, Bogue
Road would be converted into a four-lane arterial roadway separated by a turn lane between
SR 99 and Garden Highway. The only exception would be between Railroad Avenue and
Columbia Drive, due to a constrained existing right-of-way through an established residential
area along this segment. Bogue Road would include Class Il bike lanes and 5- to 10-foot-wide
sidewalks on each side of the roadway, separated by 8-foot-wide planter strips.

Railroad Avenue

Railroad Avenue would remain a two-lane collector road within the BSMP area. Improvements to
Railroad Avenue would include the addition of five feet wide sidewalks on both sides of the
roadway. Sidewalk along the west side of Railroad Avenue would be separated from the roadway
by 6-foot planter strips. This side of the road would feature an additional 12-foot landscaped
buffer and an approximately 6- to 8-foot-tall solid wall of masonry, concrete, or equivalent
material. Railroad Avenue would include Class 11 bike lanes.

4 A“Class II” bikeway, or bike lane, is a one-way, striped, and signed lane on a street.
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2. Project Description

Stewart Road

Between South Walton Avenue and SR 99, Stewart Road would be developed as a two-lane
urban edge road, similar to South Walton Avenue. The segment of Stewart Road between SR 99
and Phillips Road (proposed in the BSMP, see below) would be converted to a two-lane major
collector road, separated by a turn lane or median, to provide access to proposed uses along
Phillips Road. This roadway segment would have a 10-foot-wide shared path/sidewalk separated
from the roadway by an 8-foot-wide planter strip. Between Phillips Road and Garden Highway,
Stewart Road would be improved to a two-lane collector road separated by a median or turn lane.
Sidewalk would be added along the north side of Stewart Road in this section of the roadway and
would be separated from the roadway by an 8-foot planter strip. Each of the roadway types for
Stewart Road would feature Class Il bike lanes on both sides of the roadway.

Gilsizer Ranch Way (Proposed)

Within the Kells East Ranch Development, Gilsizer Ranch Way would be a collector road that
connects Stewart Road to Bogue Road. Gilsizer Ranch Way would have a single travel lane in
each direction, separated by turn lane or median, and include Class Il bike lanes and sidewalks
separated from the roadway by 6- to 8-foot planter strips on both sides of the road, in each
direction. Gilsizer Ranch Way would also serve as a frontage road, providing access to
commercial development along SR 99, where access from SR 99 is not feasible. A solid wall
constructed of masonry, concrete, or equivalent material would be erected along the east side of
the road, separated from the sidewalks by a 12-foot-wide landscape buffer.

Kells Ranch Drive (Proposed)

Kells Ranch Drive would be a two-lane collector road that runs from South Walton Avenue to
Gilsizer Ranch Way (proposed). Kells Ranch Drive would include two lanes, separated by a
median or turn lane and would include Class Il bike lanes and sidewalks on both sides of the
road, separated from the roadway by 6-foot planter strips. The Kells Ranch Drive right-of-way
would have 6- to 8-foot-tall solid block walls of masonry, concrete, or equivalent material on
both sides, separated from sidewalks by 12-foot-wide landscape buffers.

Phillips Road (Proposed)

Within the Newkom Ranch development, Phillips Road would be a two-lane collector road that
connects Stewart Road to Bogue Road. Phillips Road would be bisected by a median or turn lane
and have Class Il bikeways and sidewalks on both sides of the roadway. From Bogue Road to
Newkom Ranch Drive (proposed), Phillips Road would be a four-lane major collector road that
would be separated by a median and include Class Il bikeways and sidewalks on both sides of the
roadway, separated from the roadway by 6-foot planter strips. Phillips Road would have 6- to 8-
foot-tall solid block walls of masonry, concrete, or equivalent material, separated from the
sidewalks by 8-foot-wide landscaped buffers.

Newkom Ranch Drive (Proposed)
Newkom Ranch Drive would a be two-lane collector road that runs east/west between Changaris
Ranch Way (proposed) and a cul-de-sac to the west of Phillips Road (proposed). Newkom Ranch
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2. Project Description

Drive would be bisected by a turn lane or median and have Class Il bike lanes and sidewalks on
both sides of the roadway, separated from the roadway by 6-foot planter strips. Newkom Ranch
Drive would have 6 to 8-foot-tall solid walls of masonry, concrete, or equivalent material,
separated from the sidewalks by 12-foot-wide landscaped buffers. The segments of the roadway
between Railroad Avenue and Changaris Way and between Newkom Ranch Drive and Summy
Drive would have walls on both sides of the roadway. Other segments would only have walls on
one side.

Changaris Ranch Way (Proposed)

Changaris Ranch Way would be a two-lane collector road that extends south from Bogue Road to
Newkom Ranch Drive (proposed). Changaris Ranch Way would be bisected by a median or turn
lane and would include Class Il bike lanes and sidewalks separated from the roadway by 6-foot
planter strips on both sides.

Shanghai Bend Road

The existing segment of Shanghai Bend Road, that provides service to existing neighborhoods
east of the BSMP area, would be extended west to Changaris Ranch Way (proposed). Shanghai
Bend Road would be a two-lane collector road that would include Class Il bike lanes, 8-foot-wide
parking lanes along both sides of the extended roadway and sidewalks separated from the
roadway by 6-foot planter strips.

Residential Roadways

Major and minor residential roadways within the BSMP area would be two-lane roadways, with
no median, that would include 8-foot parking lanes and sidewalks separated from the roadway by
6-foot planter strips on both sides of the roads. Residential roadways would provide direct access
from collector streets to proposed residential areas in the BSMP area. Minor residential roads
would include 10-foot-wide travel lanes, where major residential roadways would include 12-
foot-wide travel lanes.

Bikeway/Trail System

Within the Kells East Ranch development, a Class | bike path is proposed parallel to Gilsizer
Slough from Bogue Road to Stewart Road. Another Class | bike path is proposed along the
eastern perimeter of the plan area, adjacent to the Feather River levee. A series of Class Il bicycle
lanes would be included on both sides of the road along all proposed major and minor collector
roads within, as discussed above (see Figure 2-11). The proposed BSMP includes shared bicycle/
pedestrian pathways out of the roadway along the proposed Gilsizer Ranch Way, extending from
Stewart Road to Bogue Road, and along urban edge roads on the southwestern perimeter of the
plan area. A shared path is also proposed for the section of Stewart Road, proposed as a major
collector road, extending east from SR 99 to the proposed intersection with Phillips Road.

Pedestrian System

The proposed BSMP would include sidewalks along both sides of roadways with widths of 4 to 6
feet separated from travel lanes by landscaped buffers. Proposed exceptions would be roadways
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2. Project Description

classified as urban edge and the segment of the proposed major collector roadway along Stewart
Road from SR 99 to Phillips Road. Those roadways would feature 10-foot-wide shared bicycle/
pedestrian pathways on the sides of the road nearest to the interior of the plan area. In addition,
some segments of Bogue Road near Railroad Avenue would include sidewalks that would be
directly adjacent to the roadway due to constrained right-of-way.

Transit Connections

The proposed BSMP would allow for the development of bus turnouts and transit shelters along
SR 99, Garden Highway, and the prominent arterial roadways serving the community, such as
Bogue Road, Walton Avenue, and Stewart Road, although the specific locations and design has
not been determined. Currently, Yuba-Sutter Transit serves areas north of Bogue Road, with
multiple transit stops for Route 5 along Bogue Road and a community Park and Ride facility
located to the northeast of the intersection between Bogue Road and SR 99. The community
design would allow for the extension of transit routes south of Bogue Road to better serve and
access the residential and commercial areas within the BSMP. As part of the review process for
individual development projects within the planned community, the City and project applicants
would work with transit agencies on the need to provide or contribute towards transit-related
improvements.

Public Services

Parks and Open Space

The proposed BSMP would include approximately 84 acres of parks and open space, of which

18 acres is active parks. A key feature of the plan would be the enhanced open space system
along Gilsizer Slough, in the western portion of the BSMP area. Water detention and open space
areas, demarcated east and west of SR 99, would serve the BSMP area and connect to the Gilsizer
Slough open space system. Another neighborhood park would be located in the residential areas
on the northeastern portion of the site east of Railroad Avenue. The BSMP area east of Garden
Highway would include a centrally located neighborhood park and an open space area along the
Feather River levee.

Schools

The project site is located in the Yuba City Unified School District. The project site is currently
served by Barry Elementary K-8 School, Riverbend Elementary K-8 School, and Yuba High
School, which would be likely to provide continued service to future BSMP area residents.

The Public land use designation on the 20-acre school site on the southeast corner of South
Walton Avenue and Bogue Road would allow for the development of a school. This land area is
proposed to be set aside for a K-8 combined elementary and middle school with adjoining
playgrounds.
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2. Project Description

Police and Fire Protection

Existing fire and police services to the plan area are provided by Sutter County Fire and Sutter
County Sherriff respectively. The plan area is within Sutter County Fire’s County Service
Area G.

The BSMP area would be annexed into the City of Yuba City and would be provided police and
fire protection services by the Yuba City Police Department and the Yuba City Fire Department
from existing facilities. There are no new police or fire protection facilities or improvements to
existing facilities called for in the proposed BSMP.

Utilities

Water Supply Infrastructure

As shown in the BSMP’s domestic water technical memorandum, a master planned potable water
system serving all phases of the BSMP would be sized and constructed to serve the proposed
development.® Infrastructure requirements of the proposed BSMP would include a looped trunk
line system, booster pumps, and water storage. Water wells for non-potable irrigation would be
constructed for all parks and any school facilities over five acres in size. The source of water in
Yuba City is primarily from the Feather River. The BSMP area would become part of the larger

Yuba City system, with the water supply improvements becoming property of the City of Yuba
City.

The BSMP water supply infrastructure would be appropriately sized and connected to existing
City water mains in and around the BSMP area (see Figure 2-12). This existing infrastructure
includes:

e al6-main in Garden Highway;
e a16-inch main in Bogue Road extending from Garden Highway to Railroad Avenue;
e 6- and 8-inch mains in Bogue Road from Railroad Avenue to SR 99;

¢ al2-inch main in Bogue Road extending approximately 400 feet west of SR 99;

e a l4-inch main extending west from Garden Highway along the existing and proposed route
of Shanghai Bend Road, then north in Railroad Avenue from the proposed intersection of
[extended] Shanghai Bend Road and Railroad Avenue to the 16-inch main in Bogue Road
(above); and,

e al12-inch main within Stewart Road extending west approximately 800 feet from Garden
Highway.

Consistent with existing Yuba City master-planned water supply infrastructure to the north, the
proposed BSMP water supply infrastructure would include a backbone of 12- to 16-inch water
mains constructed within major roadways in and around the BSMP area. Water supply

5 MHM Inc., 2016. Technical Report, Domestic Water, Bogue Stewart Master Plan Area. December 8, 2016.
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distribution infrastructure would link to this backbone of large water mains to provide service to
BSMP development. This backbone infrastructure surrounding the area would include:

a 16-inch main extending from the 12-inch main in Bogue Road west of SR 99 to a point
approximately 0.4 mile west beyond South Walton Avenue to Falls Drive.

a 16-inch main in South Walton Avenue from Bogue Road south to Stewart Road;

a 14-inch main in South Walton Road extending north from the 16-inch main in Bogue Road
to connect with existing Yuba City infrastructure approximately 0.4 mile to the north;

a 16-inch main extending south in South Walton Avenue from Bogue Road to Stewart Road;
a 16-inch main extending east in Stewart Road to Railroad Avenue; and,

a 12-inch main extending further east in Stewart Road from Railroad Avenue to an existing
12-inch main [also in Stewart Road] near the Riverbend Elementary School.

The offsite components of this backbone system are the 16-inch main in Bogue Road from South
Walton Avenue to Falls Drive and the 14-inch in South Walton Avenue from Bogue Road to the
existing City infrastructure approximately 0.4 mile to the north, near Augusta Lane.

Within the BSMP area proposed primary water supply distribution infrastructure would include
the following:

12-inch mains in Gilsizer Ranch Way (proposed) and Phillips Drive (proposed) connecting
the 16-inch main in Bogue Road to the 16-inch main in Stewart Road;

a 14-inch main extended from existing infrastructure in Railroad Avenue at its northern
intersection with Tuscan Road to the 12- and 16-inch mains proposed in Stewart Road;

a 16-main in Kells Ranch Drive (proposed) extending east from South Walton Avenue to a
link to a proposed storage tank site, approximately midway between South Walton Avenue
and Gilsizer Ranch Way (proposed);

a 12-inch main would extend east in Kells Ranch Drive from the proposed tank site to
Gilsizer Ranch Way.

east of SR 99, a 12-inch main would extend east in Newkom Ranch Drive from the 12-inch
main in Phillips Drive (proposed) to the 14-inch main at Railroad Avenue;

a 16-inch main in Changaris Way extending approximately 0.25 mile south from the existing
16-main in Bogue Road to a proposed water storage tank site; and

two water storage tanks. One would be located just south of Kells Ranch Drive and the other
would be located east of Railroad Avenue. The capacity of the tanks would be determined in
the future based on demand.
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Figure 2-12
BSMP Proposed Water Infrastructure
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2. Project Description

Wastewater Infrastructure

Buildout of the proposed BSMP (all phases) would include construction of a backbone sanitary
sewer system to provide wastewater service to the BSMP area, as presented in the master plan’s
sanitary sewer technical report.8 As shown in Figure 2-13, the proposed sanitary sewer system
would connect to the existing Yuba City sanitary sewer system. To provide adequate wastewater
service to the BSMP area, off-site extensions and connections to the existing system and WWTP
would be required. Two potential off-site sewer main alignments are show in Figure 2-13.

One potential off-site alignment would direct a new sanitary sewer main east in Bogue Road
approximately from the intersection of Bogue Road and South Park Drive to Garden Highway,
then north in Garden Highway approximately 0.25 mile to an unmarked paved roadway, then east
in this roadway approximately 0.35 mile entering the City’s WWTP on its south side. In the
alternate off-site alignment, a main would be directed east from the eastern terminus of Halprin
Ranch Way (proposed in the northeastern corner of the BSMP area) approximately 0.85 mile to
the west toe of the Feather River levee, then north approximately 0.4 mile to the unmarked paved
roadway forming the southern boundary of the WWTP, then west approximately 0.1 mile to enter
the WWTP.

The existing sanitary sewer lines in the project vicinity direct effluent north through an 18-inch
sewer main, or trunk line, within Garden Highway northeast of the project site. The trunk line
within Garden Highway is reduced to a 15-inch main south of Bogue Road and further reduced to
a 12-inch main from Shanghai Bend Road to Stewart Road. An existing 18-inch sewer main in
Bogue Road runs from Railroad Avenue to the line in Garden Highway, flowing from west to
east. A 12-inch main flows from west to east within Shanghai Bend Road, from the eastern edge
of the BSMP area to the 15-inch main at Garden Highway, providing service to the existing
residential development. Another 12-inch main extends approximately 800 feet to the west along
Stewart Road from the 12-inch main at Garden Highway.

As shown in Figure 2-13, under the proposed BSMP wastewater within the BSMP area would
flow generally from south to north in a northeasterly direction toward the 18-inch sanitary sewer
main in Garden Highway. To support these flows, the existing 18-inch sanitary sewer main in
Bogue Road would be extended west to just beyond Gilsizer Slough. Sanitary sewer mains
providing service to all BSMP development west of Railroad Avenue would be connected to the
extended 18-inch main at Bogue Road. This would include a 10- to 12-inch main running from
the business/technical land uses in the southwest corner of the BSMP area, north to Bogue Road,
a 10- to 12-inch main running the length of Gilsizer Ranch Way (proposed) to north to Bogue
Road, and a 10- to 12-inch main running the length of Phillips Road (proposed) to Bogue Road.
Along the Phillips Road main, three 8-inch mains would extend east to provide service to
proposed residential areas in the eastern Newkom Ranch development. A 10- to 12-inch main
would extend the length of Changaris Way and be connected to the proposed main within
Shanghai Bend Drive and be connected to the proposed 10-inch main within Tuscan Road to

6 MHM Inc., 2016. Technical Report, Sanitary Sewer, Bogue Stewart Master Plan Area. December 8, 2016.

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan 2-35 ESA /140720
Environmental Impact Report May 2019



2. Project Description

Railroad Avenue and a proposed 10-inch main within Railroad Avenue, south almost to the
intersection with Stewart Road. Service would be provided to the southern part of the BSMP area
via a 10- to 12-inch sewer main running along Stewart Road from the existing main from Garden
Highway. The BSMP area to the east of Garden Highway would be serviced by a 10-inch sewer
main extending into the development from the existing 12-inch main in Garden Highway. The
type of pipe used for the closed conduit system would meet City standards. Any pump stations
and force mains that would serve development in the BSMP area would implement these design
considerations:

e Construction of two detention basins designated as KD-1 and KD-3 and referred to
collectively in the basis of design report as the “West Ponds.” These ponds would be long,
narrow, and positioned along the alignment of Gilsizer Slough. The portions of the plan area
located to the west of SR 99 within the plan area would drain into these ponds. The
preliminary design calls for excavating a bottom elevation of 42 feet for both ponds, a rim
elevation of 53 feet for KD-1 to the north, and a rim elevation of 52 feet for KD-3 to the
south, for a total volume of 190.0 acre-feet and a total surface area of 23.7 acres;

e Construction of two detention basins designated as KD-2 and ND-1 and referred to
respectively in the basis of design report as the “Central Pond” and “East Pond.” These ponds
would collect the drainage from the portions of the plan area east of SR 99. The Central Pond
would be located just west of SR 99 and the East Pond just east of SR 99 (see Figure 2-14).
A large interconnection between the two ponds would effectively create a single large
detention facility. Based on preliminary design, the interconnection would include a 60-inch
culvert with an invert of 38 feet at the outlet of the East Pond and 37 feet at the inlet of the
Central Pond. The preliminary design of the East Pond calls for excavation to a bottom
elevation of 38 feet, a surface area of 12.9 acres at the rim elevation of 52 feet. The total
volume of the East Pond at the rim would be 112.6 acre-feet. The East Pond would have an
upper bench at elevation 44 feet to be used as a Community Park. The volume of the pond at
elevation 44 feet would be 21.7 acre-feet. The preliminary design of the Central Pond calls
for excavating to a bottom elevation of 36 feet, a total surface area of 13.2 acres at the rim
elevation of 52 feet, for a volume of 178.2 acre-feet. The volume of Central Pond at elevation
44 feet would be 81.0 acre-feet;

e Construction of a one-way interconnection between the Central Pond and the West Ponds,
only allowing for flow to the West Ponds. The pipes would be at the invert of the Central
Pond elevation 36 feet and utilize a low flow channel to direct flow to Gilsizer Slough. The
connection would be 48-inches in diameter;

e Construction of scour protection at the south end of the West Ponds where it would transition
back to Gilsizer Slough. The West Ponds would end approximately 230 feet from the existing
culverts under Stewart Road and approximately 200 feet from the limits of the future right-of-
way for Stewart Road; and

e Replacement and lengthening of culverts under Stewart Road and Bogue Road to
accommodate the proposed widening of the roadway. In addition, new inlet and/or exit
headwalls with wing walls for scour protection would be constructed.
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Figure 2-13
BSMP Proposed Wastewater Infrastructure
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2. Project Description

Electricity

Electrical service and infrastructure in the area is provided by Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E). There is an existing substation, the Bogue substation, situated in the BSMP area. The
Bogue substation contains two 12-kilovolt (kV) electric distribution circuits that serve the site
with three-megawatt (MW) capability. If necessary, circuit capacity would be increased to serve
buildout of the proposed BSMP. However, construction of new substations or other such
infrastructure is not anticipated. All electrical distribution lines are anticipated to be buried in-
street and would be constructed as the proposed BSMP is implemented over time.

Natural Gas

Natural gas is provided to the plan area by PG&E. It is anticipated that in the future PG&E would
plan and construct the infrastructure to provide service to the plan area as it develops pursuant to
the proposed BSMP. Gas infrastructure serving development in the BSMP area is assumed to be
constructed along plan area roadways concurrently with those developments.

Telecommunications

Telecommunications and cable services are currently provided to the plan area by AT&T and
Comocast, respectively. It is anticipated that this would continue to be the case through the BSMP
implementation period, although the dynamic nature of the telecommunications industry may
result in service being provided by different business entities. Telecommunications infrastructure
that would serve developments in the BSMP area is assumed to be constructed along plan area
roadways concurrently with those developments.

2.4  Regulatory Requirements and Approvals
(Intended Uses of the EIR)

The proposed project would require the approval of a number of discretionary actions by the City,
as well as Responsible and Trustee Agencies (discussed below). This EIR may be used for direct
and indirect approvals and permits associated with adoption and implementation of the proposed
plan including, but not limited to, those described below.

2.4.1 The City of Yuba City

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21165, and sections 15050 and 15367 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, the City of Yuba City is the Lead Agency for the proposed BSMP. To
implement the proposed plan, Yuba City must certify this EIR, adopt CEQA Findings, and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations, if necessary, as well as approve or adopt the following
discretionary entitlements:

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan,

General Plan Amendment, various elements

Pre-Zoning, Tentative Subdivision Maps — Small and Large Lot,

Public Facilities Financing Plan,
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Water Supply Assessment,

Community Facilities District program, and

Development Agreements.

2.4.2 Sutter County LAFCo

LAFCo is a Responsible Agency for approving the SOIA and the reorganization actions
(annexation to Yuba City and detachment from Sutter County and detachment from Sutter Fire
County Service Area G).

2.4.3 Known Responsible and Trustee Agencies

The City, project applicant, subsequent plan area developers, and/or builders/contractors would
be required to obtain all permits, as required by law. This EIR may also be used by Responsible
Agencies and Trustee Agencies having discretionary approval authority over implementation of
elements of the proposed BSMP. Responsible Agencies are public agencies other than the Lead
Agency that have discretionary approval authority over the proposed BSMP or an aspect of the
proposed BSMP (State CEQA Guidelines section 15381). Under CEQA a Trustee Agency is a
state agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project which are

held in trust for the people of State of California.” The following agencies are Responsible and/or
Trustee Agencies with discretionary authority over approval of certain project elements:

e California Department of Fish and Wildlife: review and permitting of activities affecting
natural resources pursuant to the California Fish and Game Code.

o Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board: authorizations pursuant to the Porter-
Cologne Act, implementation of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
water quality requirements, and certification of activities carried out under Sections 401 and
404 for the federal Clean Water Act, for effects related to water and wetland resources

o Feather River Air Quality Management District: regulation of construction activities and
operation of facilities pursuant to the federal and state Clean Air Acts.

e Central Valley Flood Protection Board: oversight of potential work near the Feather River
levee within open space lands listed as lot 50.

o California Department of Transportation (Caltrans): Encroachment permits and proposed
work in SR 99.

e Levee District No. 1 of Sutter County: Potential work near the Feather River levee within
open space lands listed as lot 50.

o Gilsizer County Drainage District: Potential Encroachment Permit for work within Gilsizer
Slough within open space lands listed as 6, 7, 8, and 9a and SOIA and annexation of the areas

7 See Public Resources Code section 21070 and State CEQA Guidelines section 15386. Potential Trustee Agencies
include the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, State Lands Commission, Department of Parks and
Recreation, and the University of California Natural Reserve System.
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2. Project Description

which drain into Gilsizer Slough prior to recordation of the maps (Figure 2-15).
Approximately 544 acres of land could be annexed to the District as maps are recorded.

e Yuba City Unified School District: Annexation of the plan area into Community Facilities
District No. 1.

e County of Sutter: Encroachment permits for work on County roadways.

Other Agencies

The following are additional regulatory agencies that would have jurisdiction, by law, over
resources affected by the project:

e United States Army Corp of Engineers: Section 404 of the Clean Water Act addressing
effects to waters of the U.S., including wetlands

e United States Fish and Wildlife Service: authorizations pursuant to the federal Endangered
Species Act, for effects related to federally-listed flora and fauna

Ministerial Approvals

The proposed project may require the following additional approvals from the City of Yuba City
or other regional agencies: final maps, building permits, encroachment permits, improvement
plan approvals, lot line adjustments, zoning clearances, and other actions related to the proposed
development of individual projects within the proposed BSMP. However, these approvals are
ministerial in nature and not subject to CEQA (CEQA Guidelines section 15268(a)).
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CHAPTER 3

Environmental Impacts, Setting, and
Mitigation Measures

3.0 Introduction to the Analysis

This Draft EIR evaluates the adverse physical environmental effects that would be potentially
affected by the implementation of the proposed BSMP. Some environmental resources that are
typically considered under CEQA would not be affected by the proposed plan and are not further
analyzed in this Draft EIR. A discussion of those issues that were not further analyzed in the
Draft EIR can be found in Section 3.0.4 of this chapter.

3.0.1 Definitions of Terms Used in the EIR

This Draft EIR uses a number of terms that have specific meaning under CEQA. Among the most
important of the terms used in the EIR are those that refer to the significance of environmental
impacts. The following are terms used to describe environmental effects of the proposed plan:

o Significance Criteria: A set of criteria used by the lead agency to determine at what level or
threshold an impact would be considered significant. Significance criteria used in this Draft
EIR include those standards typically used by the City of Yuba City in other EIRs and are
informed by the Environmental Checklist included in Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines. In determining the level of significance, the analysis assumes that the proposed
plan would comply with relevant federal, state, and local regulations and ordinances that are
enforced through inspections or other steps that are part of the project approval process
(e.g., plan check).

o Significant Impact: An impact is considered significant if implementation of the proposed
plan would result in a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions of the
environment. Significant impacts are identified by the evaluation of plan-related physical
changes compared to specified significance criteria. A significant impact is defined as “a
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within
the area affected by the proposed plan including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,
ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.”

e Potentially Significant Impact: A potentially significant impact is identified where
implementation of the proposed plan may cause a substantial adverse change in the
environment, depending on certain unknown conditions related to the proposed plan or the
affected environment. For CEQA purposes, a potentially significant impact is treated equal to
a significant impact.
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e Less-than-Significant Impact: An impact is considered less than significant when the
physical change caused by implementation of the proposed plan would not exceed the
applicable significance criterion.

e Significant and Unavoidable Impact: An impact is considered significant and unavoidable
if it would result in a substantial adverse physical change in the environment that cannot be
feasibly avoided or mitigated to a less-than-significant level through the application of
specific mitigation measures.

e Cumulative Impact: Under CEQA, a cumulative impact refers to “two or more individual
effects, which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase
other environmental impacts.” Like any other significant impact, a significant cumulative
impact is one in which the cumulative adverse physical change would exceed the applicable
significance criterion, but the impact is only considered significant if the proposed plan’s
contribution to the impact is “cumulatively considerable.”

e Mitigation Measure: A mitigation measure is an action that could be taken that would avoid
or reduce the magnitude of a significant impact. Section 15370 of the State CEQA Guidelines
defines mitigation as:

a. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.

b. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree of magnitude of the action and its
implementation.

c. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment.

d. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action.

e. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.

3.0.2 Section Format

Chapter 3 is divided into technical sections (e.g., Section 3.1, Aesthetics) that present for each
environmental resource issue area the physical environmental setting, regulatory setting,
standards of significance, analytical methods, and impacts to the environment, and, where
required, potentially feasible mitigation measures for significant impacts. Each section includes
an analysis of plan-specific and cumulative impacts for each environmental issue area.

The technical environmental sections each begin with a description of the BSMP’s environmental
setting and the regulatory framework as it pertains to a particular environmental issue. The
environmental setting provides a point of reference for assessing the environmental impacts of the
proposed plan and plan alternatives. The environmental setting discussion addresses the conditions
that exist at the time of the issuance of the notice of preparation. This setting establishes the baseline
by which the proposed plan and plan alternatives are measured for environmental impacts. The
regulatory framework presents relevant information about federal, state, regional, and/or local laws,
regulations, plans or policies that pertain to the environmental resources addressed in each section.
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Each section presents significance criteria, which identify the standards used by the City of
Yuba City to determine the significance of effects of the proposed plan. The significance criteria
used for this plan were derived from significance standards typically used by the City of Yuba
City in EIRs, including the General Plan EIR, which, in turn, reflect policies of the 2030 General
Plan, as well as other criteria applicable under CEQA, including thresholds established by trustee
and responsible agencies. The City of Yuba City has not formally adopted CEQA thresholds
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.7.

A methodology and assumptions description in each section presents the analytical methods and
key assumptions used in the evaluation of effects of the proposed BSMP, and is followed by an
impacts and mitigation discussion. The impacts and mitigation measures portion of each
section includes impact statements, prefaced by a number in bold-faced type. An explanation of
each impact is followed by an analysis of its significance. The subsection concludes with a
statement that the impact, following implementation of the mitigation measure(s) and/or the
continuation of existing policies and regulations, would be reduced to a less-than-significant level
or would remain significant and unavoidable.

The analysis of environmental impacts considers both the construction and operational phases
associated with implementation of the proposed plan, which includes implementation of the full
specific plan and a separate analysis for Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch, where applicable.
Discussion is organized consistent with the BSMP’s proposed phasing: Full Master Plan, and
then Newkom Ranch, and Kells East Ranch, unless certain resources or impacts would be similar
across the entire BSMP plan area. Proposed development plans for Newkom Ranch and Kells
East Ranch provide a greater level of detail for this environmental impact analysis and, where
appropriate or applicable, this detail is provided under the headings “Newkom Ranch” or “Kells
East Ranch”. As required by section 15126.2(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, direct, indirect,
short-term, long-term, onsite, and/or off-site impacts are addressed, as appropriate, for the
environmental issue area being analyzed. Under CEQA, economic or social changes by
themselves are not considered to be significant impacts, but may be considered in linking a
project to a physical environmental change, or in determining whether an impact is significant.

Potentially feasible mitigation measures pertinent to each individual significant impact, if
available, appear after the impact discussion section. The magnitude of reduction of an impact
and the potential effect of that reduction in magnitude on the significance of the impact is
described. Where BSMP phasing would not influence an impact analysis, no phasing distinction
is made and any mitigation measures are assumed to apply to any and all BSMP-related activities.

3.0.3 Regulatory Framework

Each section provides a discussion of applicable federal, state, and local regulations. The project
site is currently subject to the jurisdiction of Sutter County and its plans and ordinances, but will
also be analyzed under City of Yuba City plans and ordinances in that the project includes a
sphere of influence amendment and annexation of a Phase 1 and 2 to the City. A brief summary
of each is provided, along with a finding regarding the project’s consistency with those regulatory
requirements. The consistency analysis is based on the project as proposed, without mitigation.
Where the project, as proposed, would be consistent with the applicable regulatory requirement,
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no further discussion of project consistency with that regulatory requirement is provided. Note
that compliance with many of the regulations listed below is required as a condition of permit
approval. Where the BSMP development, as proposed, would be potentially inconsistent with the
applicable regulatory requirement, the reader is referred to the specific impact discussion in each
section (i.e., Section 3.X.3, Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation) where the potential inconsistency
is addressed in more detail. Where applicable, that discussion identifies feasible mitigation that
would resolve or minimize the potential inconsistency.

3.0.4 Social and Economic Impacts

Under CEQA, economic and social effects by themselves are not considered to be significant
impacts, and are relevant only insofar as they may serve as a link in a chain of cause and effect
that may connect the proposed action with a physical environmental effect, or they may be part of
the factors considered in determining the significance of a physical environmental effect.l In
addition, economic and social factors may be considered in the determination of feasibility of a
mitigation measure or an alternative to the proposed project.2 As an example, the physical
environmental effects of increased population and employment in the BSMP area are addressed
in the analysis of traffic congestion, increased water demand, or increased demand for energy;
however, the effects of that increased employment on the City’s tax revenues, the cost of police
or fire services, or effects on changes in property values are not appropriately part of this EIR.
That being said, this EIR is only one of many documents that the City may evaluate in its
consideration of the merits of the BSMP. Other such documents include fiscal impact analysis
and municipal services report that may address social, economic, or other issues of importance to
the City.

1 state CEQA Guidelines section 15131.
2 state CEQA Guidelines section 15364.
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3.1 Aesthetics

This section describes existing visual resources on and in the vicinity of the BSMP project site
and describes the changes to those conditions that would result from implementation of the
proposed BSMP.

There were no comments regarding aesthetics and visual quality received in response to the
notice of preparation.

Information and analyses included in this section are based on review of the proposed BSMP, the
proposed BSMP Development Standards and Guidelines, the Yuba City General Plan,! the City
of Yuba City Design Guidelines,?2 the Yuba City Municipal Code and visual reconnaissance of
the BSMP project site and surrounding region through site reconnaissance, photographs, and
review of digital aerial imagery.

3.1.1 Environmental Setting
Regional Setting

Yuba City has historically been an agricultural community. Much of the land in surrounding
unincorporated Sutter County is visually rural in character and dominated by various agricultural
fields, agricultural buildings, trees and other windrows, roads, and the wider expanse of State
Route (SR) 20 and SR 99. Land within the Yuba City limits and Sutter County is generally flat,
with the notable exception of the Sutter Buttes, a small circular complex of eroded volcanic lava
domes approximately 10 miles northwest of the BSMP project site that rises to 2,100 feet, is
oriented in a rosette circle, is approximately 10 miles in diameter, and encompasses
approximately 80,000 acres (see Figure 3.1-3, Viewpoint 4 and Figure 3.1-5, Viewpoint 7).

Views to and from the BSMP Project Site

The BSMP project site is generally level with topographic features that are limited to a small
differential in elevation from the north to the south. The majority of the BSMP project site is in
use for agricultural production, primarily consisting of fruit and nut orchards. The orchards
contain ancillary uses for farm and irrigation activities, along with dirt access roads that connect
to public roadways. A scattering of one- and two-story, wood frame residences are located near
existing public roadways.

Several photos were taken from various areas of the project site (see Figure 3.1-1). Views onto
the BSMP project site west of SR 99 from the northwest consist primarily of orchard trees, with
mature ornamental trees (e.g., conifers, junipers, palm trees), scattered residences, agriculture-
related buildings of various heights and colors, and overhead power lines in the distance (see
Figure 3.1-2, Viewpoint 1). Views from the northwestern portion of the BSMP project site
include various ornamental trees and flowering plants that screen views of large-lot residential
properties, with rows of towering junipers in the distance. Views onto the BSMP

1 City of Yuba City, 2004. Yuba City General Plan. Adopted April 8, 2004.
Mogavero Notestine Associates, 1994. The City of Yuba City Design Guidelines. Adopted November 15, 1994.
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Viewpoint 1: Corner of Bogue Road and South Walton Avenue. View facing southeast.

Viewpoint 2:  South Walton Avenue. BSMP area on left. View facing south.

SOURCE. ESA. 2017 Bogue-Stewart Master Plan and EIR . 140720
U Figure 3.1-2
Plan Area Photographs
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project site from the north and west are framed by Bogue Road and South Walton Avenue, both
of which are two-lane roads with overhead power lines, ornamental trees, and assorted buildings
and driveways comprising the most prominently visible features on the roadway peripheries (see
Figure 3.1-2, Viewpoint 2).

Views onto the BSMP project site west of SR 99 from the southwest and south consist primarily
of a single-story residence at the corner of Stewart Road and South Walton Avenue that is flanked
and shaded by large conifers and other ornamental trees. From the portion of Stewart Road south
of the BSMP project site, close to SR 99, views of orchard trees on the Kells East Ranch property
are set against a backdrop of agriculture-related buildings of various colors and materials (e.g.,
wood, corrugated metal) on the west side of Gilsizer Slough, mature ornamental trees (e.g.,
conifers, junipers), and the Sutter Buttes in the distant background to the northwest (see

Figure 3.1-3, Viewpoints 3 and 4). Views from the southern edge of the BSMP project site west
of SR 99 include the Yuba City School District bus transportation center at 1512 Stewart Road,
with a light-colored, corrugated-metal storage or maintenance building and school bus parking
area. From the portion of Stewart Road south of the BSMP project site, close to SR 99, views
include Gilsizer Slough (an earthen drainage channel) extending southward and flanked by
orchard trees and partial views of associated agriculture-related buildings and residential
buildings of various colors and materials.

SR 99 runs in a north-south direction as a four-lane highway through the BSMP project site
directly between the Kells East property on the west and the Newkom Ranch property on the east.
Traveling northbound on SR 99, views to the east onto the Newkom Ranch property include
various mature trees, rows of orchard trees, and views of the Sierra Nevada mountains in the far
distance on clear days. Views to the west onto the Kells East Ranch property primarily include
orchards, large trees of varying species (e.g., palm trees, conifers, and towering rows of junipers)
within residential subdivisions to the northeast, and the distinctive volcanic peaks of the Sutter
Buttes in the far distance.

Views onto the BSMP project site east of SR 99 from the south on along Stewart Road include
agricultural fields, ranch-style homes, associated outbuildings and structures, and mature trees
fronting Stewart Road and extending to the eastern edge of the BSMP area west of Garden
Highway (see Figure 3.1-4, Viewpoints 5 and 6).

Riverbend Elementary School is located at 301 Stewart Road and is visible from the eastern edge
of the BSMP area west of Garden Highway and from the western portion of the BSMP area east
of Garden Highway. Riverbend Elementary School opened in 2007 and comprises a complex of
postmodern classroom, administrative, and gym buildings with concrete, wood, and glass
elements; a parking lot and drop-off area with ornamental trees and other landscaped elements
that fronts Stewart Road; athletic fields, including a track facility on the northeastern portion of
the campus and a baseball diamond (see Figure 3.1-5, Viewpoint 7).
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Viewpoint 3: Corner of Stewart Road and South Walton Avenue. View facing northeast.

Viewpoint 4: Stewart Road and Highway 99. View facing northwest onto Kells East Ranch property.
Sutter Buttes in background

SOURCE. ESA. 2017 Bogue-Stewart Master Plan and EIR . 140720
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Viewpoint 5: Stewart Road and Railroad Avenue. View facing north.

Viewpoint 6: View onto BSMP area from Stewart Road. View facing northeast.

SOURCE. ESA. 2017 Bogue-Stewart Master Plan and EIR . 140720
U Figure 3.1-4
Plan Area Photographs



Viewpoint 7:  View from BSMP area east of Garden Highway onto Riverbend Elementary School.
View facing northwest.

Viewpoint 8: View onto BSMP area east of Garden Highway. View facing southeast.

SOURCE. ESA. 2017 Bogue-Stewart Master Plan and EIR . 140720
U Figure 3.1-5
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Views onto the BSMP area east of Garden Highway from the roadway and from the residential
subdivision immediately north primarily consist of rows of orchard trees and mature trees that
occupy the majority of the area (see Figure 3.1-5, Viewpoint 8). Views from the BSMP area east
of Garden Highway to the Feather River are blocked by the elevated grade of the Feather River
West Levee.

Views of the BSMP area west of Garden Highway from residential subdivisions that border the
eastern edge of the BSMP area consist of expansive views of agricultural fields with orchard
trees, mature trees, and overhead utility lines within the BSMP area farther to the west. Views to
the east from within the eastern portion of the BSMP area consist mainly of the rear portions of
modern residences located on Shelby Court, Claremont Way and Blue Oak Road within the
modern residential subdivision to the east of the BSMP area.

Views onto the BSMP area from the north along Bogue Road vary by location but generally
consist of expansive views of flat agricultural fields; rows of orchard trees; and mature trees,
overhead utility lines, and residential and agricultural-related structures farther to south within the
BSMP area (see Figure 3.1-6, Viewpoint 9 and 10). From Railroad Avenue, west of SR 99, the
earthen channel of Gilsizer Slough can be viewed extending south into the BSMP area (see
Figure 3.1-7, Viewpoint 11). Views from the northern portions of the BSMP area also vary by
location but generally consist of modern and ranch-style residences and associated mature trees
fronting Bogue Road from South Park Drive on the east to Ramona Avenue on the west; the Quik
Stop gas station at 1285 Bogue Road immediately east of SR 99; and rows of orchard trees and
associated ranch-style residences that extend from SR 99 on the east to the ranch-style buildings,
parking lot, mature trees, and turf areas that comprise the Grace Baptist Church at 1980 South
Walton Avenue.

Background Views

Background views are generally considered to be long range views in excess of 3 to 5 miles from
a vantage point. Background views surrounding the BSMP project site are limited due to the flat
nature of the site and the surrounding landscape. Most of Sutter County is very flat, with the
Sutter Buttes being the exception. The Sutter Buttes, located approximately 10 miles northwest of
the BSMP project site, are visibly prominent throughout Yuba City and Sutter County. The Sutter
Buttes comprise the long range views to the northwest and are visible on a clear day from the
majority of the BSMP project site, except in areas where trees or intervening structures block
views of the mountain range.
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Viewpoint 9: View onto northeastern BSMP area fronting Bogue Road. View facing southwest.

Viewpoint 10: View onto Newkom Ranch property fronting Bogue Road. View facing south.

SOURCE. ESA. 2017 Bogue-Stewart Master Plan and EIR . 140720
U Figure 3.1-6
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Viewpoint 11: View onto BSMP area and Gilsizer Slough from Bogue Road. View facing south.

Viewpoint 12: Railroad Avenue and Tuscan Road. View facing east.

SOURCE. ESA. 2017 Bogue-Stewart Master Plan and EIR . 140720
U Figure 3.1-7
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3.1.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal

There are no regulations that pertain to aesthetics or visual resources that are applicable to the
proposed project.

State
California State Scenic Highway Program

The California State Scenic Highway Program was created by the California Legislature in 1963
to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from change which would diminish the aesthetic
value of lands adjacent to highways. The state laws governing the Scenic Highway Program are
found in the Streets and Highways Code, Section 260 et seq. The State Scenic Highway System
includes a list of highways that are either eligible for designation as scenic highways or have been
so designated. These highways are identified in Section 263 of the Streets and Highways Code.

A highway may be designated scenic depending upon how much of the natural landscape can be
seen by travelers, the scenic quality of the landscape, and the extent to which development
intrudes upon the traveler’s enjoyment of the view. When a city or county nominates an eligible
scenic highway for official designation, it must identify and define the scenic corridor of the
highway. A scenic corridor is the land generally adjacent to and visible from the highway.

A scenic corridor is identified using a motorist’s line of vision. A reasonable boundary is selected
when the view extends to the distant horizon. The corridor protection program does not preclude
development, but seeks to encourage quality development that does not degrade the scenic value
of the corridor. Jurisdictional boundaries of the nominating agency are also considered. The
agency must also adopt ordinances to preserve the scenic quality of the corridor or document such
regulations that already exist in various portions of local codes. These ordinances make up the
scenic corridor protection program. County roads can also become part of the Scenic Highway
System. To receive official designation, the county must follow the same process required for
official designation of state scenic highways. There are no designated state scenic highways in or
in the vicinity of the BSMP project site.3

Local

The BSMP area is currently in unincorporated Sutter County and under jurisdiction of its General
Plan goals, policies, and ordinances. As a result of the implementation of the BSMP, this area
would be annexed into the City of Yuba City and development resulting from plan
implementation must be found to be substantially compliant with its General Plan goals, policies,
and ordinances.

3 california Department of Transportation, 2017. Scenic Highway Routes. Sutter County. Available:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm. Accessed April 12, 2017.
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Yuba City General Plan

The Community Design Element of the City of Yuba City General Plan (2004) “establishes
policies to ensure the creation of public and private improvements that will maintain and enhance
the image, livability, and aesthetics of Yuba City in the years to come.”# The following principles
and policies are applicable to the proposed BSMP.

Guiding Principles

Maintain the identity of Yuba City as a small town community, commercial hub, and
residential community, surrounded by agricultural land and convey, through land uses
and design amenities, Yuba City’s character and place in the Sacramento Valley.

Recognizing the livability and beauty of peer communities with highly designed visual
landscapes, commit to a focus on the visual landscape of Yuba City.

Maintain, develop, and enhance connections between existing and planned
neighborhoods.

Create and build upon a structured open space and parks network, centered on two large
urban parks and the Feather River Corridor.

Strive for lush, landscaped public areas marked by extensive tree plantings.

Design commercial and industrial centers to be visually appealing, to serve both
pedestrians and automobiles, and to integrate into the adjacent urban fabric.

Urban/Rural Edge

Policies

4.2-1-1 Establish a distinct design character for new development along Bogue Road

Township Road and Pease Road in order to clearly demarcate the urban edge.
This will be accomplished by:

» Enforcing a 60-foot minimum rear setback requirement on new development
along these roads;

» Creating a 40-50-foot wide landscaped buffer within the public right-of-way;
» Planting multiple layers of trees closely for visual impermeability; and

» Limiting local access (but allowing collector and arterial access and only a
minimal number of residential streets) from these roads in order to maintain
continuous street edges.

4.2-1-2 Create a “soft” transition at the urban/agricultural edge by appropriate landscape,

with large canopy trees that are visually compatible with schools.

4.2-1-3 Maintain views into the agricultural lands on the rural side of the roadways by:

* Not planting within the right-of-way, trees spaced farther, and

4 City of Yuba City, 2004. Yuba City General Plan. Adopted April 8, 2004. Pp. 4-1.
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» Designating a minimum of 6 feet of space in the right of way for a curb and
gutter on the rural side of the road.

4.2-1-3 Differentiate the landscape treatment of urban edges near key intersections.

Gateways and Entries
Policies

4.3-1-1 Designate Route 99 near Pease Road, Route 99 near Bogue Road, Route 20 near
Township Road, Garden Highway near Drummond Drive, George Washington
near Bogue Road, and the Feather River bridges as entry gateways into Yuba
City, and create distinctive features at these locations, as follows:

- George Washington near Bogue Road. Along George Washington, signs
directing traffic to different neighborhoods and major amenities in the
western portion of the city such as the two major parks, the panhandle, new
neighborhood commercial centers, and the parkways can be introduced,
coupled with differentiated landscaping, at the intersection.

Connections and Corridors

Policies

4.4-G-1 Create a well-connected hierarchy of streets that serve existing and planned
neighborhoods, and strengthen the visual and aesthetic character of each major
corridor.

Neighborhoods
Policies
4.7-1-1 Require new neighborhoods to include components such as a mix of housing

types, open spaces, and community facilities, oriented to a neighborhood center.

4.7-1-2 Continue to use the City’s Design Guidelines in development review and prepare
a design standards “checklist” for new requirements established by the General
Plan.

4.7-1-3 Provide a variety of lot sizes within a neighborhood to foster diverse housing
types.

4.7-1-4 Continue to require on-site common open spaces in multi-family residential
development.

4.7-1-5 Require new housing to provide transitions between the street and building, with
variable front setbacks, building articulation and massing.

4.7-1-9 Place design elements that signify neighborhood identities at the neighborhood
entrances and at neighborhood focal points.

4.7-1-10  Create a sense of a neighborhood identity by gradually decreasing densities away
from neighborhood focal points.

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan 3.1-13 ESA /140720
Environmental Impact Report May 2019



3. Environmental Impacts, Setting, and Mitigation Measures

3.1 Aesthetics

4.7-1-11  Avoid using walls as a neighborhood boundary. Solid edges prevent fluid access
in and out of neighborhoods.

4.7-1-13  Require new developments to underground all utilities needed to serve future
buildings and their occupants and work with PG&E to establish undergrounding
of utilities in existing residential neighborhoods, where financially feasible.

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed BSMP would develop a planned
community with a mix of residential, commercial, office/business, park and recreational sites, and
public facilities on a 741-acre site that is currently occupied primarily by agricultural and rural
residential uses. The proposed BSMP would design residential, commercial, office/business, park
and recreational sites, and public facilities to be visually appealing and include landscaped public
areas marked by extensive tree plantings. The proposed BSMP would include soft transitions at
the urban/agricultural edge by appropriate landscape, setbacks, and buffers in accordance with the
requirement of the Yuba City General Plan. For these reasons the proposed BSMP would be
consistent with the applicable visual resource goals and policies of the Yuba City General Plan.

City of Yuba City Design Guidelines

The goal of the City’s design guidelines is to ensure the highest quality of building design:
designs that are aesthetically pleasing; designs that are compatible with the surroundings in terms
of scale, mass, detailing, and building patterns; designs that accommodate the pedestrian,
automobile, bicycle, and transit circulation; and designs that consider public safety, public
interaction, and historic resources. The design guidelines apply to all commercial and industrial
new construction and renovation projects, new multifamily projects, and new single-family
subdivisions. The following objective applies to the proposed BSMP:

Objective 3. Establish and enhance aesthetic and architectural compatibility within
neighborhoods and commercial areas.

There are additional objectives and guidelines specifically for commercial, single-family housing,
and multifamily housing developments. The associated guidelines are not listed because the
BSMP Design Guidelines would supersede this document for the purposes of the proposed
project. The applicable objectives of the City’s Design Guidelines are provided to demonstrate
general consistency with the proposed BSMP.

Commercial Guidelines
The following objectives apply to the proposed project:

e To promote compatibility between neighboring properties from site and building design as
well as circulation perspective.

e To insure that parking lots support the aesthetic, place-making, and access goals of these
guidelines.

e Toinsure that “transitional” sites relate to their surroundings; transitional sites are those that
stand at the threshold between two distinctly different districts (e.g.: a corner site at the
crossing of a commercial strip and a residential street or the general edge of a commercial
district where it borders a differing use.
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e Project shall fit as an integral part of their surroundings. They should complete and
complement the existing surroundings, including site and building improvements. This can be
achieved by incorporating design elements including, but not limited to: building massing;
alignment of building elements; similar hierarchical groupings such as pairing of windows;
use of similar colors or materials; use of similar shadow casting or other articulating
elements; use of similar building form.

Multifamily Housing Guidelines
The following objective applies to the proposed project:

e To insure that new development is compatible with neighboring uses.

Single Family Housing Guidelines
The following objective applies to the proposed project:

e Toinsure that new development is consistent with the small town, neighborhood-oriented
character of Yuba City.

Proposed BSMP Development Standards and Guidelines

The proposed BSMP Development Standards and Guidelines would provide direction for the
planning, design, and review of development within the BSMP project site. The stated intent of
the Development Standards and Guidelines is to contribute towards the creation of a unified
community that is characterized by high quality, diverse, attractive, and functional development.
The Development Standards and Guidelines would influence the proposed Project’s visual
character by establishing mandatory standards and recommended guidelines for site planning,
architecture, screening, lighting, roadways, streetscapes, and landscaping. The Development
Standards and Guidelines would serve to guide property owners, developers, builders, and design
professionals on project design. They would also be used by public officials in the review,
conditioning, and approval of discretionary development applications within the BSMP project
site. Each individual development would be required to demonstrate how it meets the intent of the
Development Standards and Guidelines.

The Yuba City General Plan, Zoning Code, and Citywide Design Guidelines apply to all projects
and improvements subject to discretionary approval by the City of Yuba City. The proposed
BSMP Development Standards and Guidelines would provide added direction for development
within the BSMP project site. Where the provisions of the proposed BSMP Development
Standards and Guidelines conflict with other City plans or requirements, the provisions of the
Development Standards and Guidelines would prevail. Where the proposed BSMP Development
Standards and Guidelines are silent, the applicable provisions of the other City plans or
requirements would be applicable.
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3.1.3 Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation

Significance Criteria

The significance criteria for this analysis were developed from questions presented in Appendix
G of the State CEQA Guidelines and based on the professional judgment of the City of Yuba City
and its consultants. The proposed BSMP would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

e Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;

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

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

Methodology and Assumptions

In June 2016, an ESA staff member visited the project site and took photographs, including views
to and from the surrounding area (see Figures 3.1-2 to 3.1-7). Digital aerial imagery was also
consulted in the process of preparing this section. Impacts on aesthetics and visual resources are
evaluated using the criteria listed above. Impacts are evaluated assuming full buildout of the
project site and in compliance with the applicable policies of the Yuba City General Plan, the
Yuba City Code of Ordinances, the Yuba City Design Guidelines, and the proposed BSMP
Development Standards and Guidelines provided below.

Issues Not Discussed in Impacts

The BSMP area and surrounding environs do not include any designated state scenic highways.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed BSMP would not adversely affect scenic resources
within a state scenic highway and this issue is not evaluated further in this EIR.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact 3.1-1: Development pursuant to the proposed BSMP could result in a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista.

Full Master Plan, Newkom Ranch, Kells East Ranch

A scenic vista can be defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued
landscape for the benefit of the general public. As discussed above, background views
surrounding the BSMP project site are limited due to the flat topography of the BSMP site and
the surrounding landscape, with the Sutter Buttes being the exception. The Sutter Buttes, a
mountain range that rises to 2,100 feet, is located approximately 10 miles northwest of the BSMP
project site and is visible in views from all over Yuba City and northern Sutter County. The Sutter
Buttes are visible to the northwest on a clear day from many locations around the BSMP project
site, and comprise a unique regional landmark and scenic resource.

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan 3.1-16 ESA /140720
Environmental Impact Report May 2019



3. Environmental Impacts, Setting, and Mitigation Measures

3.1 Aesthetics

The proposed BSMP would develop a planned community with a mix of residential, commercial,
office/business, park and recreational sites, and public facilities on a 741-acre site that is currently
occupied primarily by agricultural and rural residential uses. Implementation of the proposed
BSMP would result in the development of new buildings and structures in the BSMP area,
including buildings up to two stories at a maximum height of 35 feet in areas designated as
Single-Family Residential (R-1/SP-BSMP), up to three stories at a maximum height 35 feet in
areas designated as Low-Medium Density Residential (R-2/SP-BSMP), up to four stories at a
maximum height 48 feet in areas designated as Multi-Family Residential (R-3/SP-BSMP), up to
four stories at a maximum height 52 feet in areas designated as Neighborhood Commercial (C-
1/SP-BSMP) and Community Commercial (C-2/SP-BSMP), and up to four stories at a maximum
height of 52 feet in areas designated as Office Commercial (C-0/SP-BSMP). While the Yuba City
General Plan, Yuba City Design Guidelines, and the proposed BSMP Development Standards
include policies and guidance aimed to reduce obstruction of views, such as the use of step-down
and height-transition techniques, development of the BSMP project site with buildings two to
four stories in height where none currently exist would alter or obstruct existing unobstructed
views of the Sutter Buttes within some areas of the BSMP project site.

Because implementation of the proposed project could result in a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista, this impact would be potentially significant. Further, because there is no feasible
mitigation to reduce this impact, the project impact to scenic vistas would be considered
significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure

None available.

Impact 3.1-2: Development pursuant to the proposed BSMP could substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.

Full Master Plan, Newkom Ranch, Kells East Ranch

The visual character of the BSMP project site is dominated by open agricultural fields and
orchards, scattered one and two-story houses, and agricultural buildings and structures of various
sizes and materials (e.g., metal, wood, concrete). All of the buildings within the BSMP area are
low-rise, primarily one-story buildings. Implementation of the BSMP would gradually replace
agricultural fields and related buildings and structures with modern residential and commercial
structures, parks and open space areas, and associated internal roadways and streets. From a
visual perspective, new development would substantially change the existing visual character of
the BSMP area.

If the proposed project is approved, the BSMP project site would be annexed to the City of Yuba
City, and development would be required to comply with the requirements of the BSMP
Development Standards and Guidelines, the Yuba City General Plan, the Yuba City Design
Guidelines, and the Yuba City Code of Ordinances. The BSMP Development Standards and
Guidelines provide objectives and standards for each type of development proposed in the BSMP.
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Direction on architectural elements, setbacks, lighting, signage, and landscaping included in the
Design Guidelines are aimed to ensure that new development is of a high quality, is visually
appealing, and is compatible with surrounding uses. The Yuba City Design Guidelines reinforce
General Plan objectives to ensure that residential, commercial, and public facilities are designed
to be visually appealing and include landscaped public areas marked by extensive tree plantings.
The BSMP Development Standards and Guidelines, the Yuba City General Plan, the Yuba City
Design Guidelines all include guidance for ensuring soft transitions at the urban/agricultural edge
through the use of appropriate landscape, setbacks, and buffers.

Project Vicinity

Development of a mixed-use project in an area that is predominantly agricultural constitutes a
change in the existing visual character of the site that has the potential to also affect the
surrounding area.

Areas to the west and south of the proposed BSMP project site, which are primarily rural in
character and contain low-rise single-family homes surrounded by orchards and other associated
agricultural operations, would be most affected by this change. Much of the land east of the
portion of the BSMP project site that is west of Garden Highway is dominated by residential
subdivisions, with Riverbend Elementary School located immediately to the south of the
residential subdivisions. Proposed development along the eastern boundary of the BSMP project
site west of Garden Highway would be visually compatible with this existing residential
development and with Riverbend Elementary School, as both areas would be dominated by
single-family homes that are of similar scale, massing, and level of artificial lighting. Land east of
the portion of the BSMP project site east of Garden Highway is physically and visually set off
from the BSMP area by the Feather River and the elevated grade of the Feather River West
Levee, and would be largely unaffected by visual changes associated with development of the
BSMP project site. Land north of the portion of the BSMP area east of Garden Highway area is
dominated by residential subdivisions, and development of this portion of the BSMP project site
would be visually compatible with the existing residential development, as both areas would be
dominated by single-family homes that are of similar scale, massing, and level of artificial
lighting.

Therefore, the areas of concern with regards to impacting the surrounding areas would be areas to
the west and south of the BSMP area. Buffers and landscaping required by BSMP Development
Standards and Guidelines, the Yuba City General Plan, and the Yuba City Design Guidelines
would help to preserve rural views and maintain visual compatibility with these surrounding
areas. For example, where commercial and employment uses are across from existing rural
residential and agricultural uses, the BSMP Development Standards and Guidelines require the
use of appropriate landscaping and building setbacks that are compatible with adjacent rural and
agricultural uses and provide visual impermeability.

Summary

Implementation of the proposed BSMP would alter the visual character of the site by developing
a variety of residential, commercial, office/business, park and recreational sites, and public
facilities on formerly agricultural land. Implementation of the proposed BSMP would
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substantially change the existing visual character of the site and its surroundings. The BSMP
Development Standards and Guidelines are intended to guide future development in the BSMP
area. In addition, development within the BSMP area would be required adhere to the City’s
General Plan policies and Design Guidelines that are designed to address new development and
the interface between existing and new development. However, from a visual perspective new
development would substantially change the existing visual character of the BSMP area, which
would result in a significant impact. In absence of other feasible mitigation measures, the only
option to avoid this impact would be not to implement the BSMP, which would not meet the
City’s objectives.

Because there are no mitigation measures available that could ensure the project would not
substantially change the existing visual character or quality of the BSMP area and its
surroundings, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure

None available.

Impact 3.1-3: The proposed project could create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

Full Master Plan, Newkom Ranch, Kells East Ranch

Under existing nighttime conditions, the BSMP project site is generally dark and does not
generate any significant sources of light or glare. Existing sources of light include the rural
residences within the BSMP project site and from the headlights of vehicles on SR 99 and local
roads. Because existing residential development is sparse, nighttime lighting is generally limited
to within individual properties. Outside of the BSMP project site, existing light sources within
Yuba City includes streetlights, landscape lighting, interior light spilling through windows of
structures, and exterior signage. The nighttime lighting of streets, commercial centers, and other
developed areas combine to create a skyglow effect over the developed portions of the Yuba City.

Nighttime Lighting

Implementation of the proposed BSMP would introduce urban light sources to an area that is
currently largely dark. The primary sources of new nighttime lighting in the BSMP area would be
exterior building lighting, new street lighting, parking lot lights, and headlights of vehicular traffic.

Nighttime lighting is necessary to provide and maintain safe, secure, and attractive environments;
however, these lights have the potential to produce spillover light and glare, and if designed
incorrectly. Although nighttime light is a common feature of urban areas, spillover light can
adversely affect light-sensitive uses, such as residential units at nighttime. Spillover light can
disturb neighbors or other sensitive uses, diminish views of the nighttime sky, and potentially
create hazards for drivers on SR 99.
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Pursuant to Section 8-5.5803, Light Shielding, of the Yuba City Code of Ordinances, “in all
districts, lighting erected to provide illumination of private property for security purposes shall be
shielded so as not to produce obtrusive glare onto the public right-of-way or adjoining
properties.” In addition, development in the BSMP area would be required to comply with Title
24 of the California Code of Regulations, which includes standards that regulate lighting
characteristics such as maximum power, brightness, shielding. Finally, the proposed BSMP
Development Standards and Guidelines include a number of measures designed of prevent
excessive or misdirected nighttime lighting, including the requirement for commercial and
employment uses to use lighting sources with shields located to avoid light spillage and glare
onto adjacent residential properties; the requirement for commercial and employment uses to
locate exterior lighting to minimize ambient light levels while meeting public safety standards;
the requirement for commercial and employment uses use full-cutoff lighting fixtures, diffusers
and other dark-sky and low-glare technologies to reduce light pollution. In addition, the proposed
BSMP Development Standards and Guidelines include a requirement that street lighting
constructed pursuant to the proposed BSMP would be designed to minimize glare and excess
spillage onto neighboring properties and into the sky, and that the lighting should be
appropriately shielded and should incorporate dark-sky technology to reduce overspill.
Adherence to the light-shielding requirements of the Yuba City Code of Ordinances, Title 24 of
the California Code of Regulations, and the measures in the proposed BSMP Development
Standards and Guidelines designed of prevent excessive or misdirected nighttime lighting would
reduce impacts related to excessive or misdirected light. However, because implementation of the
BSMP would permanently increase nighttime lighting, and no feasible mitigation measures are
available to fully preserve nighttime views while at the same time allowing for urban
development, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Glare

Glare results when a light source directly in the field of vision is brighter than the eye can
comfortably accept. Squinting or turning away from a light source is an indication of glare. The
presence of a bright light in an otherwise dark setting may be distracting or annoying or it may
diminish the ability to see other objects in the darkened environment. Reflective glare, such as the
reflected view of the sun from a window or mirrored surface, can be distracting during the day.

As specified in the BSMP Development Standards and Guidelines, residential and commercial
development within the BSMP area shall be prohibited from (1) using reflective glass that
exceeds 50 percent of any building surface, (2) using mirrored glass, (3) using black glass that
exceeds 25 percent of any surface of a building, and (4) using metal building materials that
exceed 50 percent of any street-facing surface of a primarily residential building. In addition, the
proposed BSMP Development Standards and Guidelines include a requirement that street lighting
constructed pursuant to the proposed BSMP would be designed to minimize glare and excess
spillage onto neighboring properties. Required compliance with the glare-reduction requirements
of the BSMP Development Standards and Guidelines would reduce the impact. However,
because implementation of the BSMP would result in increased nighttime lighting and could
include construction of buildings with reflective surfaces that inadvertently cast light and glare in
an existing rural area, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.
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Mitigation Measure

None available.

Cumulative Impacts

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative aesthetic and visual resources impacts
varies by threshold. The cumulative context for each threshold is presented in the impact
discussions below.

Impact 3.1-4: Implementation of the proposed project, in conjunction with development of
other projects in the Yuba City sphere of influence and within nearby Sutter County, could
contribute to cumulative impacts on scenic vistas.

The cumulative context for impacts on scenic vistas is development of the BSMP area in
combination with implementation of other projects in the Yuba City sphere of influence (SOI)
and within adjacent Sutter County.

As discussed in Impact 3.1-1, a scenic vista can be defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive
views of a highly valued landscape for the benefit of the general public. As discussed above,
background views surrounding the BSMP project site are limited due to its flat topography and
surrounding landscape, with the visually-prominent Sutter Buttes being the exception. The Sutter
Buttes are notable features of the background views to the northwest of the BSMP project site,
are visible on a clear day from the majority of the BSMP project site and the surrounding region.

While much of Yuba City to the north of the BSMP project site is developed, development of the
BSMP combined with additional development proposed on lands within the Yuba City SOI and
within adjacent Sutter County that are currently used for a variety of rural residential, agricultural,
and open space uses would cumulatively reduce the availability of views of the Sutter Buttes.
Alteration and obstruction of views would be caused by the introduction of new buildings and
structures where none previously existed or where buildings are of a lesser height than the new
buildings and structures. This cumulative impact is considered significant.

Notwithstanding Yuba City General Plan, Yuba City Design Guidelines, and the BSMP
Development Standards aimed to reduce obstruction of views, such as the use of step-down and
height-transition techniques, development of the BSMP area with buildings two to four stories in
height where none currently exist would alter or obstruct existing unobstructed views of the
Sutter Buttes within some areas of the proposed BSMP area. Because implementation of BSMP
would result in 741 acres of new urban development that would substantially alter scenic vistas,
the proposed project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable, and the impact would be
cumulatively significant.

Because there is no feasible mitigation to reduce this impact, the project’s contribution to
cumulative impacts on scenic vistas would be considered cumulatively significant and
unavoidable.
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Mitigation Measure

None available.

Impact 3.1-5: Implementation of the proposed BSMP, in combination with other projects in
the Yuba City sphere of influence and within adjacent Sutter County, could contribute to
cumulative degradation of visual character and quality.

While much of Yuba City to the north of the BSMP area is already developed, additional
development proposed on lands within the Yuba City SOI and within adjacent Sutter County that
are currently used for a variety of rural residential, agricultural, and open space uses would
substantially change the existing visual character of these areas. This cumulative impact is
considered significant.

As discussed in Impact 3.1-2, implementation of the proposed BSMP would alter the visual
character of the proposed BSMP project site by developing a variety of residential, commercial,
office/business, park and recreational sites, and public facilities on formerly agricultural land.
Implementation of the proposed BSMP would substantially change the existing visual character
of the site and its surroundings.

Notwithstanding Yuba City General Plan, Yuba City Design Guidelines, and the BSMP
Development Standards aimed to address new development and the interface between existing
and new development, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative changes in the visual
character of areas surrounding the BSMP project site would be cumulatively considerable, and
the impact would be potentially cumulatively significant.

Because there is no feasible mitigation to reduce this impact, the project’s contribution to
cumulative impacts on visual character would be considered cumulatively significant and
unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure

None available.

Impact 3.1-6: Implementation of the proposed BSMP would contribute to a cumulative
increase in light and glare in the vicinity of the BSMP project site.

Nighttime Lighting
Spillover lighting and glare are localized effects that are not cumulative in nature. Accordingly,
this analysis addresses cumulative effects related to reduced visibility of the nighttime sky.

Increased urbanization contributes new sources of light and glare that would contribute to the
substantial amount of new nuisance light or glare into the surrounding area. Increased urban
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lighting throughout the BSMP project site, the Yuba City SOI, and within adjacent Sutter County
would contribute to a sky-glow effect and reduce the visibility of the nighttime sky. This is
considered a significant cumulative impact.

As discussed in Impact 3.1-3, pursuant to Section 8-5.5803, Light Shielding, of the Yuba City
Code of Ordinances, “in all districts, lighting erected to provide illumination of private property
for security purposes shall be shielded so as not to produce obtrusive glare onto the public right-
of-way or adjoining properties.” In addition, development in the BSMP area would be required to
comply with Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, which includes standards that
regulate lighting characteristics such as maximum power, brightness, shielding. Finally, the
proposed BSMP Development Standards and Guidelines include a number of measures designed
of prevent excessive or misdirected nighttime lighting, including the requirement for commercial
and employment uses to use lighting sources with shields located to avoid light spillage and glare
onto adjacent residential properties; the requirement for commercial and employment uses to
locate exterior lighting to minimize ambient light levels while meeting public safety standards;
the requirement for commercial and employment uses use full-cutoff lighting fixtures, diffusers
and other dark-sky and low-glare technologies to reduce light pollution. In addition, the proposed
BSMP Development Standards and Guidelines include a requirement that street lighting
constructed pursuant to the proposed BSMP would be designed to minimize glare and excess
spillage onto neighboring properties and into the sky, and that the lighting should be
appropriately shielded and should incorporate dark-sky technology to reduce overspill.

Adherence to the light-shielding requirements of the Yuba City Code of Ordinances, Title 24 of
the California Code of Regulations, and the measures in the proposed BSMP Development
Standards and Guidelines designed of prevent excessive or misdirected nighttime lighting would
reduce the proposed BSMP’s contribution to cumulative increase in excessive or misdirected light
in the vicinity of the BSMP area. However, because implementation of the BSMP would
permanently increase nighttime lighting in the vicinity of the BSMP area, and no feasible
mitigation measures are available to fully preserve nighttime views while at the same time
allowing for urban development, this impact would be cumulatively significant and
unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure

None available.
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3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

This section of the Draft EIR describes the existing agricultural uses in the BSMP area and
surrounding area, and evaluates the potential for loss of farmland and other effects on agricultural
productivity. This section also evaluates potential effects to forestry resources.

Comment letters received in response to the notice of preparation address the conversion of
farmland to nonagricultural uses and the need to mitigate such an impact. Impacts to farmland
from conversion to nonagricultural uses are discussed in this section along with applicable
mitigation for potentially significant impacts to farmlands.

The analysis included in this section is based on project-specific construction and operational
features, and data provided by the City of Yuba City General Plan,! Sutter County General Plan,?2
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), the California Department of Conservation (DOC),
the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), and Sutter County LAFCo.

3.2.1 Environmental Setting

Agricultural Setting

Existing Agriculture in Sutter County

Sutter County (County) has a long history of agricultural uses, being suited for the production of
rice, dried plums and a fast growing segment of English walnuts, almonds, sunflower seeds, rice
seed and apiary products.3 According to the Sutter County Agricultural Commissioner, the gross
value for Sutter County agricultural production for 2016 was $514,408,000, a decrease of
$23,739,000 or 4.4 percent from the total 2015 value.* Notable trends in 2016 include:

¢ Rice remained the top ranking crop in 2016 with acreage rising 27 percent due to increased
water allocations with a total value of $127,469,000.

e The total value of walnuts increased 53 percent in 2016 due to higher acreage and yields,
rising to $118,750,000 from $77,454,000 in 2015.

e Processing peaches had a slight increase in acreage and price to a total of $56,801,000.
e Nursery products decreased in value by 10 percent to $35,651,000.
e Tomatoes also decreased by 23 percent to a total value of $34,889,000.

e Almonds increased in acreage and yields despite a dip in price to a total value of $31,435,000.

Overall, Sutter County agricultural production appears to have steadied, following a substantial
decline in production value in 2015, which included a 60 percent decline in walnut production

City of Yuba City, 2004. Yuba City General Plan. Adopted April 8, 2004.

Sutter County, 2011. Sutter County 2030 General Plan. Adopted March 29, 2011.

Sutter County, 2008. Sutter County General Plan Update Technical Background Report. February, 2008. Pp. 2.2-16.
Sutter County Agricultural Commissioner, 2017. Sutter County Crop and Livestock Report 2016. September 2017.
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value, as a factor.® The value of agricultural production in Sutter County has been impacted both
positively and negatively by a number of external factors, including seasonal weather
fluctuations, annual precipitation, groundwater usage, industry trends, market values, national and
global demand for specific crops, competing global supplies of specific crops, and changes in
methods and efficiency. These elements have contributed to boons in production or value in some
years and substantial declines others. Nonetheless, 20 years of crop data, from 1997 to 2016,
reflects an average agricultural production value that has increased by $12,486,226, or 4 percent,
annually.® During that period, production value has ranged from $264,673,000 in 2001 to
$726,066,000 in 2014.7

According to USDA 2016 data, approximately 30 percent of County land area was in rice
production; 16 percent fallow/idle cropland; 10 percent in walnut production; 7 percent grass/
pasture; 5 percent in almond production; and 19 percent in production of a variety of other crops.8
Compared to USDA 2010 data, and consistent with Sutter County Agricultural Commissioner
data, the County has undergone a substantial transition in types of crops produced.

Existing Agriculture Activities in and Adjacent to the Plan Area

The plan area is bordered to the north and east by urbanized areas of the City of Yuba City. To
the south and west, the plan area borders a mix of uses, much of which consists of agricultural
land uses. Within the plan area the majority of agricultural uses are dedicated to orchard crops,
including walnuts, plums, almonds, sorghum, pistachios, peaches, nectarines, and olives, as
shown in Figure 3.2-1.° The USDA list of crops and acreage is shown in Table 3.2-1.10

Farmland Classification

The DOC’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) identifies agricultural land that
is lost, as well as gained, during two-year periods. The FMMP reports changes in the amounts of
different types of farmland based on farmland classifications, which take into consideration soil
suitability, availability of water, past and current agricultural practices, and other factors.
Agricultural land is quantified based upon acreage and classified as Prime, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, and Grazing Land. Under CEQA,
Important Farmland is comprised of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and
Unique Farmland. For comparison, the FMMP also quantifies the amount of urban land and other
lands within the County. The farmland classifications within and adjacent to the plan area are
shown in Figure 3.2-2. The farmland acreage within the plan area is presented in Table 3.2-2.

Sutter County Agricultural Commissioner, 2016. Sutter County Crop and Livestock Report 2015. September 2016.
Sutter County Agricultural Commissioner & ESA, 2017. Analysis of data from Sutter County crop and livestock
reports for crop years 1997 through 2016.

Sutter County Agricultural Commissioner & ESA, 2017. Analysis of data from Sutter County crop and livestock
reports for crop years 1997 through 2016.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2016. 2016 Cropland Data Layer Statistics
for Sutter, California. Available: https://nassgeodata.gmu.edu/CropScape/. Accessed March 21, 2017.

List of crops are based on 2016 USDA data and may have changed at the time of publication of this document.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2016. 2016 Cropland Data Layer Statistics
for Sutter, California. Available: https://nassgeodata.gmu.edu/CropScape/. Accessed March 21, 2017.
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TABLE 3.2-1
USDA CROP DATA (IN ACRES)

Type Acres
Almonds 37.8
Fallow and idle 138.9
Olives 2.7
Peaches & Nectarines 12.4
Pistachios 15.7
Plums 99.7
Sorghum 29.3
Walnuts 261.9

SOURCE: USDA, 2016

TABLE 3.2-2
FARMLAND ACREAGE — SUTTER COUNTY AND PLAN AREA

Farmland Type Sutter County Plan Area
Prime Farmland 161,019 97.5
Farmland of Statewide Importance 104,003 483.5
Unique Farmland 16,087 0
Total Important Farmland 281,109 581
Farmland of Local Importance 0 0
Total Farmland 281,109 581
Grazing Land 54,327 36.4
Total Agricultural Land 335,436 617.4
Urban and Built-Up Land 13,607 39.4
Other Land 38,386 84.8
Water Land 1,883 0
Total Area Inventoried 389,312 741.6

SOURCE: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program, 2014. Land Use Conversion Table 2012-2014 (Table A-42). Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Documents/fmmp/pubs/2012-2014/conversion_tables/sutcon14.xls.

The farmland classifications in the County are defined as follows:

Prime Farmland

Prime farmland denotes the best combination of physical, climatic, and chemical features able to
sustain long-term agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing season, and
moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields. Land must have been used for irrigated
agricultural production at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date. Prime
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Farmland is present in and to the north and south of the plan area along the pathway of Gilsizer
Slough (see Figure 3.2-2).

Farmland of Statewide Importance

Farmland of Statewide Importance is farmland similar to Prime Farmland, but with minor
shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil moisture. Land must have been
used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the four years prior to the mapping
date. Farmland of Statewide Importance is present throughout the plan area and bordering
agricultural land uses immediately south and west of the plan area.

Unique Farmland

Unique Farmland is farmland of lesser quality soils used for the production of the state's leading
agricultural crops. This land is usually irrigated, but may include non-irrigated orchards or
vineyards as found in some climatic zones in California. Land must have been cropped at some
time during the four years prior to the mapping date. There is no Unique Farmland within or
adjacent to the plan area.

Farmland of Local Importance

Farmland of Local Importance is land that does not otherwise meet the criteria as Prime
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland, but is nevertheless
understood to be important to the local agricultural economy as determined by each county's
board of supervisors and a local advisory committee. There is no Farmland of Local Importance
within or adjacent to the plan area.

Grazing Land

Grazing land does not meet the categories described above, but is land on which the existing
vegetation is suited to the grazing of livestock. Grazing Land is present within the plan area and
to the east along the Feather River.

Urban and Built-Up Land

Urban and built-up land is occupied by structures with a building density of at least one unit to
1.5 acres, or approximately six structures to a 10-acre parcel. This land is used for residential,
industrial, commercial, construction, institutional, public administration, railroad and other
transportation yards, cemeteries, airports, golf courses, sanitary landfills, sewage treatment, water
control structures, and other developed purposes. Urban and Built-Up Land is present within the
plan area primarily along Railroad Avenue and Stewart Road, within the Yuba City limits to the
north and east, and to the south along State Route 99 and Railroad Avenue in the unincorporated
county.

Other Land

Land designated as Other Land is not included in any other mapping category. Common
examples include low density rural developments; brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas not
suitable for livestock grazing; confined livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities; strip mines,
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borrow pits; and water bodies smaller than forty acres. Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded
on all sides by urban development and greater than 40 acres is mapped as Other Land. Within the
plan area, this classification is found primarily along Railroad Avenue and Stewart Road.

Water

Land designated as Water includes perennial water bodies of at least 40 acres in surface area. The
Feather River, immediately east of the plan area is designated as Water. There is no portion of the
project site designated as Water.

Summary

As of 2014, the DOC reported that Sutter County included 335,436 acres of agricultural land,
which includes 281,109 acres of Important Farmland (all types), as well as 54,327 acres of
grazing land.1! Agricultural land represents 86 percent of all land inventoried (389,312 acres
total) in Sutter County.12

As part of its biannual land inventory, the FMMP inventories the amount of farmland lost and
gained. Between 2012 and 2014, the FMMP reported that Sutter County lost 1,003 acres of
Important Farmland (Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and
Farmland of Local Importance). However, with the addition of 1,095 acres of grazing land during
that time period, the overall net conversion of agricultural land in Sutter County was a gain of

92 acres.13

Of the 741-acre BSMP area, a total of 581 acres are classified as Important Farmland. Compared
to the County total (281,109 acres), the plan area contains 0.2 percent of the total Important
Farmland within the County. Of the site total, 97.5 acres are Prime Farmland, 483.5 acres are
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 36.4 acres are grazing land. There is no Unique Farmland
or Farmland of Local Importance within the plan area. The site also includes 84.8 acres of Other
Land and 39.4 acres of Urban and Built-up Land.

Land Capability Classification Ratings

One method for evaluating soil quality for agricultural purposes is the land capability rating
provided by the NRCS. Capability classes provide insight into the suitability of a soil for field
crop uses based on factors that include texture, erosion, wetness, permeability, and fertility. Land
capability classification generally shows the suitability of soils for most kinds of field crops. Land

11 california Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Table A-42, Sutter County, 2012-2014 Land Use Conversion Table. Available:
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Documents/fmmp/pubs/2012-2014/conversion_tables/sutcon14.xls.
Accessed March 22, 2017.

12 california Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Table A-42, Sutter County, 2012-2014 Land Use Conversion Table. Available:
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Documents/fmmp/pubs/2012-2014/conversion_tables/sutcon14.xls.
Accessed March 22, 2017.

13 california Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Table A-42, Sutter County, 2012-2014 Land Use Conversion Table. Available:
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Documents/fmmp/pubs/2012-2014/conversion_tables/sutcon14.xls.
Accessed March 22, 2017.
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capability classes are designated by the numerically 1 through 8. These designations indicate
progressively greater limitations and narrower options for practical use. Class 1 and 2 soils may
only have slight to moderate limitations that restrict their use, while Class 7 and 8 soils have
severe limitations that make them unsuitable for cultivation. Class 1 and 2 soils generally support
Prime Farmland.

As defined by the NRCS, the plan area includes three surface and near-surface soil units.14

Conejo-Tisdale Complex (126)

This map unit consists of approximately 45 percent Conejo loam and similar soils; 40 percent
Tisdale clay, loam, and similar soils; and 15 percent minor components. The Conejo-Tisdale soil
is well drained loam at a moderate depth over a hardpan. Conejo loam has a land capability of 4c
when non-irrigated, the limiting factor being climate. When irrigated Conejo loam has a land
capability classification of “1” and supports Prime Farmland. Without irrigation, Tisdale clay
loam has a land capability classification of “4s,” with shallow depth, drought, or stony
composition as general limiting factors. When irrigated, Tisdale clay loam has a land capability
classification of “3s,” with similar limiting factors.

Conejo-Urban Land Complex (127)

This map unit consists of approximately 45 percent Conejo loam, and similar soils; 45 percent
urban land; and 10 percent minor components. The Conejo-Urban Land complex is a well-
drained loam at a moderate depth over a hardpan. As described above, Conejo loam has a land
capability classification of “4c” when not irrigated and “1” when irrigated, and supports Prime
Farmland. Urban land has a land capability classification of “8s” and does not have an alternate
classification for irrigation.

Garretson Variant Loam (131)

This map unit consists of approximately 85 percent Garretson variant loam and similar soils, and
15 percent minor components. The Garretson variant loam is a well-drained loam soil at a
moderate depth in floodplains. Garretson variant loam has a land capability classification of “4c¢”
when not irrigated, with shallow depth, drought, or stony composition serving as limiting factors.
When irrigated, the soil type has a land capability classification of “1” which supports Prime
Farmland.

Williamson Act Contract Lands

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, also known as the Williamson Act, recognizes the
importance of agricultural land and includes provisions to protect and ensure the orderly
conversion of agricultural land. The Act allows property owners to enter into contracts with the
County through which they commit to not developing the subject property in exchange for a
guarantee that the property will be taxed at agricultural values. Requirements for qualification and

14 Natural Resource Conservation Service, 2016. Web Soil Survey; Land Capability Classification — Sutter County,
California; Version 13, Survey Area Data. September 12, 2016. Available:
https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx. Accessed March 22, 2017.
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participation in the Williamson Act program are discussed in greater detail below in Section
3.2.2, Regulatory Setting.

There are no parcels subject to a Williamson Act contract within the BSMP plan area.

Forestry Setting

The BSMP area and surrounding areas are a mix of developed and rural agricultural land uses.
There are no forested lands or lands being used for the harvest, production, or processing of
timber or related products within, or in the vicinity of the plan area.

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines defines forestland as land that can support 10 percent
native tree cover and woodland vegetation of any species — including hardwoods — under natural
conditions, and that allows for management of one or more forest resource — including timber,
aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation — other public benefits
(California Public Resources Code 12220[g]). In addition, the BSMP and off-site improvement
areas are not zoned as forestland, timberland, or a Timberland Production Zone. Implementing
the BSMP and off-site improvements would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forestry resources or result in conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Because
there are no forestry resources present in the plan area, this issue is not addressed further in this
EIR.

3.2.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal

There are no federal regulations that pertain to agricultural and forestry resources that are
applicable to the proposed project.

State

Williamson Act

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (Government Code Section 51200), also known as
the Williamson Act, recognizes the importance of agricultural land as an economic resource. The
Williamson Act enables local governments to enter into contracts with private landowners for the
purpose of restricting specific parcels of land to agricultural or related open space use. In return,
landowners receive reduced property tax assessments because they are based upon farming and
open space uses as opposed to full market value.

Williamson Act contracts remain in effect for 10 years. Contracts are automatically renewed
every 10 years, unless the property owner files for a notice of nonrenewal with the County. The
contracts may not be cancelled, except for a limited number of public purposes and a cancellation
fee could be assessed. The filing of a notice of nonrenewal triggers a nine-year dissolution period
on the contract. When Williamson Act contract lands are annexed to a city, that city assumes to
the administration of the contract, which typically remains in force until it is cancelled or expires.
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Within the BSMP plan area there are no parcels currently subject to a Williamson Act contract.
However, it is possible that an agricultural property owner within the plan area could enter into a
Williamson Act contract with the County prior to proposed annexation of the plan area to the City
of Yuba City.

Right to Farm

California law provides that an agricultural activity which has been in operation for three years or
more cannot become a nuisance due to changed circumstances, including new residential
development, which occurs near the farming operation provided that the farm was not a nuisance
when it began. This provision is codified in Section 3482.5 of the Civil Code, and supersedes
contrary local ordinances and regulations. Also under state law, any homes that are sold within
one mile of land designated on the County’s “Important Farmland Map” must contain a deed
disclosure notifying the purchaser of the limitations on nuisance claims provided by the right to
farm law (Civil Code Sec 1103.4).

Public Resources Code (CEQA) Section 21060.1
Under CEQA agricultural land is defined as follows:

a. “Agricultural land” means prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, or unique
farmland, as defined by the United States Department of Agriculture land inventory and
monitoring criteria, as modified for California.

b. Inthose areas of the state where lands have not been surveyed for the classifications
specified by subdivision (a), “agricultural land” means land that meets the requirements
of “prime agricultural land” as defined in paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (4) of subdivision (c)
of Section 51201 of the Government Code. (Public Resources Code (PRC) Section
21060.1.)

The FMMP was established in 1982 to assess the location, quality, and quantity of agricultural
lands and the conversion of these lands. The FMMP provides analysis of agricultural land use and
land use changes throughout California using USDA inventory and monitoring criteria.

Local

The BSMP area is currently in unincorporated Sutter County and under jurisdiction of its General
Plan goals, policies, and ordinances. As a result of the implementation of the BSMP, this area
would be annexed into the City of Yuba City and development resulting from plan
implementation must be found to be substantially compliant with its General Plan goals, policies,
and ordinances. Although within the City, adjacent areas to the west and south would remain
unincorporated; therefore, BSMP development would still need to consider the County’s goals,
policies, and ordinances at those adjacent areas. The following presents those goals, policies, and
ordinances of both the Yuba City General Plan and the Sutter County General Plan that address a
project’s effect to agricultural and forestry resources.
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Sutter County LAFCo

Sutter County LAFCo is responsible for consideration of the proposed sphere of influence
amendment (SOIA) and annexation for the BSMP area and will use this EIR during its review of
the proposed action. Sutter County LAFCo has adopted a comprehensive list of guidelines and
policies to implement its stated objectives; some policies are intended to provide guidance to the
Commission and are not directly applicable to actions by local jurisdictions.

As required by Government Code 56668, one of the factors Sutter LAFCo must consider when
reviewing petitions for a change in governmental boundary or status is the effect of the proposal
on maintaining the physical and economic integrity of agricultural lands.1> While there are no
specific LAFCo policies relating to agricultural and/or forestry resources, LAFCo consideration
will include the above-referenced considerations for maintaining the integrity of agricultural
lands and all other impacts disclosed in this EIR.

City of Yuba City General Plan
The following guiding and implementing policies from the Yuba City General Plan are relevant
to agricultural resources or forestry:

Guiding Policy 3.4-G-1 Maintain a well-defined compact urban form, with a defined
urban growth boundary and urban development intensities on
land designated for urban uses.

Implementing Policy

3.4-1-4 Support the County’s efforts to maintain viable agricultural uses surrounding the
City in areas outside the proposed Urban Growth Boundary.

Guiding Policy 4.2-G-1 Establish a clear distinction between the urban growth area and
the surrounding rural and agricultural land.

Implementing Policies

4.2-1-2 Create a “soft” transition at the urban/agricultural edge by appropriate landscape,
with large canopy ties that are visually compatible with schools.

4.2-1-3 Maintain views into the agricultural land on the rural side of the roadways by:
¢ Not planting within the right-of-way, trees spaced farther, and

e Designating a minimum of 6 feet of space in the right-of-way for a curb and
gutter on the rural side of the road.

Guiding Policy 8.2-G-1 Promote preservation of agriculture outside of the urban
growth area.

15 sutter County Local Agency Formation Commission, 2016. Rules of Procedures Manual; Pursuant to the Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000. As amended August 25, 2016.
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Implementing Policies

8.2-1-1 Work with the County to preserve agricultural uses in areas outside the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB) and within greenbelts established around the exterior
of the UGB.

The City should work with Sutter County to encourage the continuation of
farming activities outside the City’s and Urban Growth Boundary. Programs
such as conservation easements and Williamson Act contracts should be pursued.

8.2-1-2 Facilitate the continuance of agricultural activities within the City’s urban growth
area until the land is needed to accommodate population and employment
growth. During this interim, minimize conflicts between agricultural uses and
urban/suburban uses through site design techniques (not necessarily structural
barriers).

8.2-1-3 Require property developers adjacent to sites where agricultural uses are being
conducted to inform subsequent buyers of potential continued agricultural
production and the lawful use of agricultural chemicals, including pesticides and
fertilizers.

8.2-1-6 Work with government agencies and non-profit land trusts to assist owners of
undeveloped lands (sufficient in size to allow continued agricultural uses) to
remain in agricultural open space on the perimeter of the urban growth area.

Potential programs may include purchase of conservation easements or creation
of agricultural land trusts.

The BSMP would support the County’s efforts to maintain viable agricultural uses surrounding
the City in areas outside the proposed Urban Growth Boundary, through the establishment of
urban edge roadways along areas where the plan area borders agricultural uses. A clear
distinction between the urban growth area and the surrounding rural and agricultural land would
be provided through extended landscape buffering, sound walls, and other buffering elements that
would create a “soft” transition at the urban/agricultural edge. Urban edge roadways would
maintain views into the agricultural land on the rural side of the roadways by bot planting within
the right-of-way and designating space in the right-of-way for a curb and gutter on the rural side
of the road. For the above reasons, BSMP borders with neighboring agricultural uses would be
consistent with City of Yuba City General Plan Policy.

As discussed later in Section 3.2.3 Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation, the City would need to
work with the County to preserve agricultural uses in areas outside the City’s SOI. The City
would need to work with Sutter County to encourage the continuation of farming activities
outside the City’s SOI. The City would facilitate the continuance of agricultural activities within
the City’s urban growth area until the land is needed to accommodate population and employment
growth. During this interim, the City would make efforts to minimize conflicts between
agricultural uses and urban/suburban uses through site design techniques and right-to-farm
notification. More specifically, the City would require property developers adjacent to sites where
agricultural uses are being conducted to inform subsequent buyers of potential continued
agricultural production and the lawful use of agricultural chemicals, including pesticides and

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan 3.2-12 ESA /140720
Environmental Impact Report May 2019



3. Environmental Impacts, Setting, and Mitigation Measures

3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

fertilizers. Finally, the City would work with government agencies and non-profit land trusts to
assist owners of undeveloped lands (sufficient in size to allow continued agricultural uses) to
remain in agricultural open space on the perimeter of the urban growth area. Potential programs
may include purchase of conservation easements or creation of agricultural land trusts. If the
above measures were successfully implemented, the BSMP would be consistent with City of
Yuba City General Plan policies, as they pertain to agricultural resources.

Sutter County General Plan

The following guiding policies and policies from the Sutter County General Plan are relevant to
agricultural resources or forestry:

Goal AG 1 Preserve and protect high-quality agricultural lands for long-term
agricultural production.

Policies

AG 1.13  Cooperation with Other Agencies. Coordinate with the cities, the Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo), local service providers, and the relevant
agencies on joint mechanisms to preserve agricultural lands and limit urban
encroachment and the extension of urban services and infrastructure into
agricultural areas. (AG 1-C)

AG24 Coordination with Cities. Coordinate with the cities to encourage that new
development in the cities mitigates impacts upon unincorporated agricultural uses
and operations including the provision of right to farm notifications and buffering
on city development projects. (AG 1-C)

Sutter County Zoning Code

Avrticle 19 of the County’s zoning code requires the inclusion of permanent agricultural buffers
“to provide for the long-term viability of agricultural operations and to minimize potential
conflicts between adjacent agricultural and new, non-agricultural development and uses.” A 168-
foot buffer must be located on non-agricultural land where it is adjacent to agricultural properties.

3.2.3 Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation

Significance Criteria

The significance criteria for this analysis were developed from questions presented in Appendix
G of the State CEQA Guidelines and based on the professional judgement of the City of Yuba
City and its consultants. The proposed plan would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Result in conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural use;
e Conflict with a Williamson Act contract;

e Convert forest land to non-forest use;

e Conflict with zoning for forest land or timber land; or

o Indirectly result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.
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Methodology and Assumptions

As noted above, Important Farmland is defined under CEQA as “prime farmland, farmland of
statewide importance, or unique farmland, as defined by the United States Department of
Agriculture land inventory and monitoring criteria, as modified for California” (PRC

Section 21060.1). Therefore, loss or conversion of these lands would be a loss of Important
Farmland and result in a significant impact under CEQA. The FMMP was compared with project
maps to determine the types of farmland that could be affected by the proposed project.

Figure 3.2-2 shows the existing FMMP classifications for the BSMP area.

Issues Not Discussed in Impacts

e Convert forest land to non-forest use. The plan area does not include any land, and is not
adjacent to any land, that is active forest land or timberland used for timber harvest or
production, processing, or support of harvested timber. Therefore, project implementation
would not conflict with zoning for forest land or timberland; this issue is not evaluated further
in this EIR.

e Conflict with zoning for forest land or timberland. The plan area does not include any
land, and is not adjacent to any land, that is zoned as forest land or timberland. Therefore,
project implementation would not conflict with zoning for forest land or timberland; this
issue is not evaluated further in this EIR.

e Conflict with zoning for agricultural land or with Williamson Act contracts. Within the
plan area, there are no parcels currently under Williamson Act contract. The project includes
a change to the zoning as part of the actions, ensuring that the future proposed uses are
consistent with the underlying zoning. Therefore, there would be no conflict; this issue is not
evaluated further in this EIR.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact 3.2-1: The proposed BSMP would result in conversion of Important Farmland to
non-agricultural use.

As described above, the plan area includes 97.5 acres of Prime Farmland and 483.5 acres of
Farmland of Statewide Importance. Together, these two categories comprise 581 acres of
Important Farmland. Implementation of the proposed plan would convert all 581 acres of
Important Farmland to non-agricultural use. Bordering Sutter County land uses also include
Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance, immediately south and west of the plan
area.

Development of the proposed project would result in the loss of Prime Farmland and Farmland of
Statewide Importance. As noted above, implementation of the BSMP would result in the
permanent loss of approximately 581 acres of land designated as Prime Farmland and Farmland
of Statewide Importance. Adoption of the BSMP would not directly and immediately convert this
land to non-agricultural use, but it would facilitate future development of the project site and
cause the eventual loss of this farmland as the project is built out.
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During the City’s 2004 General Plan update, the City determined that there was no feasible
mitigation for the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses outside of those
outlined in the General Plan. At the time, the City evaluated the loss of farmland within the City’s
Sphere of Influence and determined the loss of agricultural land was a significant and
unavoidable impact.

While it is acknowledged that the BSMP area was not considered given that it is located outside
of the City’s SOI, the loss of farmland was discussed as part of the 2004 General Plan process
that resulted in numerous policies designed to reduce the impact of converting agricultural lands
to non-agricultural uses. Given their underlying goal of protecting productive agricultural land,
they provide a foundation the BSMP and for protecting agricultural land proximate to the BSMP
while also attempting to minimize the premature conversion or disinvestment of farmland where
future growth is anticipated but development may not occur for several years.

As noted above, while the BSMP was not discussed during the 2004 General Plan process, it was
contemplated for possible Yuba City SOI expansion as part of Sutter County’s 2030 General Plan
process in 2011. Through discussions between the City and the County, it was acknowledged that
the BSMP area was appropriate for urban type development. This was memorialized on Figure
1-3 of the Sutter County General Plan (SCGP), which identifies the area as “Yuba City Possible
Future SOL.” Even more so, the SCGP anticipated the BSMP developing with urban uses per the
following:

South of Yuba City’s SOI, the proposed General Plan proposes estate residential,
low density residential, commercial, and some industrial, and agriculture uses
near Highway 99. These low density uses would provide a transition from the
single family development within the city limits to the north to the proposed
commercial and industrial uses to the south.16

Thus, should the area not develop in accordance with the land use designations per the BSMP, the
SCGP contemplates the area being developed with rural estate type developments at densities
significantly lower than prescribed by the BSMP. Rural estate residences consume large
quantities of land and do not provide housing for the masses. Rather, they are typically too small
for efficient agricultural production or urban development. In addition, rural residences interrupt
efficient urban development patterns given that development often leapfrogs rural parcel creating
rural enclaves. Moreover, the rural residencies would not reduce the likelihood or the premature
conversion of agricultural land to urban uses, rather it would result in inefficient land use patterns
given that the area is not, nor would it be, served by urban services including community sewer
and/or water systems. Based on rural development patterns and to accommodate private water
wells and septic systems, parcels would likely range between 1-2.5 acres in area and would
undoubtedly result in a greater number of acres being converted to non-agricultural uses while
resulting in less residential units.

16 sutter County, 2011. Sutter County 2030 General Plan. Adopted March 29, 2011. pp. 4-17.
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The City has determined that there are no feasible mitigation measures to address the conversion of
agricultural land to developed uses other than to prevent development from occurring altogether.
While the BSMP is located outside of the City’s SOI, it is contemplated for conversion as part of
the SCGP, albeit to densities less than what is envisioned as part of the BSMP.

With that said, the City is committed to policies designed to support the County’s efforts to
maintain viable agricultural areas. For example, Implementing Policy 8.1-1-1 requires the City to
coordinate with Sutter County to create a greenway or open space buffer around the City’s urban
growth area to preserve open space. Implementing Policy 8.2-1-1 requires the City to work with
the County to preserve agricultural uses in areas outside of the SOI and Implementing Policy
8.2-1-2 requires the City to facilitate the continuance of agricultural activities within the City’s
SOl until the land is needed to accommodate population and employment growth. Implementing
Policy 8.2-1-6 requires the City to work with other Government agencies or non-profit groups to
assist landowners to keep their land in agriculture. As noted above, approval of this project would
not immediately convert agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. It is anticipated that as the land
is sold to developers it would be converted. However, due to the current economic environment it
is anticipated that development may proceed slower than originally anticipated. The Yuba City
General Plan includes policies that encourage the continuation of existing farming operations as
discussed below.

e Policy 8.2-1-2 requires the City to facilitate the continuance of agricultural activities within
the City’s urban growth area until the land is needed to accommodate population and
employment growth. Under this policy, at the discretion of existing land owners, agricultural
activity could continue for the foreseeable future for parcels that are not proposed for
development.

e Policy 8.2-1-3 requires property developers adjacent to sites where agricultural uses are being
conducted to inform subsequent buyers of ongoing agricultural operations including the
lawful use of agricultural chemicals, including pesticides and fertilizers. Developers within
and adjacent to the BSMP would be required to adhere to this policy, which would lessen
potential land use conflicts where development occurs adjacent to existing agriculture. Policy
8.2-1-3 would apply to development adjacent to ongoing agricultural operations within the
plan area as well as to development along South Walton Avenue and Stewart Road, which
would border agricultural land uses.

e Policies 8.2-1-1 and 8.2-1-6 require the City to work with Sutter County and other government
agencies to preserve agricultural uses in areas outside of the City’s SOI.

e The Sutter County General Plan has a complementary policy (LU 5-A) requiring the County to
enter into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the City of Yuba City prior to
supporting the City’s expanded SOl/annexation areas. The MOU would address the mitigation
of environmental impacts, including impacts to adjacent agricultural operations in the County.

The mitigating effect of these policies on potential impacts to Important Farmland would be the
easing of development pressure for land owners who wish to continue agricultural activities in
perpetuity. However, these policies would not prevent the conversion of farmland to the urban
uses consistent with the proposed BSMP.
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While some parcels within the plan area may not be converted non-agricultural uses, the City
assumes that all parcels would be developed for non-agricultural uses, consistent with the
proposed BSMP. Therefore, implementation of the BSMP would convert 581 acres of Important
Farmland to non-agricultural uses, thus the impact to Important Farmland would be significant.

The City has determined that there are no feasible mitigation measures beyond compliance with
the policies contained in the General Plan available to help reduce the significance of the impact
of converting Important Farmland to non-agricultural use. Development of the BSMP provides
economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations which make infeasible other
potential mitigation measures.

No feasible mitigation available. Therefore, the impact to Important Farmland would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure

None feasible.

Impact 3.2-2: The proposed BSMP would involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in indirect conversion of Farmland to
non-agricultural use.

The proposed plan would not indirectly result in the conversion of agricultural land. While
implementation of the proposed plan would place new residents near existing farmlands and
agricultural uses, the proposed plan would allow for continued agricultural operations within the
plan area, as well as along the borders of the plan area. Further, while new growth in the area
could lead to increased property values within the plan area, these increased property values
would not substantially increase values for nearby land, which would require changes to
entitlements and other such obstacles to development. In addition, some properties may continue
to be or can become subject to a Williamson Act contract, further limiting potential development
of such sites. While proximity to development may create an incentive to develop additional land
adjacent to or in the vicinity of the plan area, any area outside the boundary of the plan area
would have to be fully rezoned, annexed, and entitled to have similarly higher property values,
based on market demand for development potential.

Following build out of the proposed BSMP, parcels that lie at the perimeter of the plan area
would generally be uses that would provide transitions between urban uses within the plan area
and agricultural lands adjacent to the plan area to the south and east. Development pursuant to the
proposed BSMP along the south and eastern perimeters of the plan area would be required to
comply with the Yuba City General Plan policies that foster cooperation with Sutter County for
the preservation of agricultural uses outside the urban growth area (Policy 8.2-1-1). BSMP
development along the perimeter would be required to inform subsequent buyers of potential
continued agricultural production, as described in Policy 8.2-1-3. Development would be required
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to create a “soft” transition at the urban/agricultural edge by appropriate landscape (Policy
4.2-1-2). The agricultural buffer required by Sutter County of 168 feet would provide a buffer
which would reduce the potential for conflicts between the new urban development and the
existing agricultural uses.

The proposed BSMP would direct development in such a way as to not extend infrastructure to
areas beyond the identified growth boundary, other than to connect with existing utilities. As
further discussed in Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems, utilities infrastructure would not
be sized to accommodate development outside of the plan area. Therefore, buildout of the BSMP
would not facilitate the indirect loss of additional farmland outside of the plan area. This impact
would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure

None required.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative Context

The cumulative context for agricultural impacts is Sutter County and Yuba County, which is
referred to as the “Region” for the remainder of Section 3.2. The Feather River forms the
common boundary between Sutter and Yuba counties. The location of the BSMP area adjacent to
the Feather River puts it in the central portion of the Region. Combined, the two counties
encompass approximately 558,782 acres of agricultural land, of which 200,089 acres are
designated as Prime Farmland, 114,772 acres are designated as Farmland of Statewide
Importance, and 49,086 acres are designated as Unique Farmland.17:18:19-20 Between 2012 and
2014, the Region incurred a net loss of 1,359 acres of Important Farmland.2122 Tables 3.2-3,
3.2-4, 3.2-5, 3.2-6, and subsequent discussion provides a summary of cumulative changes to
Important Farmland within the Region and relative comparison of BSMP impacts within the
project cumulative context.

17 california Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Sutter County Important Farmland 2014 Map. Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.

18 california Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Sutter County Important Farmland 2014 Map. Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.

19 california Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Land Use Conversion Table 2012-2014 (A-47); Yuba County. Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dilrp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.

20 california Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Yuba County Important Farmland 2014 Map. Available:
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.

21 california Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Sutter County Important Farmland 2014 Map. Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.

22 California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Land Use Conversion Table 2012-2014 (A-47); Yuba County. Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.
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TABLE 3.2-3
CUMULATIVE IMPORTANT FARMLAND CONTEXT FOR SUTTER AND YUBA COUNTIES (REGION)
Sutter Sutter Sutter Yuba Yuba Yuba Combined Combined
County County County County County County Total Total Combined
2012 2014 Net Change 2012 2014 Net Change 2012 2014 Net Change
Prime Farmland 161,500 161,019 -481 39,948 39,070 -878 201,448 200,089 -1,359
Farmland of Statewide Importance 104,576 104,003 -573 10,853 10,769 -84 115,429 114,772 -657
Unique Farmland 16,036 16,087 51 32,396 32,999 603 48,432 49,086 654
Farmland of Local Importance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Important Farmland Subtotal 282,112 281,109 -1,003 83,197 82,838 -359 365,309 363,947 -1,362
Total Area 389,312 389,312 nla 412,018 412,018 nla 801,330 801,330 nla
SOURCES: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (DOC), 2014. Sutter County Important Farmland 2014 Map. Available:

www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.; DOC, 2014. Land Use Conversion Table 2012-2014 (A-47); Yuba County. Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017; ESA 2017.

TABLE 3.2-4
SUTTER COUNTY 2030 GENERAL PLAN IMPORTANT FARMLAND CUMULATIVE CONTEXT
. Projected Change Unfulfilled
GP Baseline at Baseline at Net Change | from GP Baseline | Projected Change
Year 20061 Year 2014 at Year 2014 at Year 2030 at Year 2014
Prime Farmland 165,165 161,019 -4,146 2,960 -1,186
Farmland of Statewide Importance 105,979 104,003 -1,976 6,666 4,690
Unique Farmland 19,049 16,087 -2,962 0 -2,962
Farmland of Local Importance 0 0 0 0 0
Important Farmland Subtotal 290,193 281,109 -9,084 9,626 542

NOTES:
1 GP Baseline = General Plan Baseline

SOURCES: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (DOC), 2014. Sutter
County Important Farmland 2014 Map. Available: www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.; DOC, 2014, Land Use
Conversion Table 2012-2014 (A-47); Yuba County. Available: www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017; ESA 2017,
Sutter County, 2010. Sutter County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. Certified February 2011.
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TABLE 3.2-5
YuBA COUNTY 2030 GENERAL PLAN IMPORTANT FARMLAND CUMULATIVE CONTEXT
Projected Change Unfulfilled

GP Baseline Baseline at Net Change from GP Baseline at Projected Change

at Year 2008 Year 2014 at Year 2014 Year 2030 at Year 2014
Prime Farmland 41,369 39,070 -2,299 3,900 1,601
Farmland of Statewide Importance 10,975 10,769 -206 170 -36
Unique Farmland 32,605 32,999 394 0 394
Farmland of Local Importance 0 0 0 0 0
Important Farmland Subtotal 84,949 82,838 2,111 4,070 1,959

NOTES:
1 GP Baseline = General Plan Baseline

SOURCES: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (DOC), 2014. Sutter County
Important Farmland 2014 Map. Available: www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.; DOC, 2014. Land Use Conversion Table

2012-2014 (A-47); Yuba County. Available: www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017; ESA 2017. Yuba County, 2011.

TABLE 3.2-6

CUMULATIVE REGION COMPARISON TO BSMP IMPACTS

(IN ACRES)

% of Projected Loss

Cumulative Projected Future Loss | BSMP Conversion of of Important Cumulative % of Projected Loss of
Base of Important Farmland Important Farmland Farmland Projects? Farmland for Region

Prime Farmland 200,089 415 97.5 23% 51 12%
Farmland of Statewide Importance 114,772 4,654 483.5 10% 1,301 28%
Unique Farm|and2 49,086 -2,568 0 0% 914 -36%
Farmland of Local Importance 0 0 0 n/a 0 n/a
Important Farmland Subtotal 363,947 0 581 n/a 2,266

Total Area Inventoried 801,330 741.6

NOTES:

1 Cumulative Projects include the Lincoln East Specific Plan, El Margarita Master Plan, and Magnolia Ranch Specific Plan.
2 Negative numbers represent a gain in Unique Farmland.

SOURCES: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (DOC), 2014. Sutter County Important Farmland 2014 Map. Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.; DOC, 2014. Land Use Conversion Table 2012-2014 (A-47); Yuba County. Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017; ESA 2017; Sutter County, 2010. Sutter County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. Certified February 2011.;

Yuba County, 2011.
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Sutter County

The Sutter County 2030 General Plan EIR (SCH No. 2010032074) analyzed impacts to
agricultural resources under a 2030 full buildout scenario. Impacts to Important Farmland were
evaluated against 2006 DOC data, which designated 290,193 acres of Sutter County as Important
Farmland, including 165,165 acres of Prime Farmland and 105,979 acres of Farmland of
Statewide Importance.23 The Sutter County 2030 General Plan EIR determined that full buildout
of the 2030 General Plan could result in conversion of 2,960 acres of Prime Farmland and 6,666
acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural uses. As described in Table 3.2-4,
relative to 2014 FMMP data, Sutter County has incurred the loss of 1,186 acres of Prime
Farmland in addition to the 2,960 acres forecasted in the 2030 General Plan EIR. Further, the
County has lost 1,976 acres of the anticipated 6,666-acre decline in Farmland of Statewide
Importance within the same 8-year period.

City of Yuba City

The following specific plans are included in the Yuba City SOI or are within City limits, but have
not been developed. Thus, conversion to non-agricultural uses is planned but has not occurred,
and, therefore, has not been recorded as lost in the most recent DOC data for Sutter County.

Lincoln East Specific Plan

The Lincoln East Specific Plan (LESP) proposed development of approximately 1,160 acres of
mixed-use community, within the City of Yuba City SOI. The LESP area is approximately

0.6 mile west of the BSMP area. The site consists of fruit and nut orchards and low density
residential development. Buildout of the LESP would eliminate approximately 911 acres of
Farmland of Statewide Importance, which was included in future development assumptions for
the Sutter County 2030 General Plan. As of publication of this EIR, the planned conversion of
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural uses in the LESP has not occurred. These
areas remain designated as Farmland of Statewide Importance by DOC FMMP data.2* Thus,
conversion of LESP area Important Farmland is included in the cumulative context.

Administrative Draft EI Margarita Master Plan

The Administrative Draft EI Margarita Master Plan (EMMP) provides guidance for the
development of approximately 650 acres, largely within City limits. The EMMP is north-adjacent
to the LESP area, approximately 2.1 miles northwest of the BSMP area. Approximately

60 percent of the EMMP area is being used for agricultural uses, approximately 390 acres of
which are designated as Farmland of Statewide Importance.2> Development of the EMMP was
also included in the future development assumptions for the Sutter County 2030 General Plan.

23 sutter County, 2010. Sutter County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. Certified February 2011.

24 california Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Sutter County Important Farmland 2014 Map. Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.

25 california Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Sutter County Important Farmland 2014 Map. Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.
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Yuba County

The Yuba County 2030 General Plan EIR (SCH No. 2010062054) analysis used 2008 FMMP
data as a baseline for impacts to Important Farmland. In 2008, there were 84,949 acres of
Important Farmland in Yuba County, including 41,369 acres of Prime Farmland and 10,975 acres
of Farmland of Statewide Importance. Under the 2030 General Plan, more than 50,000 acres of
agricultural land could be converted to non-agricultural uses, including approximately 3,900 acres
of Prime Farmland, 170 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, 1,600 acres of Unique
Farmland, and 45,000 acres of grazing land. Between 2008 and 2014, Yuba County has incurred
a loss of 2,299 acres of Prime Farmland out of the 3,900-acre loss projected in the 2030 General
Plan EIR. For the same period of time, Yuba County lost 36 more acres of Farmland of Statewide
Importance than were projected for the 2030 planning horizon, for a total loss of 206 acres.

Impact 3.2-3: Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to cumulative
conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural use.

As described in Section 3.2.1, Environmental Setting, agriculture has long been a part of Sutter
County’s economy. Agricultural land makes up approximately 86 percent of Sutter County’s
Land Area.26 Up to 72 percent of the of the County’s land area is designated as Important
Farmland. Neighboring Yuba County, to the east, is comprised of 54 percent agricultural land,
with 20 percent of its total land area designated as Important Farmland.2” All of the agricultural
land and land designated as Important Farmland is concentrated on the western side of Yuba
County, which borders Sutter County.

The Impact 3.2-1 analysis, above, describes that the proposed plan would convert approximately
581 acres of Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses, of which 97.5 acres are Prime
Farmland and 483.5 acres are Farmland of Statewide Importance. Adjusting for baseline versus
existing (2014) acreage of Prime Farmland, the Region is projected to incur the loss of an
additional 415 acres of Prime Farmland (see Table 3.2-6). Buildout of the BSMP would account
for approximately 23 percent of that projected future impact. Pertaining to Farmland of Statewide
Importance, the BSMP would account for 10 percent of projected future conversion to non-
agricultural uses within the Region. Together, the loss of Prime Farmland and Farmland of
Statewide Importance from implementation of the BSMP would represent a substantial portion of
the projected losses to Important Farmland in the Region. Therefore, the BSMP’s contributions to
the loss of Important Farmland in the region would be cumulatively considerable.

As described in the cumulative context above, both counties are experiencing, and have projected,
an overall loss of Important Farmland in their respective General Plans, which is also documented
by ongoing DOC data reporting. Because the relative magnitude of the proposed plan’s

26 california Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Table A-42, Sutter County, 2012-2014 Land Use Conversion Table. Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dIrp/fmmp/Documents/fmmp/pubs/2012-2014/conversion_tables/sutcon14.xls. Accessed
March 22, 2017.

27 california Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, 2014. Land Use Conversion Table 2012-2014 (A-47); Yuba County. Available:
www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp/Pages/Yuba.aspx. Accessed April 4, 2017.
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contributions would be cumulatively considerable, the proposed plan’s impact would be
cumulatively potentially significant.

The City has determined that there are no feasible mitigation measures beyond compliance with
the policies contained in the General Plan available to help reduce the significance of the impact
of converting Important Farmland to non-agricultural use. Development of the BSMP provides
economic, legal, social, technological, and other considerations which make infeasible other
potential mitigation measures.

No feasible mitigation is available. Therefore, the contribution of the project to a cumulatively
considerable impact to Important Farmland would remain significant and unavoidable.

Therefore, the cumulative impact to Important Farmland would be cumulatively significant and
unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure

None feasible.

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan 3.2-23 ESA /140720
Environmental Impact Report May 2019



3. Environmental Impacts, Setting, and Mitigation Measures

3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

This page intentionally left blank

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan 3.2-24 ESA /140720
Environmental Impact Report May 2019



3. Environmental Impacts, Setting, and Mitigation Measures

3.3 Air Quality

3.3 Air Quality

This section addresses the potential impacts of the proposed BSMP project on ambient air quality
and its potential to expose people to unhealthful pollutant concentrations. Where appropriate, this
section also identifies potentially feasible mitigation measures to reduce the severity of identified
air quality impacts of the proposed BSMP.

No comments were received on the notice of preparation related to air quality. The analysis
included in this section was developed based on project-specific construction and operational
features, and data provided in the City of Yuba City General Plan,! Yuba City General Plan Final
Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 2001072105),2 Sutter County General Plan,3 traffic
information provided by the EIR traffic consultant and reported in section 3.14,4 and Feather
River Air Quality Management District’s (FRAQMD) CEQA Planning Guidelines.®

3.3.1 Environmental Setting
General Climate and Meteorology

Air quality is affected by the rate, amount, and location of pollutant emissions and the associated
meteorological conditions that influence pollutant movement and dispersal. Atmospheric conditions

(for example, wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature) in combination with local surface
topography (for example, geographic features such as mountains and valleys), determine how air
pollutant emissions affect local air quality.

The BSMP site is located in Sutter County, within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) and
within the jurisdictional boundaries of the FRAQMD. Data from the closest climate monitoring
station—Western Regional Climate Center’s Marysville Weather Station Office (COOPID 045385)—
was used to characterize climate conditions in the BSMP area. Over the period of record (1897-2007),
in the BSMP area the average annual temperatures range from a low of 37.73 to a high of 96.3 degrees
Fahrenheit (F). Summer (July) high and low temperatures were 96.3°F and 61.3°F, respectively. The
average winter (January) high and low temperatures were 54.1°F and 37.7°F, respectively. Rainfall
varies widely from year to year, with an annual average of 20.96 inches.® Wind patterns in the BSMP
area arise primarily from the south-southeast.”

1 City of Yuba City, 2004. Yuba City General Plan. Adopted April 8, 2004.

2 City of Yuba City, 2004. Yuba City General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 2001072105).
February 2004.

3 Sutter County, 2011. Sutter County 2030 General Plan. Adopted March 29, 2011.

4 Fehr & Peers, 2016. BSMP Traffic Report. July 2017.

5 Feather River Air Quality Management District, CEQA Planning. Available: https://www.fragmd.org/cega-
planning. Accessed May 23, 2017.

6 Western Regional Climate Center, 2017. Marysville WST, California (045385). Available: https://wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-
bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca5385. Accessed August 1, 2017.

7 Western Regional Climate Center, 2017. Average Wind Direction.
https://wrcc.dri.edu/climatedata/climtables/westwinddir/. Accessed August 1, 2017.
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Existing Air Quality and Sensitive Receptors

Criteria Air Pollutants

As required by the federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) passed in 1970, and later in the California
Clean Air Act (CCAA) passed in 1988, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has
identified six criteria air pollutants that are pervasive in urban environments, and for which state
and national health-based ambient air quality standards have been established. The USEPA calls
these pollutants “criteria air pollutants” because the agency has regulated them by developing
specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels.
Ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO-), sulfur dioxide (SO.), particulate matter
(PM), and lead are the six criteria air pollutants. Notably, particulate matter is measured in two
size ranges: PMyp for particles less than 10 microns in diameter, and PM2 s for particles less than
2.5 microns in diameter.

Currently, the monitoring station that collects data representative of the BSMP site is located in
the City of Yuba on Almond Street approximately 3 miles north of the project site. Table 3.3-1
presents a three-year summary of air pollutant concentration data collected at these monitoring
stations for ozone, NO,, PMyo, PM2sand CO, as well as the number of days the applicable standards
were exceeded during the given year.

Ozone

Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of
photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG)8 and nitrogen oxides (NOy). The
main sources of ROG and NOy, often referred to as 0zone precursors, are combustion processes
(including motor vehicle engines) and the evaporation of solvents, paints, and fuels. Ozone is
referred to as a regional air pollutant because its precursors are transported and diffused by wind
concurrently with ozone production through the photochemical reaction process. Ozone causes
eye irritation, airway constriction, and shortness of breath and can aggravate existing respiratory
diseases such as asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema.

Carbon Monoxide

CO is an odorless, colorless gas usually formed as the result of the incomplete combustion of
fuels. The single largest source of CO is motor vehicle engines; the highest emissions occur
during low travel speeds, stop-and-go driving, cold starts, and hard acceleration. Exposure to high
concentrations of CO reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood and can cause headaches,
nausea, dizziness, and fatigue, impair central nervous system function, and induce angina (chest
pain) in persons with serious heart disease. Very high levels of CO can be fatal.

8 ROG is also referred to as volatile organic compounds (VOC) by some regulating agencies.
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TABLE 3.3-1
AIR QUALITY DATA SUMMARY (2014-2016) FOR THE BSMP AREA
Monitoring Data by Year
Pollutant 2014 2015 2016

Ozone - Yuba City-Almond Street

Highest 1 Hour Average (ppm)P° 0.103 0.080 0.075
Days over State Standard (0.09 ppm)2 1 0 0
Highest 8 Hour Average (ppm)P 0.088 0.074 0.065
Days over National Standard (0.075 ppm)2 1 1 0
Days over State Standard (0.075 ppm)2 1 1 0
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) — Yuba City-Almond Street

Highest 1 Hour Concentration (ug/m?®)® 49 43 40
Days over National Standard (188 pg/mq)? 0 0 0
Days over State Standard (399 pg/m°®)? 0 0 0
Annual Average Concentration (ug/m3)® 8 7 NA
Particulate Matter (PM1o) — Yuba City-Almond Street

Highest 24 Hour Average — State/National (ug/m?)® 77.6/45.1 67.2/68.2 51.7/51.4
Measured Days over National Standard (150 ug/m3)®¢ 0 0 0
Measured Days over State Standard (50 ug/m3)®¢ 8 6 0
Particulate Matter (PM25s) — Yuba City-Almond Street

Highest 24 Hour Average (ug/m3)P — National Measurement 41.8 36.1 40.1
Measured Days over National Standard (35 ug/m?)®¢ 2 1 1
State Annual Average (12 pg/m?)° NA 10.3 11.4

NOTES:

a Generally, state standards and national standards are not to be exceeded more than once per year.

b ppm = parts per million; ug/m* = micrograms per cubic meter.

¢ PMio and PMzs is not measured every day of the year. Number of estimated days over the standard is based on 365 days per year.

Values in bold exceed the respective air quality standard. “NA” indicates that data is not available.

SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, 2017. Summaries of Air Quality Data, 2014-2016.
http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfourl.php. Accessed May 23, 2017.

Respirable Particulate Matter

PM1o and PM s consist of particulate matter that is 10 microns or less in diameter and

2.5 microns or less in diameter, respectively (a micron is one-millionth of a meter). PM;o and
PM. 5 represent fractions of particulate matter that can be inhaled into the air passages and the
lungs and can cause adverse health effects. Some sources of particulate matter, such as wood
burning in fireplaces, demolition, and construction activities, are more local in nature, while
others, such as vehicular traffic, have a more regional effect. Very small particles of certain
substances (e.g., sulfates and nitrates) can cause lung damage directly, or can contain adsorbed
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gases (e.g., chlorides or ammonium) that may be injurious to health. Particulates also can damage
materials and reduce visibility.

Large dust particles (diameter greater than 10 microns) settle out rapidly and are easily filtered by
human breathing passages. This large dust is of more concern as a soiling nuisance rather than a
health hazard. The remaining fraction, PM1o and PM;s, are a health concern particularly at levels
above the federal and state ambient air quality standards. PM2s (including diesel exhaust
particles) is thought to have greater effects on health, because these particles are so small and
are able to penetrate to the deepest parts of the lungs. Scientific studies have suggested links
between fine particulate matter and numerous health problems including asthma, bronchitis, and
acute and chronic respiratory symptoms, such as shortness of breath and painful breathing.
Recent studies have shown an association between morbidity and mortality and daily
concentrations of particulate matter in the air. Children are more susceptible to the health risks
of PMyo and PM s because their immune and respiratory systems are still developing.

Mortality studies since the 1990s have shown a statistically significant direct association between
mortality (premature deaths) and daily concentrations of particulate matter in the air. Despite
important gaps in scientific knowledge and continued reasons for some skepticism, a comprehensive
evaluation of the research findings provides persuasive evidence that exposure to fine particulate
air pollution has adverse effects on cardiopulmonary health.®

Nitrogen Dioxide

NO; is a reddish brown gas that is a byproduct of combustion processes. Automobiles and
industrial operations are the main sources of NO,. Aside from its contribution to ozone formation,
NO; can increase the risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease and reduce visibility. NO2 may
be visible as a coloring component on high pollution days, especially in conjunction with high
ozone levels.

Sulfur Dioxide

S0, is a combustion product of sulfur or sulfur-containing fuels such as coal and diesel. SO is
also a precursor to the formation of atmospheric sulfate and particulate matter and contributes to
potential atmospheric sulfuric acid formation that could precipitate downwind as acid rain.

Lead

Leaded gasoline (phased out in the United States beginning in 1973), lead based paint (on older
houses and cars), smelters (metal refineries), and manufacture of lead storage batteries have been
the primary sources of lead released into the atmosphere. Lead has a range of adverse neurotoxic
health effects, which puts children at special risk. Some lead-containing chemicals cause cancer
in animals. Lead levels in the air have decreased substantially since leaded gasoline was

9 Dockery, D. W. and C.A. Pope, Il1, 2006. Health Effects of Fine Particulate Air Pollution: Lines that Connect.
Journal Air & Waste Management Association. Pp. 709-742.
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eliminated. Ambient lead concentrations are only monitored on an as-warranted, site-specific
basis in California, focusing on general aviation airports.

Non-Criteria Air Pollutants

Toxic Air Contaminants

In addition to the criteria pollutants presented above, toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a
category of environmental concern. Non-criteria air pollutants or TACs are airborne substances
that are capable of causing short-term (acute) and/or long-term (chronic or carcinogenic, i.e., cancer
causing) adverse human health effects (i.e., injury or illness). TACs include both organic and
inorganic chemical substances. Sources of TACs include industrial processes such as petroleum
refining and chrome plating operations, commercial operations such as gasoline stations and dry
cleaners, and motor vehicle exhaust. Cars and trucks release at least 40 different TACs.

In terms of health risks, the most volatile contaminants are diesel particulate matter, benzene,
formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde. According to The California Almanac of
Emissions and Air Quality,1° the majority of the estimated health risk from TACs can be
attributed to relatively few compounds, the most important being particulate matter from diesel-
fueled engines. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) identified diesel particulate matter
(DPM) as a toxic air contaminant in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer
effects in humans. Public exposure to TACs can result from emissions from normal operations as
well as from accidental releases. Health effects of TACs include cancer, birth defects,
neurological damage, and death.

The exhaust from diesel engines includes hundreds of different gaseous and particulate
components, many of which are toxic. Mobile sources such as trucks and buses are among the
primary sources of diesel emissions, and concentrations of DPM are higher near heavily traveled
highways and rail lines with diesel locomotive operations. The risk from diesel particulate matter
as determined by the CARB declined from 750 in one million in 1990 to 570 in one million in
1995; by 2000, the CARB estimated the average statewide cancer risk from DPM at 540 in one
million. This calculated cancer risk values from ambient air exposure can be compared against
the lifetime probability of being diagnosed with cancer in the United States, from all causes,
which is more than 40 percent (based on a sampling of 17 regions nationwide), or greater than
400,000 in one million, according to the National Cancer Institute.

Asbestos is a fibrous mineral, which is both naturally occurring in ultramafic rock (a rock type
commonly found in California) and used as a processed component of building materials.
Naturally-occurring asbestos (NOA) is often found in serpentine rock formations. Because
asbestos has been proven to cause serious adverse health effects, including asbestosis and lung
cancer, it is strictly regulated based on its natural widespread occurrence and its use as a building
material.

10 california Air Resources Board, 2009. California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality - 2009 Edition, Table 5-44
and Figure 5-12, http://www.arb.ca.gov/agd/almanac/almanac09/chap509.htm.
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Odorous Emissions

Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. Manifestations of a
person’s reaction to odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to
physiological (e.g., circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting and headache). The
ability to detect odors varies considerably among the population and overall is quite subjective.
People may have different reactions to the same odor. An odor that is offensive to one person
may be acceptable to another (e.g., coffee roaster). An unfamiliar odor is more easily detected
and is more likely to cause complaints than a familiar one. Known as odor fatigue, a person can
become desensitized to almost any odor and recognition only occurs with an alteration in the
intensity. The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on the nature, frequency, and
intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and the sensitivity of receptors. Odor impacts
should be considered for any proposed new odor sources located near existing receptors, as well
as any new sensitive receptors located near existing odor sources. Generally, increasing the
distance between the receptor and the odor source will mitigate odor impacts.

Sensitive Receptors

Air quality does not affect every individual or group in the population in the same way, and some
groups are more sensitive to adverse health effects caused by exposure to air pollutants than
others. Population subgroups most sensitive to the health effects of air pollutants include the
elderly and the young, those with higher rates of respiratory disease such as asthma and chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease, and with other environmental or occupational health exposures
(e.g., indoor air quality) that affect cardiovascular or respiratory diseases.

Land uses that concentrate sensitive population subgroups, such as schools, children’s day care
centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes, are considered to be more sensitive than
the general public to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses
have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress. Parks and playgrounds are considered
moderately sensitive to poor air quality because persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise
also have increased sensitivity to poor air quality; however, exposure times are generally far
shorter in parks and playgrounds than in residential locations and schools, which typically
reduces overall exposure to pollutants. Residential areas are considered more sensitive to air
quality conditions compared to commercial and industrial areas because people generally spend
longer periods of time at their residences, with associated greater exposure to ambient air quality
conditions.11

Workers are not considered sensitive receptors because all employers must follow regulations set
forth by the Occupation Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) to ensure the health and well-
being of their employees. The proposed BSMP project would be built on land that currently

includes rural residential land uses that would be considered sensitive receptors with respect to air

11 The factors responsible for variation in exposure are also often similar to factors associated with greater
susceptibility to air quality health effects. For example, poorer residents may be more likely to live in crowded
substandard housing and be more likely to live near industrial or roadway sources of air pollution.
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quality. These residential land uses consist of widely dispersed rural residential dwellings mostly
located along Railroad Avenue, South Walton Avenue, and Stewart Road.

3.3.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal Regulations

Clean Air Act

The 1970 Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) (last amended in 1990) required that regional planning
and air pollution control agencies prepare a regional air quality plan to outline the measures by
which both stationary and mobile sources of pollutants will be controlled in order to achieve all
national ambient standards by the deadlines specified in the FCAA. These ambient air quality
standards are intended to protect public health and welfare, and they specify the concentration of
pollutants (with an adequate margin of safety) to which the public can be exposed without
adverse health effects. They are designed to protect those segments of the public most susceptible
to respiratory distress, including asthmatics, the very young, the elderly, people weak from other
illness or disease, or persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate
occasional exposure to air pollution levels that are somewhat above ambient air quality standards
before adverse health effects are observed.

Table 3.3-2 presents current national and state ambient air quality standards and provides a brief
discussion of the related health effects and principal sources for each pollutant. Pursuant to the
1990 FCAA Amendments, the USEPA classifies air basins (or portions thereof) as “attainment”
or “nonattainment” for each criteria air pollutant, based on whether or not the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) had been achieved. “Unclassified” is defined by the FCAA as
any area that cannot be classified, on the basis of available information, as meeting or not meeting
the national primary or secondary ambient air quality standard for the pollutant. Table 3.3-3
shows the current attainment status of the plan area. In summary the BSMP area is nonattainment
for the 8-hour ozone (Severe) and PM2s (Moderate) NAAQS and is either attainment or
unclassified for the remaining criteria pollutants.

The FCAA required each state to prepare an air quality control plan referred to as the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). The FCAA added requirements for states containing areas that violate
the NAAQS to revise their SIPs to incorporate additional control measures to reduce air pollution.
The SIP is a living document that is periodically modified to reflect the latest emissions
inventories, planning documents, and rules and regulations of air basins as reported by the
agencies with jurisdiction over them. The USEPA has responsibility to review all state SIPs to
determine if they conform to the mandates of the FCAA and will achieve air quality goals when
implemented. If the USEPA determines a SIP to be inadequate, it may prepare a Federal
Implementation Plan for the nonattainment area and may impose additional control measures.
Failure to submit an approvable SIP or to implement the plan within mandated timeframes can
result in sanctions being applied to transportation funding and stationary air pollution sources in
the air basin.

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan 3.3-7 ESA /140720
Environmental Impact Report May 2019



3. Environmental Impacts, Setting, and Mitigation Measures

3.3 Air Quality
TABLE 3.3-2
STATE AND NATIONAL CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT STANDARDS, EFFECTS, AND SOURCES
National Standard
State
Pollutant Averaging Time Standard Primary Secondary Pollutant Health and Atmospheric Effects Major Pollutant Sources
Ozone 1 hour 0.09 ppm Same as High concentrations can directly affect lungs, Formed when reactive organic gases (ROG) and
8h 0.070 0.070 primary causing irritation. Long-term exposure may nitrogen oxides (NOy) react in the presence of
ours 070 ppm o standard  cause damage to lung tissue. sunlight. Major sources include on-road motor
PP vehicles, solvent evaporation, and commercial/
industrial mobile equipment.
Carbon Monoxide 1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm Classified as a chemical asphyxiant, carbon Internal combustion engines, primarily gasoline-
monoxide interferes with the transfer of fresh powered motor vehicles.
8 hours 9.0 ppm 9 ppm oxygen to the blood and deprives sensitive
tissues of oxygen.
Nitrogen Dioxide 1 hour 0.18 ppm 100 ppb Irritating to eyes and respiratory tract. Colors Motor vehicles, petroleum refining operations,
atmosphere reddish-brown. industrial sources, aircraft, ships, and railroads.
Annual Avg. 0.030 ppm 0.053 Same as
ppm primary
standard
Sulfur Dioxide 1 hour 0.25 ppm 75 ppb Irritates upper respiratory tract; injurious to lung  Fuel combustion, chemical plants, sulfur recovery
tissue. Can yellow the leaves of plants, plants, and metal processing.
3 hours 0.5 ppm destructive to marble, iron, and steel. Limits
24 hours 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm visibility and reduces sunlight.
Annual Avg. 0.030
ppm
Respirable 24 hours 50 ug/m?® 150 ug/m?® Same as May irritate eyes and respiratory tract, Dust and fume-producing industrial and
Particulate Matter 5 primary decreases in lung capacity, cancer and agricultural operations, combustion, atmospheric
(PMyg) Annual Avg. 20 ug/m standard increased mortality. Produces haze and limits ~ photochemical reactions, and natural activities
visibility. (e.g., wind-raised dust and ocean sprays).
Fine Particulate 24 hours 35 ug/m® Same as Increases respiratory disease, lung damage, Fuel combustion in motor vehicles, equipment,
Matter primary cancer, and premature death. Reduces visibility and industrial sources; residential and agricultural
(PMy5s) standard and results in surface soiling. burning; Also, formed from photochemical
reactions of other pollutants, including NOy, sulfur
Annual Avg. 12 ug/m?® 12 ug/m? 15 ug/m? . .
oxides, and organics.
Lead Monthly Ave. 1.5 ug/m?® Disturbs gastrointestinal system, and causes Present source: lead smelters, battery
. anemia, kidney disease, and neuromuscular manufacturing & recycling facilities. Past source:
Rolling 3-Month 0.15 Same as and neurological dysfunction. combustion of leaded gasoline.
Ave. ug/m?® primary
standard
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm No National Standard Nuisance odor (rotten egg smell), headache Geothermal Power Plants, Petroleum Production

and breathing difficulties (higher
concentrations)

and refining
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TABLE 3.3-2
STATE AND NATIONAL CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT STANDARDS, EFFECTS, AND SOURCES
National Standard
State
Pollutant Averaging Time Standard Primary Secondary Pollutant Health and Atmospheric Effects Major Pollutant Sources
Sulfates 24 hour 25 ug/m® No National Standard Breathing difficulties, aggravates asthma, Produced by the reaction in the air of SO,.
reduced visibility
Visibility Reducing 8 hour Extinction of No National Standard Reduces visibility, reduced airport safety, lower See PM,s.
Particles 0.23/km; real estate value, discourages tourism.
visibility of 10

miles or more

NOTES:
ppm = parts per million; ug/m® = micrograms per cubic meter.

SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, 2016. Ambient Air Quality Standards. http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/aaqs2.pdf. Standards last updated May 4, 2016;
California Air Resources Board, 2009. ARB Fact Sheet: Air Pollution Sources, Effects and Control. http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/health/fs/fs2/fs2.htm. Page last reviewed by CARB December 2009.
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TABLE 3.3-3
PLAN AREA ATTAINMENT STATUS

Designation/Classification
Pollutant Federal Standards State Standards
Ozone — one hour No Federal Standard* Nonattainment
Ozone - eight hour Nonattainment/Severe Nonattainment
PMso Unclassified Nonattainment
PM. 5 Nonattainment/Moderate Attainment
CO Attainment Attainment
Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Attainment
Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment
Lead Attainment Attainment
Hydrogen Sulfide No Federal Standard Unclassified
Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment
Visibility Reducing Particles No Federal Standard Unclassified
NOTES:

1 Effective June 15, 2005, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) revoked the federal 1-hour ozone
standard, including associated designations and classifications.

SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, 2017. Area Designation Maps. http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm.
page last reviewed May 23, 2017; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2017. Green Book - Current Nonattainment
Counties for All Criteria Pollutants.

Toxic Air Contaminants

TACs are regulated under both State and federal laws. Federal laws use the term “Hazardous Air
Pollutants” (HAPs) to refer to the same types of compounds that are referred to as TACs under
State law. Both terms encompass essentially the same compounds. The 1977 FCAA Amendments
required the USEPA to identify National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants to
protect public health and welfare. These substances include certain volatile organic chemicals,
pesticides, herbicides, and radionuclides that present a tangible hazard, based on scientific
studies of exposure to humans and other mammals. Under the 1990 FCAA Amendments, 189
substances are regulated as HAPs.

State Regulations

California Clean Air Act

Although the FCAA established the NAAQS, individual states retained the option to adopt more
stringent standards and to include other pollution sources. California had already adopted its own
air quality standards when federal standards were established, and because of the unique
meteorology in California, there is considerable diversity between the State standards and
NAAQS, as shown in Table 3.3-2. California ambient standards tend to be at least as protective as
NAAQS and are often more stringent.
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In 1988, California passed the CCAA (California Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 et seq.),
which, like its federal counterpart, called for the designation of areas as attainment or
nonattainment, but based on state ambient air quality standards rather than the federal standards.
As indicated in Table 3.3-3, the plan area in Sutter County is nonattainment for the 1-hour ozone
(serious), 8-hour ozone, and PMj, California ambient air quality standards and is either
attainment or unclassified for the remaining criteria pollutants. The CCAA requires each air
district in which state air quality standards are exceeded to prepare a plan that documents
reasonable progress towards attainment.

Toxic Air Contaminants

The California Health and Safety Code defines TACs as air pollutants which may cause or
contribute to an increase in mortality or in serious illness, or which may pose a present or
potential hazard to human health. The State Air Toxics Program was established in 1983 under
Assembly Bill (AB) 1807 (Tanner). A total of 243 substances have been designated TACs under
California law; they include the 189 (federal) HAPs adopted in accordance with AB 2728. The
Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588) seeks to identify and
evaluate risk from air toxics sources; however, AB 2588 does not regulate air toxics emissions.
Toxic air contaminant emissions from individual facilities are quantified and prioritized. “High-
priority” facilities are required to perform a health risk assessment and, if specific thresholds are
violated, are required to communicate the results to the public in the form of notices and public
meetings.

In 2000, the CARB approved a comprehensive Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce diesel
emissions from both new and existing diesel-fueled vehicles and engines. The regulation is
anticipated to result in an 80 percent decrease in statewide diesel health risk in 2020 as compared
with the diesel risk in 2000. Additional regulations apply to new trucks and diesel fuel.
Subsequent regulations of diesel emission by the CARB include the On-Road Heavy Duty Diesel
Vehicle (In-Use) Regulation, the On-Road Heavy Duty (New) Vehicle Program, the In-Use
Offroad Diesel Vehicle Regulation, and the New Offroad Compression Ignition Diesel Engines
and Equipment Program. All of these regulations and programs have timetables by which
manufacturers must comply and existing operators must upgrade their diesel powered equipment.

Despite these reduction efforts, the CARB recommends that proximity to sources of DPM
emissions be considered in the siting of new sensitive land uses. In April 2005, the CARB
published Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. This
handbook is intended to give guidance to local governments in the siting of sensitive land uses
near sources of air pollution. Recent studies have shown that public exposure to air pollution can
be substantially elevated near freeways and certain other facilities such as ports, rail yards and
distribution centers. Specifically, the document focuses on risks from emissions of DPM, a
known carcinogen, and establishes recommended siting distances of sensitive receptors. With
respect to freeways, the recommendations of the report are: “Avoid siting new sensitive land uses
within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with more than 100,000 vehicles per day or rural roads
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with 50,000 vehicles/day.”12 The CARB notes that these recommendations are advisory and
should not be interpreted as defined “buffer zones,” and that local agencies must balance other
considerations, including transportation needs, the benefits of urban infill, community economic
development priorities, and other quality of life issues. With careful evaluation of exposure,
health risks, and affirmative steps to reduce risk where necessary the CARB’s position is that
infill development, mixed use, higher density, transit-oriented development, and other concepts
that benefit regional air quality can be compatible with protecting the health of individuals at the
neighborhood level.

Local

Feather River Air Quality Management District

The FRAQMD is a bi-county District that was formed in 1991 to administer local, State, and
federal air quality management programs for Yuba and Sutter counties. The mission of FRAQMD
is to promote and improve the air quality of Sutter and Yuba counties through monitoring,
evaluation, education, implementing control measures to reduce emissions from stationary
sources, permitting and inspecting pollution sources, enforcing air quality regulations, and
supporting and implementing measures to reduce emissions from motor vehicles.

FRAQMD sets forth rules and regulations aimed at improving basin-wide air quality. The
following rules are applicable to the proposed BSMP project.

Rule 3.0—Visible Emissions

As provided by Section 41701 of the California Health and Safety Code, a person shall not
discharge into the atmosphere from any single source of emissions whatsoever, any air
contaminants for a period or periods aggregating more than three minutes in any one hour which is:

e Asdark or darker in shade as that designated as No. 2 on the Ringlemen Chart, as published
by the United States Bureau of Mines; or

e Of such opacity as to obscure an observers view to a degree equal to or greater than does
smoke described above.

Rule 3.2—Particulate Matter Concentration.

The purpose of this rule is to limit particulate matter emissions generated by stationary sources.
According to the rule, no person can discharge into the atmosphere from any source, except as
allowed by Rule 3.1, particulate matter in excess of 0.3 grains per cubic foot of gas at standard
conditions. If the source involves a combustion process, the concentration must be calculated to
12 percent CO. (carbon monoxide equivalent).

Rule 3.3—Dust and Fumes.
The purpose of this rule is to limit the emissions of dust and fumes.

12 california Air Resources Board, 2005. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.
April 2005. pp. 4.
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Rule 3.9—Storage and Transfer of Gasoline.
The purpose of this rule is to limit emissions of volatile organic compounds from the storage and

transfer of organic liquids. This rule applies to any storage tank with a capacity of 250 gallons or
greater that stores or transfers an organic liquid with a true vapor pressure of 1.5 psia (pounds per
square inch absolute) or greater.

Rule 3.12—Benzene ATCM — Retail Service Stations.
According to Rule 3.12, no other person can transfer gasoline from a delivery tank equipped with

a vapor recovery system into a stationary storage tank at a retail service station unless an ARB
Certified Phase | or Il vapor recovery system is installed on the stationary storage tank and used
during the transfer.

Rule 3.15—Architectural Coatings
The purpose of this rule is to limit the quantity of VOCs in architectural coatings supplied, sold,
offered for sale, applied, solicited for application, or manufactured for use.

Rule 3.16—Fugitive Dust Emissions

The purpose of this rule is to reasonably regulate operations which may periodically cause
fugitive dust emissions into the atmosphere. A person shall take every reasonable precaution not
to cause or allow the emissions of fugitive dust from being airborne beyond the property line,
from which the emission originates, from any construction, handling or storage activity, or any
wrecking, excavation, grading, clearing of land or solid waste disposal operation. Reasonable
precautions shall include, but are not limited to:

e Use, where possible, of water or chemicals for control of dust in the demolition of existing
buildings or structures, construction operations, construction of roadways, or the clearing of
land:;

e Application of asphalt, oil, water, or suitable chemical on dirt roads, material stockpiles, and
other surfaces which can give rise to airborne dusts; and

e Other means approved by the air pollution control officer (APCO).

Rule 3.17—Wood Stove Heating

All wood-heating devices used for the first time in existing buildings and those used in all new
residential and commercial building projects constructed after the effective date of this rule
within the boundaries of the FRAQMD shall meet emission and performance requirements
equivalent to USEPA Phase Il devices as set forth in Part 60, Title 40, Subpart AAA Code of
Federal Regulations, February 26, 1988.

No person shall cause or allow materials to be burned in a fireplace or wood-heating device such
that the discharge of air contaminants would cause a public nuisance, pursuant to Section 41700
of the California Health and Safety Code.
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No person shall sell, offer for sale, supply, install, or transfer a used wood heating device unless it
meets one of the following criteria:

o |tis certified by EPA as meeting the performance and emission standards as set forth in
Part 60, Title 40, Subpart AAA Code of Federal Regulations, February 26, 1988.

e Itis exempted from certification by the EPA.
o Itisa pellet-fueled wood heater.

e It has been rendered permanently inoperable as determined by the APCD.

The APCO may issue an advisory through local communications media to voluntarily curtail the
use of uncertified solid fuel appliances whenever conditions within the FRAQMD are projected
to cause ambient air quality concentrations of PMg that exceed 60 micrograms per cubic meter
(ug/md). The purpose of this rule is to reasonably regulate operations which periodically may
cause fugitive dust emissions into the atmosphere. A person shall take every reasonable
precaution not to cause or allow the emissions of fugitive dust.

Rule 3.19—Vehicle and Mobile Equipment Coating Operations.

The purpose of this rule is to limit the emission of VOCs into the atmosphere from coatings and
coating components associated with the coating of motor vehicles, mobile equipment and
associated parts and components.

Rule 3.21—Industrial, Institutional, and Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators,
and Process Heaters.

This rule applies to boilers, steam generators, and process heaters having the heat input capacities
greater than or equal to 1 million BTU per hour (MMBTUV/hr), used in all industrial, institutional,
and commercial operations.

Rule 4.1—Permit Requirements.
The following permits are required under Rule 4.1:

Authorization to Construct: Any person building, erecting, altering or replacing any article,
machine, equipment or other contrivance, the use of which may cause the issuance of air
contaminants or the use of which may eliminate or reduce or control the issuance of air
contaminants, shall first obtain written authorization for such construction from the APCO.
An Authorization to Construct shall remain in effect for two years or until the Permit to
Operate the equipment for which the application was filed is granted or denied or the
application is canceled, but must be renewed annually.

Permit to Operate: Before any article, machine, equipment or other contrivance for which an
Authorization to Construct has been issued, may be operated or used, a Permit to Operate
shall first be obtained from the APCO. Whenever necessary and appropriate to ensure
compliance with all applicable permit conditions, the APCO may issue a temporary permit to
operate. The temporary permit to operate shall specify a reasonable period of time during
which the equipment so permitted may be operated in order for the District to determine
whether it will operate in accordance with the conditions specified in the Authority to
Construct.
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Federal Operating Permit: A source subject to Rule 10.3 shall obtain a Federal Operating
Permit from the District under Title V of the Federal Clean Air Act as amended in 1990. The
District will issue a Federal Operating Permit separately from, and in addition to, the permits
required pursuant to Regulation 1V. The requirements of Rule 10.3 shall augment and take
precedence over conflicting administrative requirements of other provisions of the District's
Rules and Regulations.

Rule 4.6—Standards for Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate.

The purpose of this rule is to establish preconstruction review requirements including offsets,
Best Available Control Technology, all other applicable District Rules and Regulations, and
analysis of air quality impacts for new and modified stationary sources, and to insure that the
operation of such sources does not interfere with the attainment or maintenance of ambient air
quality standards. The rule also provides for no net increase in emissions pursuant to Section
40918 and 40920 of the California Health and Safety Code. This rule applies to all new and
modified stationary sources which are subject to District permit requirements and which, after
construction, emit or may emit any affected pollutants.

Rule 11.1—State Airborne Toxic Control Measures.

The purpose of this Rule is to incorporate California State Airborne Toxic Control Measures
adopted by the California Air Resources Board (ATCM) into the Rules and Regulations of the
Feather River Air Quality Management District, pursuant to the authority of Health and Safety
Code Section 39666. The provisions of this Rule shall apply to the all sources of airborne toxics
within FRAQMD.

According to the FRAQMD CEQA guidance, Sources of odor are subject to the Prohibited
Discharges regulations in HSC 41700. Based on aerial photos of the proposed project site, the
primary sources of existing odors in and around the proposed project site consist of agricultural
activities. However, agricultural operations and some composting operations are exempt from
these regulations.

Northern Sacramento Valley Planning Area 2015 Air Quality Attainment Plan

As specified in the CCAA of 1988, Chapters 1568-1588, it is the responsibility of each air district
in California to attain and maintain the state’s ambient air quality standards. The CCAA requires
that an Attainment Plan be developed by all nonattainment districts for O3, CO, SOy, and NOy
that are either receptors or contributors of transported air pollutants. The purpose of the Northern
Sacramento Valley Planning Area 2015 Triennial Air Quality Attainment Plan (TAQAP) is to
comply with the requirements of the CCAA as implemented through the California Health and
Safety Code. Districts in the NSVPA are required to update the Plan every three years. The
TAQAP is formatted to reflect the 1990 baseline emissions year with a planning horizon of 2020.
The Health and Safety Code, sections 40910 and 40913, require the Districts to achieve state
standards by the earliest practicable date to protect the public health, particularly that of children,
the elderly, and people with respiratory illness.
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Health and Safety Code Section 41503(b), requires that control measures for the same emission
sources are uniform throughout the planning area to the extent that is feasible. To meet this
requirement, the NSVPA has coordinated the development of an Attainment Plan\ and has set up
a specific rule adoption protocol. The protocol was established by the Technical Advisory
Committee of the Sacramento Valley Basin-wide Air Pollution Control Council and the
Sacramento Valley Air Quality Engineering and Enforcement Professionals, which allow the
Districts in the Basin to act and work as a united group with the CARB as well as with industry in
the rule adoption process. Section 40912 of the Health and Safety Code states that each District
responsible for, or affected by, air pollutant transport shall provide for attainment and
maintenance of the state and federal standards in both upwind and downwind Districts. This
section also states that each downwind District’s Plan shall contain sufficient measures to reduce
emissions originating in each District to below levels which violate state ambient air quality
standards, assuming the absence of transport contribution.

City of Yuba City General Plan

The City of Yuba City General Plan presents the vision for the future of Yuba City, and outlines
several guiding policies and policies relevant to air quality. Because the BSMP site would be
annexed into the City of Yuba City, it must be found to be substantially compliant with the
policies of the General Plan. The following goals and policies from the City of Yuba General
Plan13 are relevant to air quality.

Guiding Policy 8.6-G-1 Protect Yuba City’s air quality.

Guiding Policy 8.6-G-2 Make air quality a priority in land use planning by introducing
concepts that reduce vehicle trips.

Implementing Policies

8.6-1-1 Cooperate with other local, regional, state agencies to achieve and maintain air
quality standards.

8.6-1-2 Work with the Feather River Air Quality Management District to implement the
regional Air Quality Management Plan.

8.6-1-3 Require the use of trees and plants in urban and street designs to reduce air
pollutant levels.

8.6-1-4 Provide information to encourage the use of transportation modes that minimize
motor vehicle use and resulting contaminant emissions.

8.6-1-5 Evaluate new commercial and industrial development for potential handling,
storage, and transport of hazardous materials to minimize public exposure to
toxic air contaminants.

13 City of Yuba City, 2004. Yuba City General Plan. Adopted April 8, 2004.
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8.6-1-6 Require applicants whose development would result in construction-related
fugitive dust emissions to control such emissions as follows:

e During clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation operations, fugitive
dust emissions shall be controlled by regular watering, paving of construction
roads, or other dust-preventive measures.

o All material excavated or graded shall be sufficiently watered to prevent
excessive amounts of dust. Watering, with complete coverage, shall occur at
least twice daily preferably in the late morning and after work is done for the
day.

e All clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities shall cease when
winds exceed 20 mph averaged over 1 hour.

e All material transported off-site shall be either sufficiently watered or
securely covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust.

e The area disturbed by demolition, clearing, grading, earth-moving, or
excavation operations shall be minimized at all times.

e Portions of the construction site to remain inactive longer than a period of 3
months shall be seeded and watered until grass cover is grown.

o All on-site roads shall be paved as soon as feasible or watered periodically or
chemically stabilized.

8.6-1-7 Require applicants whose development would result in construction-related
exhaust emissions to minimize such emissions by maintaining equipment engines
in good condition and in proper tune according to manufacturer's specifications
and during smog season (May through October) by not allowing construction
equipment to be left idling for long periods.

8.6-1-8 Require applicants whose development would result in potential carbon
monoxide (CO) "hot spot" impacts to consult with the City to ensure that schools,
hospitals, or day care facilities are not located near such "hot spots".

8.6-1-9 Require all new wood-burning stoves and fireplaces to comply with EPA
standards and prepare homeowner information handouts outlining low-emission
alternatives to woodburning fireplaces.

Consistent with Policies 8.6-G-1, 8.6-G-2, 8.6-1-1 through 8.6-1-4 and 8.6-1-9, the BSMP would
implement mitigation measures found in the FRAQMD’s Best Available Mitigation Measures
(BAMM) that would achieve the air district’s recommended 15 percent reduction in operational
criteria pollutant emissions as discussed in Impact 3.3-2. Consistent with Policy 8.6-1-5,
construction and operational TAC emissions were analyzed in Impact 3.3-5 where it was found
the BSMP would result in a less-than-significant impact after the implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.3-5. Consistent with Policies 8.6-1-6 and 8.6-1-7, the construction emissions of criteria
pollutant and fugitive dust emissions were analyzed in Impact 3.3-1 where it was found that the
BSMP would result in a less-than-significant impact after the implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.3-1.
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Sutter County General Plan

The Sutter County General Plan presents the vision for the future of the unincorporated areas of
the County. The BSMP site would be annexed into the City of Yuba City and would no longer be
under jurisdiction of the County. Since none of the County General Plan policies would have any
bearing on the proposed BSMP project, Sutter County General Plan policies related to air quality
are not discussed further.

3.3.3 Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation

Significance Criteria

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project would have a significant effect on
air quality if it would:

e Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

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

o Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations;

e Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the
project region is in nonattainment under any applicable National or State ambient air quality
standards (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative standards for ozone
precursors); or

e Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Consistency with the Northern Sacramento Valley Planning Area 2015
Triennial Air Quality Attainment Plane

The 2015 Triennial Air Quality Attainment Plan (TAQAP) is the only air quality plan applicable
to the proposed BSMP project. According to the Air Quality Section of the Sutter County 2030
General Plan EIR,14 projects in the SVAB could be considered to conflict with the TAQAP if
project emissions are greater than what was projected in the emissions inventories of the TAQAP.
The TAQAP’s emissions inventories are developed based upon anticipated growth parameters
such as population and housing, which are based upon the growth projections found in the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) prepared by the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG). Therefore, the proposed BSMP project is compared to the MTP to
determine whether it is consistent with the TAQAP.

Criteria Pollutants

Development projects have the potential to directly and indirectly generate air pollutants that
would result in adverse environmental impacts. In order to evaluate air pollutant emissions from
development projects, the FRAQMD has established significance thresholds for emissions of
ROG, NOy, and PM31o. The FRAQMD’s Indirect Source Review Guidelines includes the

14 sutter County, 2011. Sutter County 2030 General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. September 2010.
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recommended significance thresholds as listed in Table 3.3-4, which serve as air quality
standards in the evaluation of air quality impacts associated with development projects.
FRAQMD has not established thresholds of significance for PM.s. Projects with emissions
exceeding these thresholds would be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of a criteria air pollutant for which the region is in nonattainment including ozone
precursors.

TABLE 3.3-4
FRAQMD THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Pollutant Construction Threshold Operational Threshold
ROG 25 ppd multiplied by project length, not to exceed 4.5 tpy* 25 ppd
NOx 25 ppd multiplied by project length, not to exceed 4.5 tpy* 25 ppd
PMio 80 ppd 80 ppd
NOTES:

ppd = pounds per day
tpy = tons per year

1 ROG and NOx construction emissions may be averaged over the life of the project, but may not exceed 4.5 tpy.

SOURCE: Feather River Air Quality Management District, 2010. Indirect Source Review Guidelines. 2010.

Toxic Air Contaminants

The operation of any project with the potential to expose existing or future sensitive receptors to
substantial levels of TACs (such as the proposed BSMP) would be deemed to have a potentially
significant impact. More specifically, the proposed BSMP project would be considered to have a
significant air quality impact if:

e The probability of contracting cancer for the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) exceeds
10 in one million people for 70-year exposure.

e Ground-level concentrations of non-carcinogenic TACs would exceed a Hazard Index1®
greater than 1 for the MEI.

In addition, based on the programmatic nature of the proposed BSMP, impacts associated with
TAC:s are analyzed based on buffer zones between sensitive receptors and existing and proposed
land uses that emit TACs in accordance with the recommendations provided in the Air Quality
and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.16

15 Non-cancer adverse health risk, both for acute (short-term) and chronic (long-term) risk, is measured against a
hazard index (HI), which is defined as the ratio of the predicted incremental exposure concentration from the
proposed project to a published reference exposure level (REL) that could cause adverse health effects as
established by Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). The ratio (referred to as the Hazard
Quotient [HQ]) of each non-carcinogenic substance that affects a certain organ system is added to produce an
overall HI for that organ system.

16 california Air Resources Board, 2005. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.
April 2005. pp. 4.
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Methodology and Assumptions

Air quality emissions from construction and operation of the proposed BSMP project could result
in significant impacts. Construction emissions would affect local particulate and ozone (ROG and
NOy) concentrations, primarily due to fugitive dust sources and diesel exhaust. Operation of
development within the BSMP site would increase emissions from motor vehicle trips and on-site
stationary sources. Other operational sources include fuel combustion associated with
landscaping activities, space and water heating in buildings, and the use of consumer products.

Construction Impacts

The California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod version 2016.3.1) was used to determine if
emissions of criteria air pollutants during project construction would exceed FRAQMD’s
applicable regional significance thresholds. Since the Newkom Ranch (Phase 1), Kells East
Ranch (Phase 2) and remainder of the BSMP (Final Phase) would be developed based on market
demand, there is no project-specific information available for construction timing or phasing.
Consequently, reasonable assumptions and default CalEEMod settings were used to estimate
criteria air pollutant and ozone precursor emissions. The assumed phasing of the Full Master Plan
is outlined in Table 3.3-5, which is for air quality modeling purposes and does not necessarily
reflect the actual sequence of construction activities. It should be noted that, unless otherwise stated,
all phasing of construction is assumed to overlap.

TABLE 3.3-5
BOGUE-STEWART MASTER PLAN CONSTRUCTION TIMELINE ASSUMPTIONS

Phase Year
Newkom Ranch (Phase 1) 2019 to 2039
Kells East Ranch (Phase 2) 2020 to 2040
Rest of BSMP area (Final Phase) 2021 to 2041

NOTE:

Due to project delays, the start date of project construction has been changed from 2018 to 2019. Since the emission estimates for the
first year of construction are based on 2018 off-road emission factors and off-road equipment are expected to be cleaner in 2019 as a
result of the implementation of federal and state regulations requiring cleaner off-road equipment, the emission estimates presented in
the following tables remain a conservative estimate of the project’s impact to regional air quality during project construction.

Operational Impacts

The California Supreme Court recently found that “agencies subject to CEQA generally are not
required to analyze the impact of existing environmental conditions on a project’s future users or
residents.” In California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 369, the Supreme Court explained that an agency is only required to
analyze the potential impact of such hazards on future residents if the project would exacerbate
those existing environmental hazards or conditions. CEQA analysis is therefore concerned with a
project’s impact on the environment, rather than with the environment’s impact on a project and
its users or residents. Thus, because the proposed BSMP would not affect any nearby facilities
that could emit objectionable odors, the City is not required to consider the effects of bringing a
new population into an area where such odor emissions exist. Nonetheless, in order to provide a
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through understand of the potential effects of the proposed BSMP project, these impacts are
addressed below (see specifically Impact 3.3-6).

Operation of development on the BSMP site would increase emissions of ozone precursors (ROG
and NOy), PM3o and PM2 s from vehicle trips, area sources (landscape maintenance, consumer
products such as hairsprays, deodorants, and cleaning products), and energy sources (e.g., natural
gas combustion for space and water heating).

CalEEMod was used to estimate vehicle, area and energy use emissions associated with the
proposed BSMP project. For on-road vehicles, emissions were calculated using CalEEMod
default trip rates and trip lengths. A separate CalEEMod run to adjust CalEEMod’s default
vehicle miles travelled (VMT) to match the VMT data provided by Fehr & Peers (presented in
Section 3.14, Transportation and Traffic). The operational emissions were estimated for 2040, the
year assumed for buildout in this analysis. Appendix C includes additional information and
modeling results.

Localized CO Concentrations

CO concentration levels are highest near crowded or congested intersections where traffic is slow
or idling. The proposed project would increase traffic volumes on surrounding roadways, possibly
degrading the existing level of service (LOS) and increasing CO concentrations at nearby
intersections. The FRAQMD currently does not provided guidance on how to determine whether
or not a project-related traffic increases would cause a potential CO hotspot on any given
intersection. Therefore, guidance found in the Sacramento Air Quality Management District’s
(SMAQMD) CEQA Guidance was used to assess CO hotspots. According to the SMAQMD, a
project would not result in a significant CO impact if one of following tiers is met: 17

First Tier
The proposed BSMP would result in a less-than-significant impact to air quality for local CO if:

e Traffic generated by the proposed BSMP would not result in deterioration of intersection
level of service (LOS) or LOS E or F; and

e The proposed BSMP would not contribute additional traffic to an intersection that already
operates at LOS E or F.

Second Tier
If all of the following criteria are met, the proposed BSMP would result in a less-than-significant
impact to air quality for local CO.

e The proposed BSMP would not result in an affected intersection experiencing more than
31,600 vehicles per day;

17 south Coast Air Quality Management District, 2015. The CEQA Guidance. Available:
http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/ceqaguideupdate.shtml. December 2009.
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e The proposed BSMP would not contribute traffic to a tunnel, parking garage, bridge
underpass, urban street canyon, or below-grade roadway; or other locations where horizontal
or vertical mixing of air will be substantially limited; and

o The mix of vehicle types at the intersection is not anticipated to be substantially different
from the County average (as identified by the EMFAC or CalEEMod models).

The CALINEA4 dispersion model is the preferred method of estimating CO pollutant
concentrations at sensitive land uses near congested roadways and intersections. For each
intersection analyzed, CALINE4 uses traffic volumes, CO emission rates, and receptor locations
to estimate peak hour CO concentrations. For this analysis, CO concentrations were calculated
based on a simplified CALINE4 screening procedure and CO emissions rates for Sacramento
County from the California Air Resources Board’s Emissions Factors (EMFAC) 2014 model. The
model is used to identify potential CO hotspots. The modeling methodology assumed worst-case
conditions to provide a maximum, worst-case CO concentration. To ensure that an adequate
margin of safety was used, the highest 1-hour and 8- hour CO readings from Sutter County were
used as the background concentration. Year 2016 and 2040 was selected for the baseline and
cumulative analysis, respectively, in order to generate conservative emission factors and emission
estimates. Appendix C contains the CO modeling results.

Toxic Air Contaminants and Health Risk Assessment

The primary TACs during construction would be DPM from construction equipment exhaust.
DPM exhaust is a complex mixture of thousands of gases and fine particles commonly known as
soot. Although construction activities within the BSMP site could be ongoing incrementally for
several years, construction would be intermittent and occur in different areas for varying
durations. TAC emissions would be spread out geographically over time, reducing exposure at
any individual sensitive receptor. Based on guidance from the FRAQMD, the health risk resulting
from exposure to emissions from BSMP construction equipment was evaluated qualitatively.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact 3.3-1: Construction of land uses under the proposed BSMP could generate criteria
pollutant emissions that could substantially contribute to a potential violation of applicable
air quality standards or to nonattainment conditions.

Full Master Plan

Construction of the proposed BSMP project would consist of site grading, excavation for
infrastructure and building foundations, building construction, and paving and landscaping
installation. Construction of development pursuant to the proposed BSMP is expected to begin in
2019 and, assuming completion by 2041, would last 22 years. Construction of individual
residences and commercial building under the proposed BSMP would occur as dictated by market
conditions. For this analysis, it is assumed that activities on the Newkom Ranch (Phase 1), Kells
East Ranch (Phase 2) and rest of the BSMP (Final Phase) would overlap, as shown in Table 3.3-5.
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Construction emissions were estimated for the entire proposed BSMP using the methods in
FRAQMD’s Indirect Source Review Guidelines.18 The CalEEMod model was used to quantify
construction ROG, NOx, and PMo emissions from off-road equipment, haul trucks, on-road
worker vehicle emissions, and vendor delivery trips. The unmitigated and mitigated construction
emissions for each construction year can be found in Table 3.3-6 and Table 3.3-7, respectively.
Those tables compare emissions to FRAQMD’s ROG, NOx, and PMso construction thresholds.

TABLE 3.3-6

UNMITIGATED FULL MASTER PLAN CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Construction Year ROG (tpy) NOXx (tpy) PMj, (Peak ppd)
2019 1 12 21
2020 6 22 210
2021 6 20 35
2022 6 18 35
2023 5 17 34
2024 5 14 34
2025 5 14 34
2026 5 13 34
2027 5 13 34
2028 5 13 34
2029 5 13 34
2030 5 13 34
2031 5 12 33
2032 5 12 33
2033 5 12 33
2034 5 12 33
2035 5 12 33
2036 4 11 33
2037 4 11 33
2038 4 11 33
2039 4 11 33
2040 4 11 33
2041 4 11 33
FRAQMD Thresholds 4.5 4.5 80
Maximum 6 22 210
Significant (Yes or No)? Yes Yes Yes

NOTES:

1. Project construction emissions estimates were made using CalEEMod version 2016.3.1. See Appendix C
for model outputs and more detailed assumptions

2. Values in bold are in excess of the applicable FRAQMD significance threshold.

SOURCE: ESA, 2017

18 Feather River Air Quality Management District, 2010. Indirect Source Review Guidelines. June 7, 2010.
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TABLE 3.3-7
MITIGATED FULL MASTER PLAN CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Construction Year 1 10 11
2019 6 18 116

2020 6 16 19

2021 5 15 19

2022 5 14 19

2023 5 11 19

2024 5 11 19

2025 5 11 19

2026 5 11 19

2027 5 10 19

2028 5 10 19

2029 5 10 19

2030 5 10 18

2031 4 9 18

2032 4 9 18

2033 4 9 18

2034 4 9 18

2035 4 9 18

2036 4 9 18

2037 4 9 18

2038 4 9 18

2039 4 9 18

2040 4 9 18

2041 1 10 11
FRAQMD Thresholds 4.5 4.5 80
Maximum 6 18 116
Significant (Yes or No)? Yes Yes Yes

NOTES:

1. Project construction emissions estimates were made using CalEEMod version 2016.3.1.
See Appendix C for model outputs and more detailed assumptions
2. Values in bold are in excess of the applicable FRAQMD significance threshold.

SOURCE: ESA, 2017

As shown in Table 3.3-6, construction emissions of ROG, NOx and PMy, would exceed the
FRAQMD significance thresholds for each construction year. The predominant construction
activity associated with these emissions would be off-road diesel equipment and on-road haul
trucks during construction of the entire proposed BSMP. PM3o emissions, in the form of fugitive
dust, would be emitted during the transport of off- and on-road vehicles on unpaved surfaces.
Overall, the proposed BSMP project would have a significant impact related to construction
emissions.
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Implementation of the emission reduction portion of Mitigation 3.3-2, identified below, would
reduce proposed BSMP construction emissions to levels shown in Table 3.3-7. Emissions of
ROG, NOx and PM3o would remain in excess of the thresholds for a majority of the years analyzed.

Newkom Ranch/Kells East Ranch

The development of the Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch projects is expected to begin in
2019 and last approximately 21 years. The construction emission for the proposed development
for each year of construction was estimated using CalEEMod. Predicted unmitigated and mitigated
construction emissions for each of the construction years are presented in Table 3.3-8 and

Table 3.3-9, respectively, and compared to the FRAQMD’s significance thresholds. Model output
data and assumptions are included in Appendix C.

TABLE 3.3-8
UNMITIGATED NEWKOM/KELLS EAST RANCH CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Construction Year ROG (ppd) NOX (ppd) PMjo (Peak ppd)
2019 1 12 139
2020 3 17 218
2021 3 15 23
2022 3 14 23
2023 3 13 23
2024 3 11 22
2025 3 10 22
2026 2 10 22
2027 2 10 22
2028 2 10 22
2029 2 10 22
2030 2 10 22
2031 2 9 21
2032 2 9 21
2033 2 9 21
2034 2 9 21
2035 2 9 21
2036 2 8 21
2037 2 8 21
2038 2 8 21
2039 2 8 21
2040 2 8 21
FRAQMD Thresholds 45 4.5 80
Maximum 3 17 218
Significant (Yes or No)? No Yes Yes

NOTES:

1. Project construction emissions estimates were made using CalEEMod version 2016.3.1.
See Appendix C for model outputs and more detailed assumptions
2. Values in bold are in excess of the applicable FRAQMD significance threshold.

SOURCE: ESA, 2017
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TABLE 3.3-9
MITIGATED NEWKOM/KELLS EAST RANCH CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
Construction Year ROG (ppd) NOXx (ppd) PMjo (Peak ppd)
2019 1 10 62
2020 3 13 98
2021 3 12 10
2022 3 11 10
2023 3 10 10
2024 2 8 10
2025 2 8 10
2026 2 8 10
2027 2 8 10
2028 2 8 10
2029 2 8 10
2030 2 8 10
2031 2 7 10
2032 2 7 10
2033 2 7 10
2034 2 7 10
2035 2 7 10
2036 2 6 10
2037 2 7 10
2038 2 6 10
2039 2 6 10
2040 2 6 10
FRAQMD Thresholds 45 4.5 80
Maximum 3 13 98
Significant (Yes or No)? No Yes Yes

NOTES:

1. Project construction emissions estimates were made using CalEEMod version 2016.3.1.
See Appendix C for model outputs and more detailed assumptions

2. Values in bold are in excess of the applicable FRAQMD significance threshold.

SOURCE: ESA, 2017

As shown in Table 3.3-8, construction emissions of NOx and PM would exceed the FRAQMD
significance thresholds for each construction year. The predominant construction activity
associated with these emissions would be off-road diesel equipment and on-road haul trucks
during construction of the development proposed within the Newkom Ranch and Kells East
Ranch properties. PM1o emissions, in the form of fugitive dust, would be emitted during the
transport of off- and on-road vehicles on unpaved surfaces. Overall, the development proposed
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within the Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch properties would have a significant impact
related to construction emissions.

Implementation of the emission reduction portion of Mitigation 3.3-2 would reduce construction
emissions to levels shown in Table 3.3-9. ROG emissions would remain below the FRAQMD
significance threshold. Emissions of NOx and PM1o would remain in excess of the thresholds.

Summary

Construction of the proposed BSMP project would result in emissions of ROG, NOy and PMio
that would exceed the FRAQMD significance thresholds. Consequently, construction of any of
the land uses would result in a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(a): Fugitive Dust Control Plan (BSMP/NR/KER)

During the construction of the BSMP, individual project applicants shall submit to
FRAQMD a Fugitive Dust Control Plan with the following mitigation measures to be
implemented:

a) All grading operations on a project shall be suspended when sustained winds exceed
20 miles per hour (mph) or when winds carry dust beyond the property line despite
implementation of all feasible dust control measures;

b) Construction sites shall be watered as directed by the FRAQMD and as necessary to
prevent fugitive dust violations;

¢) An operational water truck shall be on-site at all times. Water shall be applied to
control dust as needed to prevent visible emissions violations and off-site dust
impacts;

d) On-site dirt piles or other stockpiled particulate matter shall be covered, wind breaks
installed, and water and/or soil stabilizers employed to reduce wind-blow dust
emissions. The use of approved nontoxic soil stabilizers shall be incorporated
according to manufacturers’ specifications to all inactive construction areas;

e) All transfer processes involving a free fall of soil or other particulate matter shall be
operated in such a manner as to minimize the free fall distance and fugitive dust
emissions;

f) Approved chemical soil stabilizers shall be applied according to the manufacturers’
specifications to all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas that remain
inactive for 96 hours), including unpaved roads and employee/equipment parking
areas;

g) To prevent track-out, wheel washers shall be installed where project vehicles and/or
equipment exit onto paved streets from unpaved roads. Vehicles and/or equipment
shall be washed before each trip. Alternatively, a gravel bed may be installed as
appropriate at vehicle/equipment site exit points to effectively remove soil buildup on
tires and tracks and prevent/diminish track-out;
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h) Paved streets shall be swept frequently (water sweeper with reclaimed water
recommended; wet broom permitted) if soil material has been carried onto adjacent
paved, public thoroughfares from the project site;

i) Temporary traffic control shall be provided as needed during all phases of
construction to improve traffic flow, as deemed appropriate by the appropriate
department of public works and/or California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), and to reduce vehicle dust emissions. An effective measure is to enforce
vehicle traffic speeds at or below 15 mph;

J) Traffic speeds on all unpaved surfaces shall be reduced to 15 mph or less, and
unnecessary vehicle traffic shall be reduced by restricting access. Appropriate
training to truck and equipment drivers, on-site enforcement, and signage shall be
provided;

k) Ground cover shall be reestablished on the construction site as soon as possible and
before final occupancy through seeding and watering; and

I) Open burning shall be prohibited at the project site. No open burning of vegetative
waste (natural plant growth wastes) or other legal or illegal burn materials (e.g., trash,
demolition debris) may be conducted at the project site. Vegetative wastes shall be
chipped or delivered to waste-to-energy facilities (permitted biomass facilities),
mulched, composted, or used for firewood. It is unlawful to haul waste materials off-
site for disposal by open burning.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(b): Control Exhaust Emissions (BSMP/NR/KER)

Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed FRAQMD Regulation 11,
Rule 3.0, Visible Emissions Limitations (40 percent opacity or Ringelmann 2.0).
Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits shall take action to
repair the equipment within 72 hours or remove the equipment from service. Failure to
comply may result in a notice of violation from FRAQMD.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(c): Limit Equipment Idling (BSMP/NR/KER)

Construction contracts within the BSMP shall limit idling time to 5 minutes in
accordance with ARB airborne air toxic control measure 13 (CCR Chapter 10 Section
2485) unless more time is required per engine manufacturers’ specifications or for safety
reasons.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(d): Equipment Registration (BSMP/NR/KER)

Portable engines and portable engine-driven equipment units used by construction
contractors within the BSMP site, with the exception of on-road and off-road motor
vehicles, may require ARB Portable Equipment Registration with the state or a local
district permit. The owner/operator of the equipment shall be responsible for arranging
appropriate consultations with ARB or the FRAQMD to determine registration and
permitting requirements before the equipment is operated at the site.
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Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(e): Equipment Emissions Plan (BSMP/NR/KER)

During the construction of the BSMP, individual project applicants shall assemble a
comprehensive inventory list (i.e., make, model, engine year, horsepower, emission rates)
of all heavy-duty off-road (portable and mobile) equipment (50 horsepower and greater)
that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for a construction project. Applicants
shall provide a plan for approval by FRAQMD demonstrating that the heavy-duty (equal
to or greater than 50 horsepower) off-road equipment to be used for construction,
including owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleet-
average 20 percent NOy reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the
most recent ARB fleet average at the time of construction.

These equipment emission reductions can be demonstrated using the most recent version
of the Construction Mitigation Calculator developed by the SMAQMD. Acceptable
options for reducing emissions may include use of late-model engines, low emission
diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology (Carl Moyer Guidelines),
after-treatment products, voluntary off-site mitigation projects, the provision of funds for
air district off-site mitigation projects, and/or other options as they become available. In
addition, implementation of these measures would also result in a 5 percent reduction in
ROG emissions from heavy-duty diesel equipment. FRAQMD shall be contacted to
discuss alternative measures.

Significance after Mitigation: Implementation of the mitigation measures listed above
would reduce the predicted level of emissions for construction of the BSMP, including
the Full Master Plan and Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch properties. However,
construction emissions would still exceed the FRAQMD significance thresholds for ROG
and NOy. Therefore, the construction of the BSMP would generate emissions of ROG
and NOy that would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.

Impact 3.3-2: Operational activities associated with development under the proposed BSMP
would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that could substantially contribute
to a potential violation of applicable air quality standards or to nonattainment conditions.

Full Master Plan

Over the long-term, the proposed BSMP project would result in an increase in emissions of ozone
precursors, ROG and NOy, and PMyy, primarily due to project-related motor vehicle trips and on-
site area and energy sources (e.g., natural gas combustion for space and water heating, landscape
maintenance, use of consumer products such as hairsprays, deodorants, cleaning products).
Operational emissions were quantified using CalEEMod 2016.3.1 and are presented in

Table 3.3-10 below. Based on the estimates shown in Table 3.3-10, the proposed BSMP’s criteria
pollutant contribution to regional air quality would exceed the significance thresholds specified by
the FRAQMD for ROG, NOy, and PM; and would be significant.
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TABLE 3.3-10
UNMITIGATED FULL MASTER PLAN OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY)
Year 2040 Build-out Operation Emissions (Ibs/day)?
FRAQMD
Thresholds Area Energy Mobile Total Significant
Pollutant (Ibs/day) Sources Sources Sources Emissions (Yes or N0)?
ROG 25 160 3 35 198 Yes
NOXx 25 25 22 528 575 Yes
PMy, 80 3 2 196 201 Yes
NOTES:

1. Operational emissions estimates for summertime conditions were made using CalEEMod 2016.3.1. See Appendix C for details.
2. Several adjustments were made to the CalEEMod default assumptions that were not considered mitigation. The default trip rates
and lengths were adjusted to match the traffic data provided by Fehr & Peers.

Source: ESA, 2017

Newkom Ranch/Kells East Ranch

Operational emissions generated by the development proposed within the Newkom Ranch and
Kells East Ranch properties would result in an increase in ROG, NOy and PMyo primarily due to
project-related motor vehicle trips and onsite area and energy sources (e.g., natural gas combustion
for space and water heating, landscape maintenance, use of consumer products such as hairsprays,
deodorants, cleaning products). Operational emissions for build-out of Newkom Ranch and Kells
East Ranch properties were quantified using CalEEMod 2016.3.1 and are presented in

Table 3.3-11 below. Based on the estimates shown in Table 3.3-11, operational criteria pollutant
emissions within the Newkom Ranch property would exceed the significance thresholds specified by
the FRAQMD for ROG, NOy, and PM3o and would be considered a significant impact.

TABLE 3.3-11
NEWKOM/KELLS EAST RANCH OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY)

Year 2038 Build-out Operation Emissions (Ibs/day)'2
FRAQMD

Thresholds Area Energy Mobile Total Significant

Pollutant (Ibs/day) Sources Sources Sources Emissions (Yes or No)?

ROG 25 57 1 19 7 Yes

NOx 25 1 8 291 300 Yes

PM3q 80 1 1 88 90 Yes
NOTES:
1. Specific Plan operational emissions estimates for summertime conditions were made using CalEEMod 2016.3.1. See Appendix C for

details.

2. Several adjustments were made to the CalEEMod default assumptions that were not considered mitigation. The default trip rates
and lengths were adjusted to match the traffic data provided by Fehr & Peers.

SOURCE: ESA, 2017

Summary

The incremental build-out of the proposed BSMP project, including the Newkom Ranch and
Kells East Ranch, would result in emissions of ROG, NOy and PM3, that would exceed the
significance thresholds specified by the FRAQMD, creating a significant impact.
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The mitigation measures most feasible for the proposed BSMP are provided in Mitigation
Measure 3.3-2.

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: Implement Operational Mitigation Measures
(BSMP/NR/KER)

The project applicant(s) for tentative subdivision maps and development projects
proposed under the BSMP shall implement the mitigation measures, as applicable to the
proposed subdivision map or development project. At the time entitlements are sought,
the City will evaluate measures below, determine which measures are applicable, and
include those measures as conditions of approval or some other enforceable mechanism.
All feasible measures listed below shall be incorporated into subdivision maps and
development projects within the BSMP.

a)

b)

f)

9)

Subdivision maps and development projects located in areas designated Community
Commercial, Neighborhood Commercial, Office Park, and Business Park shall be
developed in coordination with local transit providers to ensure proper placement and
design of transit stops and accommodate public transit for both employees and
patrons.

Subdivision maps and improvement plans shall be designed to provide convenient
and safe bicycle, pedestrian, and transit access between neighborhoods and areas
designated Community Commercial, Neighborhood Commercial, Office Park, and
Business Park, as well as parks, trails, and other destinations.

Subdivision maps and development projects within Community Commercial and
Neighborhood Commercial areas shall distribute proposed parking and not
concentrate parking exclusively between the front building facade and the primary
abutting street where feasible.

Cul-de-sacs are allowed only where they would not create a barrier for pedestrian and
bicycle access or circulation between homes and destinations.

Employment generating projects that anticipate more than 50 full-time equivalent
employees shall participate in the Yuba-Sutter Transportation Management
Association.

Subdivision maps and improvement plans shall be designed to accommodate safe and
frequent pedestrian crosswalks, with more frequent crossings in areas expected to
have higher pedestrian traffic, such as schools, parks, trail connections, higher-
density residential areas, and areas with retail, services, office uses, and other non-
residential uses.

Subdivision maps and improvement plans shall be designed to discourage
concentration of traffic at a few intersections. Multiple points of access shall be
provided whenever feasible. Roads shall be arranged in an interconnected block
pattern. The maximum average block length in subdivisions is 600 feet unless
unusual existing physical conditions warrant an exception to this standard, but shorter
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h)

)

K)

p)

q)

block lengths should be used around areas designated Community Commercial and
Neighborhood Commercial.

Subdivision maps and improvement plans shall be designed to connect with adjacent
roadways and stubbed roads and shall provide frequent stubbed roadways in
coordination with future planned development areas.

Subdivision maps and development projects within Community Commercial and
Neighborhood Commercial areas shall be designed to minimize the amount of on-site
land required to meet parking, internal circulation, and delivery/loading needs.

Subdivision maps and development projects within Community Commercial and
Neighborhood Commercial areas shall be designed to break up any proposed surface
parking with landscaping and provide pedestrian routes from parking areas to
building entrances.

The City will reduce the amount of off-street parking required or eliminate off-street
parking requirements for projects that propose housing units restricted to lower-, very
low-, or extremely low-income households.

Residential subdivision maps shall orient the majority of buildings so that the longer
axis of the building, also known as the ridge line, is oriented east-to-west, in order to
maximize the potential for passive solar heating in the winter and to minimize heat
gain from the afternoon summer sun.

Subdivision maps and development projects proposing off-street surface parking lots
shall incorporate shade trees or shade structures to provide a minimum of 50 percent
shading (at maturity, where trees are used).

Subdivision maps and development projects shall use climate-appropriate
landscaping in parks and open space, landscaping within new rights of way, yards,
and other appropriate spaces.

Provide secure, covered bicycle parking for employees of projects located in areas
designated Community Commercial, Neighborhood Commercial, Office Park, and
Business Park. This may consist of a separate secure, covered bicycle parking area at
each employment location or larger shared bicycle parking area/s located and
designed to serve multiple locations.

Shower and locker facilities shall be provided for employees of projects located in
areas designated Community Commercial, Neighborhood Commercial, Office Park,
and Business Park. This may be achieved by incorporating a shower and locker
facility into the design of each proposed use, or facilities located and designed to
serve multiple locations.

Residential development that proposes fireplaces shall use the lowest emitting
commercially available fireplace.

Provide electric vehicle charging facilities and priority parking at non-residential uses
for electric and carpool/vanpool vehicles.
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Significance After Mitigation: Although these mitigation measures would reduce the
proposed BSMP’s emissions of ROG, NOy and PMyy, these mitigation measures would
not reduce operational emissions to below the FRAQMD’s significance thresholds.
Therefore, operation of the BSMP, Newkom Ranch, and Kells East Ranch would
generate emissions of ROG, NOy and PMyg that would exceed the FRAQMD significance
thresholds and result in a significant and unavoidable impact.

Impact 3.3-3: The proposed BSMP project would conflict with or obstruct implementation
of an applicable air quality plan.

Full Master Plan

The FRAQMD and a number of other air districts in the SVAB developed the 2015 Triennial Air
Quality Attainment Plan (TAQAP) to comply with the requirements of the CCAA as
implemented through the California Health and Safety Code. Projects in the SVAB could be
considered to conflict with the TAQAP if project emissions are greater than what was projected
in the emissions inventories of the TAQAP. The TAQAP’s emissions inventories are developed
based upon anticipated growth parameters such as population and housing, which are based upon
the growth projections found in the MTP prepared by the SACOG.

The Full Master Plan would include design features that would reduce onsite 0zone emissions
(ROG and NOy) and particulate matter (PM1o and PM2s). These design features include
bikeway/trail systems, pedestrian systems, and transit connections. While the build-out of the Full
Master Plan would include design features that would result in a reduction in criteria pollutant
emissions, the Full Master Plan was not included the SACOG development models and would not
be consistent with the MTP. Therefore, because the proposed BSMP would conflict with
implementation of the TAQAP, this impact would be considered significant.

Newkom Ranch

The development proposed within the Newkom Ranch property would result in similar impacts as
those discussed under the Full Master Plan. Like the Full Master Plan, the development proposed
in the Newkom Ranch property would include design features that would reduce onsite ozone
emissions (ROG and NOy) and particulate matter (PM3o and PM_5). While the build-out of the
Newkom Ranch development would include design features that would result in a reduction in
criteria pollutant emissions, the proposed development within the Newkom Ranch property was
not included the SACOG development models and would not be consistent with the MTP.
Therefore, because the proposed Newkom Ranch development would conflict with
implementation of the TAQAP, this impact would be considered significant.

Kells East Ranch

The development proposed within the Kells East Ranch property would result in similar impacts
as those discussed under the Full Master Plan. Like the Full Master Plan, the development
proposed in the Kells East Ranch property would include design features that would reduce onsite

Bogue-Stewart Master Plan 3.3-33 ESA /140720
Environmental Impact Report May 2019



3. Environmental Impacts, Setting, and Mitigation Measures

3.3 Air Quality

ozone emissions (ROG and NOy) and particulate matter (PM1 and PM25). While the build-out of
the Kells East development would include design features that would result in a reduction in
criteria pollutant emissions, the proposed development within the Kells East Ranch property was
not included the SACOG development models and would not be consistent with the MTP.
Therefore, because the proposed Kells East Ranch development would conflict with
implementation of the TAQAP, this impact would be considered significant.

Summary

Development associated with the proposed BSMP project, including the Newkom Ranch and
Kells East Ranch developments, would not be consistent with the SACOG growth projections for
the Sutter County area. Thus, the proposed BSMP project would conflict with implementation of
the TAQAP, this impact would be considered significant.

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3: Consistency with the Triennial Air Quality Attainment
Program (BSMP/NR/KER)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(a) through Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(e) and
Mitigation Measure 3.3-2

Significance after Mitigation: Although implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-3
would reduce construction and operation emissions, they would not establish consistency
with the TAQAP. The growth projections as a result of the proposed BSMP project
would exceed the projections found in SACOG’s MTP, making the proposed BSMP
project inconsistent with the TAQAP. There are no other feasible mitigation measures
with the exception of reducing development to reduce the impact. As such, impacts
would be significant and unavoidable.

Impact 3.3-4: Traffic associated with development under the proposed BSMP could result
in exposure of persons to substantial localized carbon monoxide concentrations.

Full Master Plan

CO is a localized pollutant of concern. Due to the temporary operation of equipment in any one
area, construction of individual development or infrastructure projects pursuant to the proposed
BSMP project would not emit CO in quantities that could pose health concerns. For operation,
traffic was analyzed to determine its potential to affect CO concentrations near surface streets and
intersections in and around the BSMP site. The analysis presented in section 3.12, Transportation
and Traffic, shows that none intersections would result in a LOS below E during the AM or PM hours
under Existing plus Full Master Plan conditions. CO modeling was conducted for these
intersections using CALINEA4.

Table 3.3-12 shows the CO results. Conservative assumptions were used to estimate worst-case
CO concentrations. Those assumptions included the use of worst case meteorology, the inclusion
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of the highest 1-hour and 8-hour background CO concentrations recorded in Sacramento during
the past five years, the use of baseline plus project (2016) traffic volumes, and the use of 2016
CO emission rates.

TABLE 3.3-12
CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS AT AFFECTED INTERSECTIONS
FuLL MASTER PLAN

CO Concentrations

Intersection 1-hour (ppm) 8-hour (ppm)

SR 99/ Bridge Street 3 3
SR 99 / Bogue Road 4 3
SR 99/ Stewart Road 2 2
SR 99 / Reed Road 2 2
S. Walton Avenue / Bogue Road 2 2
Railroad Avenue / Lincoln Road 2 1
Phillips Road / Bogue Road 2 2
Railroad Avenue / Bogue Road 2 2
Gilsizer Ranch Way / Bogue Road 2 1
Threshold 20 9
Exceed Threshold? No No
NOTES:

CO concentrations include a worst case 1-hour CO background concentration of 0.3 ppm and a worst case 8-hour background
concentration of 0.3 ppm. The modeled 1-hour concentrations were converted to 8-hour concentrations using a persistence factor of
0.80. CALINE4 modeling results and additional assumptions are included in Appendix C.

As shown in Table 3.3-12, the analysis finds that no exceedances of the CO 1- hour or 8-hour
standard would occur at any of the intersections. Thus, the proposed BSMP project would have a
less-than-significant impact on local CO concentrations.

Newkom Ranch/Kells East Ranch

A review of the traffic data associated with development within the Newkom Ranch/Kells East
Ranch properties shows that four intersections would result in a LOS below E during either the
AM or PM hours under Existing plus Newkom Ranch/Kells East Ranch conditions. CO modeling
was conducted for these intersections using CALINE4. As shown in Table 3.3-13, the analysis
finds that no exceedances of the CO 1- hour or 8-hour standard would occur at any of the receptor
locations. Thus, the development of the Newkom Ranch/Kells East Ranch properties would have
a less-than-significant impact on local CO concentrations.
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TABLE 3.3-13
CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS AT AFFECTED INTERSECTIONS
NEWKOM RANCH/KELLS EAST RANCH

CO Concentrations

Intersection 1-hour (ppm) 8-hour (ppm)

SR 99 / Hunn Road 3 2
SR 99/ Smith Road 2 2
Phillips Road / Bogue Road 2 2
Railroad Avenue / Bogue Road 2 1
Threshold 20 9
Exceed Threshold? No No
NOTES:

CO concentrations include a worst case 1-hour CO background concentration of 0.3 ppm and a worst case 8-hour background
concentration of 0.3 ppm. The modeled 1-hour concentrations were converted to 8-hour concentrations using a persistence factor of
0.80. CALINE4 modeling results and additional assumptions are included in Appendix C.

Summary

As shown in Tables 3.3-12 and 3.3-13, none of the intersections resulting in an LOS below E
during the AM or PM peak hours affected by the proposed BSMP project would result in
significant CO concentrations. Therefore, the proposed BSMP, Newkom Ranch, and Kells East
Ranch projects would generate CO concentrations from vehicular traffic that would result in a
less than significant.

Mitigation Measure

None required.

Impact 3.3-5: Construction and operation of the proposed BSMP could result in short-term
and long-term exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants (TACS).

Full Master Plan

Construction

Construction activities would produce diesel DPM emissions due to combustion equipment such
as loaders, backhoes, and cranes, as well as haul trucks. DPM represents the primary TAC of
concern from construction activities. Exposure of sensitive receptors — both existing residences
and future proposed residences within the BSMP area — is the primary factor used to determine
health risk. Exposure is a function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the
environment and the extent of exposure. A longer exposure period would result in a higher
exposure level. Thus, the risks estimated for a maximally exposed individual are higher if a fixed
exposure occurs over a longer period of time.
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According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), health risk
assessments should be based on a 30-year exposure period.1® However, such assessments should
be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the project. Although the
construction of the development proposed under the proposed BSMP project is assumed to be less
than 30 years, it would likely constitute a large percent of the total 30-year exposure period.
Based on an assumed 22-year exposure period,2° TACs generated during construction could
result in concentrations causing significant health risks. Consequently, construction of the
proposed BSMP project would result in potentially significant construction-related health risks.

Operation

Long-term operation of the proposed BSMP project could include the development of stationary
and mobile sources that emit TACs. Any stationary sources that may emit TACs would be
subject to FRAQMD permitting and Toxics Best Available Control Technology (T-BACT)
requirements. FRAQMD would assess such sources for potential health risk impacts based on
their potential to emit TACs. If it is determined that the sources would be considered a major
source of TACs, T-BACT would be implemented to reduce emissions (such as through process
changes or control equipment incorporation) to ensure a level of control that, at a minimum, is no
less stringent than new source maximum achievable control technology. If the implementation of
T-BACT would achieve the required level of control, then FRAQMD would deny the required
permit. As a result, impacts associated with exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial toxic
air emissions from stationary source operations would be less than significant.

According to CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: Community Health Perspective,
sensitive uses in a rural area within 500 feet of a freeway with a traffic volume of 50,000 or more
vehicles per day could be exposed to mobile TAC emissions that could result in a significant
health risk.21 Development of the proposed BSMP would result in an increase in vehicular traffic
along State Routh (SR) 99, which would result in an increase in mobile TAC emissions within the
BSMP area. The highest average daily traffic along SR 99 under existing plus proposed BSMP
conditions is 32,775 vehicles per day, well below CARB’s 50,000 vehicles per day threshold. As
a result, impacts associated with exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial toxic air
emissions from mobile source operations would be less than significant.

Newkom Ranch/Kells East Ranch

Construction

As previously discussed above for the entire proposed BSMP, health risks are based on a 30-year
exposure period. Since the construction duration of the development of the Newkom Ranch and
Kells East Ranch properties would constitute a large percentage of the total 30-year exposure

19 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2015. Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk
Assessments. February 2015.

20" While each development (i.e., Full BSMP, Newkom Ranch, Kells East Ranch) have an assumed 20-year
construction horizon, the one-year offsets in the schedules of each create a composite 22-year exposure period
when considered in aggregate.

21 california Air Resources Board, 2005. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.
April 2005.
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period, TACs generated during construction could result in concentrations causing significant
health risks. Construction of the proposed Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch properties would
result in potentially significant construction-related health risks. Therefore, this mitigation
measure, if implemented, would further reduce exposure to the TACs that would be emitted
during the construction period. Health risks associated with construction of the Newkom Ranch
and Kells East Ranch properties would be less than significant.

Operation

Much like the Full Master Plan, the Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch properties could
include the development of stationary sources that emit TACs. If it is determined that the
developments proposed on the Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch properties would include
sources that are considered a major source of TACs, T-BACT would be implemented to reduce
emissions (such as through process changes or control equipment incorporation). This would
ensure a level of control that, at a minimum, is no less stringent than new source maximum
achievable control technology. If the implementation of T-BACT would achieve the required
level of control, then FRAQMD would deny the required permit. As a result, impacts associated
with exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial toxic air emissions from stationary source
operations would be less than significant.

Development of the developments proposed on the Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch
properties would result in an increase in vehicular traffic along SR 99, which would result in an
increase in mobile TAC emissions within the BSMP area. The highest average daily traffic along
SR 99 under existing plus developments proposed on the Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch
properties conditions is 29,725 vehicles per day, well below CARB’s 50,000 vehicles per day
threshold. As a result, impacts associated with exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
toxic air emissions from mobile source operations would be less than significant.

Summary

Any sources of TAC during the operation of the BSMP, include the Full Master Plan and
Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch properties, would be regulated through the FRAQMD
permitting process and mobile source TAC emissions would be below CARB’s screen criteria.
Therefore, this impact would result in a less-than-significant impact.

Construction durations of the BSMP, include the Full Master Plan and Newkom Ranch and Kells
East Ranch properties, would constitute a large percentage of the total 30-year exposure period
used for health risk evaluations. Since construction of the BSMP would represent approximately
73 percent of the 30-year evaluation period, TACs generated during construction could result in
concentrations causing significant health risks. This impact is potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-5: Equipment Emissions Plan (BSMP/NR/KER)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(e).
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Significance after Mitigation: With implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(e),
health risks associated with construction of the BSMP would be reduce to be less than
significant.

Impact 3.3-6: Land uses to be developed under the proposed BSMP could result in exposure
of substantial persons to objectionable odors.

Full Master Plan

The FRAQMD has identified typical odor sources in its Indirect Source Review Guidelines.22
These include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, composting and green waste
facilities, recycling facilities, petroleum refineries, chemical manufacturing plants, painting and
coating operations, rendering plants, and food packaging plants.23 The proposed BSMP would
not allow uses that have been identified by FRAQMD as potential sources of objectionable odors.
In addition, the BSMP site is not located within one mile of any facilities or uses known to
generate objectionable odors. Diesel equipment used during construction can produce odorous
exhaust, but equipment use in any one area of the BSMP site would be temporary and potential
odors would not affect a substantial number of people, as this area would not be fully populated
as envisioned in the proposed BSMP at that time. Therefore, construction and operation of the
proposed BSMP project would generate odors that would result in a less-than-significant impact.

Newkom Ranch/Kells East Ranch

The development proposed in the Newkom Ranch and Kells East Ranch properties would result
in similar odor impacts as discussed under the Full Master Plan. Construction the Newkom Ranch
and Kells East Ranch properties could produce odorous exhaust, but equipment use in any one
construction site on the BSMP site would be temporary and potential odors would not affect a
substantial number of people. Much like the full BSMP, the Newkom Ranch and Kells East
Ranch properties would not include uses identified by FRAQMD as potential sources of
objectionable odors. Therefore, construction and operation of Newkom Ranch and Kells East
Ranch properties would generate odors that would result in a less-than-significant impact.

Summary

In summary, none of the proposed activities or uses proposed within any of the BSMP would be
classified by the FRAQMD as typical odor sources. Although odors could be generated by diesel
exhaust from off-road equipment during the construction of the BSMP, these odors would be
temporary and would not affect a substantial number of people. Therefore, this impact would
result in a less—than-significant impact.

22 Feather River Air Quality Management District, 2010. Indirect Source Review Guidelines. June 7, 2010.
3 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 2009. Guide to Air Quality Assessment. Adopted
December 2009 and last updated October 2013. pp. 7-2.
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Mitigation Measure

None required.

Cumulative Impacts

The geographic context for changes in the air quality environment due to development of the
proposed BSMP would be both regional and local. Ozone would be the primary pollutant of
regional concern, and the cumulative context would be comprised of the SVAB, which includes a
multitude of projects planned therein, including the River Edge Apartments (650 Lincoln Road)
and tenant improvements to an urgent care building at 520 Bogue Road.

Particulates (fugitive dust and DPM), CO, and TACs would result in localized impacts in close
proximity to pollutant sources. The CO and TAC localized exposure analysis detailed in Impacts
3.3-4 and 3.3-5, incorporated cumulative traffic assumptions in order to determine the worst case
pollutant scenario. Development under the BSMP would result in a less-than-significant impact
related to localized impacts of CO and TACs.

As described above in Impact 3.3-7, the proposed BSMP would not include uses that have been
identified by FRQAQMD as potential sources of objectionable odors. Therefore, the BSMP would
not contribute to a cumulative odor impact.

Impact 3.3-7: The proposed BSMP could contribute to cumulative increases in short-term
(construction) emissions.

ROG, NOy and PMy are the pollutants that FRQAMD has identified as the primary concerns
from construction. The BSMP plus other concurrent construction activities in the SVAB could
contribute to cumulative construction-related ROG, NOx and PM1, emissions. Construction of
development pursuant to the proposed BSMP would result in significant emissions of ROG and
NOx, which could combine with emissions generated by other existing and future development
within the SVAB to contribute to an air quality impact in the region. Since the emissions
generated by development pursuant to the proposed BSMP would exceed the FRAQMD project
level thresholds, the emissions would also be considered significant contributors to cumulative
emissions. Consequently, without mitigation, the proposed BSMP project would have a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 3.3-7(a): Fugitive Dust Control Plan (BSMP/NR/KER)
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(a).
Mitigation Measure 3.3-7(b): Control Exhaust Emissions (BSMP/NR/KER)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(b).
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Mitigation Measure 3.3-7(c): Limit Equipment Idling (BSMP/NR/KER)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(c).

Mitigation Measure 3.3-7(d): Equipment Registration (BSMP/NR/KER)
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(d)

Mitigation Measure 3.3-7(¢e): Equipment Emissions Plan (BSMP/NR/KER)
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(e).

Significance After Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-7(a)
through Mitigation Measure 3.3-7(e) would reduce the predicted level of emissions for
construction of the BSMP. However, construction emissions would still exceed the
FRAQMD significance thresholds for ROG and NOy, and thus would remain

cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the construction of the BSMP would generate
emissions of ROG and NOy that would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.

Impact 3.3-8: The proposed BSMP could contribute to cumulative increases in long-term
(operational) emissions.

ROG, NOy and PMyg are primarily of regional concern. Thus, all other mobile, area, and energy
sources in the SVAB that would operate concurrently with the proposed BSMP would contribute
to cumulative operational-related ROG, NOx and PM1o emissions. As described in Impact 3.3-3,
development consistent with the proposed BSMP would result in substantial emissions of ROG,
NOx and PMso, which would combine with emissions generated by other existing and future
development within the SVAB to contribute to an air quality violation in the region.
Consequently, without mitigation, the proposed BSMP’s contribution to ROG, NOy and PMyg
emissions would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in a significant cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 3.3-8: FRAQMD Best Available Mitigation Measures
(BSMP/NR/KER)

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-2.

Significance After Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 3.3-8 would reduce the proposed
BSMP’s net contribution of ozone precursors (i.e., ROG and NO,) and PM;g by
encouraging the use of electric vehicles and walk or bike. These mitigation measures
would reduce mobile emissions of ROG, NOy and PMy, but not below the FRAQMD’s
significance threshold. Therefore, operation of the proposed BSMP would generate
cumulatively considerable emissions of ROG, NOx and PMj, that would result in a
significant and unavoidable impact.
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Impact 3.3-9: The proposed BSMP could contribute to cumulative increases in CO

concentrations.

Cumulative traffic was analyzed to determine its potential to affect CO concentrations along
surface streets proximate to sensitive receptors near the BSMP site. A review of the traffic data
shows that 26 intersections would result in an LOS below E during the AM or PM peak hours
during cumulative year 2040. Table 3.3-14 shows the results of the cumulative CO modeling. As
shown in Table 3.3-14, there would be no exceedances of the CO 1- hour or 8-hour standard at

any of the eighteen intersections. Thus, the proposed BSMP would result in a less-than-

significant cumulative impact on local CO concentrations.

TABLE 3.3-14

CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS AT AFFECTED INTERSECTIONS

UNDER CUMULATIVE PLus BSMP CONDITIONS

Intersection

CO Concentrations

1-hour (ppm)

8-hour (ppm)

SR 99/SR 20

SR 99 / Sunsweet Boulevard

SR 99/ Bridge Street

SR 99 / Franklin Road

SR 99/ Hunn Roa

SR 99/ Richland Road

SR 99/ Lincoln Road

SR 99/ Smith Road

SR 99 / Bogue Road

SR 99 / Stewart Road

SR 99 / Reed Road

SR 99 / Walnut Avenue

SR 99 / Barry Road

S. Walton Avenue / Bridge Street
S. Walton Avenue / Franklin Road
S. Walton Avenue / Richland Road
S. Walton Avenue / Lincoln Road
S. Walton Avenue / Bogue Road
Phillips Road / Lincoln Road
Railroad Avenue / Lincoln Road
Garden Highway / Lincoln Road
Phillips Road / Bogue Road
Railroad Avenue / Bogue Road
Wallace Drive / Stewart Road
Garden Hwy/ Bogue Road
Gilsizer Ranch Way / Bogue Road
Threshold

Exceed Threshold?

R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R RPRPNEPEPNERERRPRNNDNNNRN

N
o

No

© P R P R P R R P R R R R R R R R R R PR PR PR R R RN

P
o

NOTES:

CO concentrations include a worst case 1-hour CO background concentration of 0.3 ppm and a worst case 8-hour background
concentration of 0.3 ppm. The modeled 1-hour concentrations were converted to 8-hour concentrations using a persistence factor of
0.80. CALINE4 modeling results and additional assumptions are included in Appendix C.
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Mitigation Measure

None required.

Impact 3.3-10: The proposed BSMP could contribute to cumulative increases in short- and
long-term exposures to Toxic Air Contaminants.

Construction

The evaluation of health risks from TAC represents a local rather than regional analysis. The
analysis described in Impact 3.2-5 shows that TACs and resulting health risks produced during
construction and full-buildout of the BSMP would result in a potentially significant impact. The
FRAQMD considers the project-level threshold of significance for evaluating TACs generated by
a project as also applicable to a project’s contribution to cumulative TACs. Therefore, since the
BSMP would not have a significant project-specific health risk during its construction, it would
also not cause or contribute to a significant cumulative health risk. This impact is potentially
significant.

Operation

As discussed under Impact 3.2-5, TAC emissions generated during the operation of the BSMP
would be regulated through the FRAQMD permitting process. The highest average daily traffic
along SR 99 under cumulative plus the proposed BSMP condition is 37,875 vehicles per day,
well below CARB’s 50,000 vehicles per day threshold established by CARB for significant
health risks. As a result, impacts associated with exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
toxic air emissions from stationary and mobile source operations would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 3.3-10: Equipment Emissions Plan (BSMP/NR/KER)
Implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(e).

Significance After Mitigation: With implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-1(e),
health risks associated with construction of the BSMP would be reduce to be less than
significant.
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3.4 Biological Resources

This section assesses the potential effects on biological resources of implementing the proposed
Bogue Stewart Master Plan (BSMP). The section includes a description of relevant baseline
information including: a description of the habitat types within the BSMP area; a description of
special-status plant and wildlife species that could potentially occur in the BSMP area; and the
federal, state, and regional regulations that protect plant and wildlife species and the regulatory
agencies that enforce these standards. A description of the potential impacts resulting from
implementation of the proposed BSMP is also provided, as well as feasible mitigation (where
applicable) to avoid or lessen the magnitude of significant impacts. In addition to evaluating the
environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the overall BSMP, this section also
describes the potential project-specific impacts resulting from implementation of the Newkom
Ranch (Phase 1) and Kells East (Phase 2) developments, where specific information is known for
those areas.

Comments on the notice of preparation relevant to biological resources were received from a
local individual. The scoping comments focused on nesting raptors and migratory birds and are
addressed in this section.

The primary sources of data referenced for this section include the Yuba City General Plan,?! the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) List of Regionally Occurring Special-Status Species,? the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) List of Federally Threatened and Endangered Species that May Occur in the
Project Location,3 and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Plant List of Regionally
Occurring Special-Status Plants.#

3.4.1 Environmental Setting
Project Location

The BSMP area is located within a rural area in the eastern border of Sutter County, just south of
Yuba City. The BSMP area is surrounded by residential development to the north, a levee along
Feather River to the east, and low density, estate residential, and agriculture to the west and south.
The BSMP area is bordered by Stewart Road to the south, South Walton Avenue to the west, Bogue

1 City of Yuba City, 2004. Yuba City General Plan. Resolution #04-049. Adopted April 8, 2004.

2 california Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2017. California Natural Diversity Database. (CNDDB: Browns
Valley, Gilsizer Slough, Kirkville, Nicolaus, Olivehurst, Sheridan, Sutter, Sutter Buttes, Sutter Causeway, Tisdale
Weir, Wheatland, and Yuba U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute series quadrangles), Sacramento, California.
Accessed April 14, 2017.

3 california Native Plant Society, 2017. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v8-01a) (CNPS:
Browns Valley, Gilsizer Slough, Kirkville, Nicolaus, Olivehurst, Sheridan, Sutter, Sutter Buttes, Sutter Causeway,
Tisdale Weir, Wheatland, and Yuba U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute series quadrangles). Accessed April 14,
2017.

4 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2017. List of Threatened and Endangered Species that May Occur in your Proposed
Project Location, and/or May Be Affected by your Proposed Project. Consultation Code” 08ESMF00-2017-SLI-
1775, Event Code: 08ESMF00-2017-E-04488. Accessed April 14, 2017.
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Road to the north, and Feather River West Levee to the east. The BSMP area is bisected by State
Route 99 (SR 99) within the western portion and residential development, a school, and maintained
grassland within the eastern portion. The BSMP area consists primarily of agricultural land
comprised of orchards and includes low density rural residential development, non-native annual
grassland, and an unlined canal. Gilsizer Slough, which is an approximately 20-foot-wide concrete-
lined irrigation canal, extends north to south through the western portion of the BSMP area.

The BSMP area is located in Sections 3 and 4, Township 14 North, and Range 3 East of the
Gilsizer Slough® and in un-sectioned portions of Townships 14 and 15 North, and Range 3 East
of the Olivehurst® U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute series quadrangles, Mount Diablo Base and
Meridian. See Figure 2-2 in Chapter 2, Project Description delineating the BSMP project site.

Methodology

A reconnaissance-level biological survey was conducted within the Newkom Ranch (Phase 1)
and Kells East Ranch (Phase 2) areas of the BSMP project site on November 11, 2016. The
purpose of the survey was to map habitat types and to determine whether special-status species
have the potential to occur within these portions of the BSMP area based on those habitat types.
The biologist drove along roads and driveways throughout the remainder of the BSMP area (Final
Phase), where accessible. The entire BSMP area was not surveyed to protocol-level for any
resource. For further discussion regarding methodology please refer to Methodology and
Assumptions discussion in Section 3.4.3, Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation.

Project Setting

The BSMP area is located in the Sacramento Valley subregion, Great Valley region of the
California Floristic Province.” This area is characterized by a Mediterranean climate typical of
the Great Valley of California. The annual precipitation in Marysville (approximately 5 miles to
the east) is 20.96 inches (with the wettest period during November through March), and average
daily temperatures range from 38°F in December to 96.3°F in July.8 The local topography is flat
to gently sloping. The elevation ranges from 40 to 60 feet above mean sea level (MSL).

Habitat types within the BSMP area include agricultural, non-native annual grassland, developed,
oak woodland, and man-made cement-lined irrigation canal (i.e., Gilsizer Slough). Table 3.4-1
details the approximate acreage of each habitat type within the BSMP area by phase. Habitat
types that could be impacted within each phase of the proposed BSMP are shown in Figure 3.4-1.

5 U.S. Geological Survey, 1952. Gilsizer Slough, California. U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute series quadrangles
Mount Diablo Base and Meridian (MDBM). SE/4 Marysville 15” Quadrangle. 39121-A6-TF-024. Photorevised
1973. DMA 1662 Il SE-Series VV895.

6 us. Geological Survey, 1952. Olivehurst, California. U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute series quadrangles Mount
Diablo Base and Meridian (MDBM). SE/4 Marysville 15’ Quadrangle. 39121-A5-TF-024. Photorevised 1973.
DMA 1662 Il SE-Series VV895.

7 Baldwin, B. G., D.H Goldman, D.J. Keil, R. Patterson, T.J. Rosatti, and D.H. Wilken, editors, 2012. The Jepson
Manual; Vascular Plants of California, Second Edition. University of California Press, Berkeley, California.

8  Waestern Regional Climate Center. Marysville, California (045385), Period of Record Monthly Climate Summary,
Period of Record: 02/01/1897 to 10/31/2007. http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca5385. Accessed
April 14, 2017.
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TABLE 3.4-1
APPROXIMATE ACREAGE OF LAND COVER TYPES BY MASTER PLAN PHASE

Newkom Total

Ranch Kells East Final Potentially Co%ergzmon
Land Cover Type (Phase 1) (Phase 2) Phase Affected p

Agricultural 160.68 93.34 252.12 505.28 68
Non-Native Annual Grassland -- - 91.61 92.47 12
Developed 7.86 0.97 131.63 140.46 19
Valley Oak Woodland -- - 1.23 1.23 <1
Man-Made Drainage Canal
(Gilsizer Slough) - 0.42 1.76 218 <1
Total 168.54 94.72 478.36 741.62 100

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2017. Geographic Information System Habitat Acreage Calculations.

Upland Habitat

All three phases of the BSMP area contain agricultural land comprised primarily of walnut
(Juglans sp.) orchards. Understory vegetation consists of scattered weeds including prickly
lettuce (Lactuca serriola), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), and cranesbill (Geranium molle).
Large, mature, isolated oak (Quercus sp.) trees occur within the agricultural land.

Non-native annual grassland occurs within the final phase of the proposed BSMP (i.e., outside
Newkom and Kells East ranches). Dominant vegetation includes redstem filaree (Erodium
cicutarium), Johnson’s grass (Sorghum halepense), turkey-mullein (Croton setigerus), prickly
lettuce, cranebill, and medusa head (Elymus caput-medusae). Large, mature, isolated oak trees
occur within the non-native annual grassland.

All three phases of the BSMP area contain developed areas. Developed areas include residential
dwellings, agricultural infrastructures including barns and warehouses, a cell phone tower, and
ornamental landscaping. Ornamental landscape trees include mature coast redwood (Sequoia
sempervirens), eucalyptus sp. (Eucalyptus sp.), sycamore (Platanus sp.), crape myrtle
(Lagerstroemia sp.), oleander (Nerium sp.), edible fig (Ficus carica), Italian cypress (Cupressus
sempervirens), and deadar cedar (Cedrus deodara).

A small area of valley oak woodland occurs within the southeastern portion of the final phase.
Overstory vegetation consists of valley oak (Quercus lobata). Understory vegetation are similar
to those identified within the non-native annual grassland habitat.

Aquatic Habitat

Gilsizer Slough extends from north to south through the western portion of the BSMP area. As
noted above, it is a concrete-lined canal within the BSMP area and meanders along the western
portion of Kells East and the eastern edge of the final phase. The Gilsizer Slough lacks vegetation
within the bed and along the banks. The majority of the canal was dry except for a few ponded
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areas during a November 11, 2016 reconnaissance-level biological survey. The Feather River
flows immediately to the east of the BSMP area, but is physically separated from it by a levee.

Wetlands/Waters of the U.S.

A formal delineation of jurisdictional waters of the U.S. was not conducted within the BSMP
area. Although Gilsizer Slough has been channelized, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) may consider it jurisdictional if it has a significant nexus to a waters of the U.S.
downstream outside the BSMP area. This would be determined by a formal wetland delineation
(which was not within the scope of this analysis). No other wetland features were observed within
the BSMP area as a result of this reconnaissance-level survey.

Sensitive Natural Communities

The CNDDB generates a list of ecologically sensitive and/or threatened habitat types within the
state of California. The CNDDB list documents the following sensitive communities within the
vicinity of the BSMP area: coastal and valley freshwater marsh, great valley cottonwood riparian
forest, great valley mixed riparian forest, and northern hardpan vernal pool. There are no sensitive
natural communities present within the BSMP area, aside from potential wetlands and waterways,
discussed above.

Wildlife Corridors

Wildlife corridors link together areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are otherwise separated by
rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human disturbance. The fragmentation of open space
areas by urbanization creates isolated “islands™ of wildlife habitat. Fragmentation can also occur
when a portion of one or more habitats is converted into another habitat, such as when woodland
or scrub habitat is altered or converted into grasslands after a disturbance such as fire, mudslide,
or grading activities. Wildlife corridors mitigate the effects of this fragmentation by: (1) allowing
animals to move between remaining habitats, thereby permitting depleted populations to be
replenished and promoting genetic exchange; (2) providing escape routes from fire, predators,
and human disturbances, thus reducing the risk of catastrophic events (such as fire or disease) on
population or local species extinction; and (3) serving as travel routes for individual animals as
they move within their home ranges in search of food, water, mates, and other needs.

The BSMP area is not part of a major or local wildlife corridor/travel route because it does not
connect two significant habitat areas. The BSMP area is surrounded by residential development to
the north, the levee along the Feather River to the east, and low density residential and agriculture
to the west and south. In addition, the BSMP area is divided into three separate areas due to

SR 99, Garden Highway, and a school. Gilsizer Slough, which extends north to south through the
western portion of the site, lacks overstory vegetation used by wildlife for cover and is
surrounded by active agricultural land on all sides. Therefore, no wildlife corridors occur within
the BSMP area.
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Special-Status Species

For the purposes of this EIR, special-status species include species listed, proposed, or candidate
species for listing as threatened or endangered by the USFWS; species designated as species of
special concern by the CDFW; species listed as rare, threatened, or endangered by the CDFW
pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (CESA); species designated as fully protected
under Sections 3511 (birds), 4700 (mammals), and 5050 (reptiles and amphibians) of the
California Fish and Game Code; plant species listed as California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 1B or
2 by the CNPS; and species not currently protected by statute or regulation, but considered rare,
threatened, or endangered under CEQA (section 15380).

Special-status species considered for this analysis are based on the CNDDB, CNPS, and USFWS
lists (Appendix D-1). CNDDB occurrences of special-status species documented within five
miles of the BSMP are illustrated within Figure 3.4-2. Appendix D-1 includes the common and
scientific names for each species, regulatory status (federal, State, local), habitat descriptions, and
potential for occurrence on the BSMP. A reconnaissance-level biological survey was conducted
on November 11, 2016 to determine whether the BSMP area contains known special-status
species or provides habitat for potentially occurring special-status species. Special-status species
determined to not having the potential to occur are based on the BSMP project site lacking
suitable habitat or occurring outside of the known extant geographic or elevation ranges; these
species are not discussed further in this section, except for an explanation as to why giant garter
snake (Thamnophis gigas) does not have the potential to occur within the BSMP area.

The USFWS identifies the following essential habitat components for giant garter snake:

(1) adequate water during the snake's active season (early spring through mid-fall) to provide
adequate permanent water to maintain dense populations of food organisms; (2) emergent,
herbaceous wetland vegetation, such as cattails (Typha sp.) and bulrushes (Bolboschoenus sp. and
Schoenoplectus sp.), for escape cover and foraging habitat during the active season; (3) upland
habitat with grassy banks and openings in waterside vegetation for basking; and (4) higher elevation
upland habitats for cover and refuge from flood waters during the snake's inactive season in the
winter.9 Within Sutter County, the Gilsizer Slough Giant Garter Snake Conservation Complex is a
620-acre site on Gilsizer Slough approximately 8 miles southwest of the BSMP area.

The BSMP area does not provide suitable aquatic habitat for giant garter snake. Gilsizer Slough is
located within the western portion of the BSMP project site, but lacks aquatic emergent or water-
edge vegetation, lacks upland habitat with grassy banks and openings in waterside vegetation for
basking, and lacks a permanent water source given that the majority of the canal was dry during
the November 11, 2017 survey. Additionally, the BSMP project site is located approximately four
miles east of the nearest documented CNDDB records. These records occur in agricultural land
comprised of irrigated rice crops, not agricultural land comprised primarily of orchards.

9 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1999. Draft Recovery Plan for the Giant Garter Snake (Thamnopsis gigas). U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon. ix + 192 pp.
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Table 3.4-2 summarizes special-status species with the potential to occur within the BSMP area

based on suitable habitat.

TABLE 3.4-2

SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR IN THE BSMP

Listing
Status: . .
Scientific Name Federal/State/ Habitat Description/ Potential to Occur in the
Common Name CRPR Blooming Period10.11 BSMP
Plants
Baker’s navarretia --/--11B Annual herb found in mesic areas of Yes. The non-native annual
Navarretia cismontane woodland, lower montane grassland and oak woodland
leucocephala ssp. coniferous forest, meadows and seeps, provide habitat for this species.
bakeri valley and foothill grassland, and vernal
pools from 5 to 1,740 meters. Blooms
April through July.
Dwarf downingia --/--I2B Annual herb found occasionally in mesic  Yes. The non-native annual
Downingia pusilla areas within valley and foothill grassland grassland provides habitat for
and vernal pools from 1 to 445 meters. this species.
Blooms March through May.
Ferris' milk-vetch --/--/1B Annual herb found in meadows and Yes. The non-native annual
Astragalus tener var. seeps, which are occasionally vernally grassland provides habitat for
ferrisiae mesic, and valley and foothill grassland, this species.
which are occasionally on subalkaline
flats, from 2 to 75 meters. Blooms April
through May.
Hartweg’s golden FE/CE/1B Annual herb found on clay, often acidic ~ Yes. The non-native annual
sunburst substrate in cismontane woodland and grassland and oak woodland
Pseudobahia bahiifolia valley and foothill grassland from 15to  provide habitat for this species.
150 meters. Blooms March through
April.
Invertebrates
Valley elderberry FT/--[-- Host plant is elderberry (Sambucus sp.)  Yes. While no elderberry shrubs
longhorn beetle shrubs usually associated with riparian ~ were observed, the survey was
Desmocerus californicus areas. Adults emerge in spring until only reconnaissance in nature.
dimorphus June. Exit holes visible year—round. The BSMP project site may
provide habitat for this species.
Birds
Burrowing owl --ICSC/-- Nests in burrows in the ground, oftenin  Yes. The non-native annual
Athene cunicularia (burrowing ~ ©!d ground squirrel burrows or badger,  grassland and agricultural land
sites and within open dry grassland and desert provide nesting and wintering
some habitat. The burrows are found in dry, habitat for this species.

wintering sites)

level, open terrain, including prairie,
plains, desert, and grassland with low
height vegetation for foraging and
available perches, such as fences, utility
poles, posts, or raised rodent mounds.
Found year-round. Breeding season
extends from March to August.

10 california Native Plant Society, 2017. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v8-01a) (CNPS:
Browns Valley, Gilsizer Slough, Kirkville, Nicolaus, Olivehurst, Sheridan, Sutter, Sutter Buttes, Sutter Causeway,
Tisdale Weir, Wheatland, and Yuba U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute series quadrangles). Accessed April 14,

2017.

11 Nature Serve, 2017. Nature Serve Explorer: An Online Encyclopedia of Life [Web Application]. Version 7.1.
NatureServe, Arlington, Virginia. Available online at: http://www.natureserve.org/explorer. Accessed July 10,

2017.
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TABLE 3.4-2

SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR IN THE BSMP

Listing
Status:
Scientific Name

Federal/State/ Habitat Description/

Potential to Occur in the

Common Name CRPR Blooming Period10.11 BSMP

Birds (cont.)

Northern harrier --/ICSC/-- Forages in meadows, grasslands, and Yes. The non-native annual

Circus cyaneus open rangelands; nests on the ground in  grassland provides potential
shrubby vegetation, often near marshes. nesting and foraging habitat for
Nesting extends from March to this species.
September.

Song sparrow --ICSC Nests on the ground and in marshes. Yes. The non-native annual

Melospiza melodia Inhabits grassland, chaparral, orchard, grassland, oak woodland, and
woodland, wetland, riparian, and scrub-  orchard provide potential nesting
shrub. Nesting extends from March to and foraging habitat for this
September. species.

Swainson’s hawk --ICT/-- Nests peripherally to valley riparian Yes. The agricultural land is

Buteo swainsoni systems and within lone trees or groves  comprised of orchards, which
of trees in agricultural fields. Valley oak, does not provide suitable
Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii ~ foraging habitat. The non-native
ssp. fremontii), walnut, and large willow  annual grassland provides
(Salix sp.) trees, ranging in height from  foraging habitat for this species.
41 to 82 feet, are the most commonly The mature trees within the non-
used nest trees in the Central Valley. native annual grassland, oak
Breeding season extends from March 1 woodland, and developed areas
through September 14. provide nesting habitat for this

species.

White-tailed kite --ICFP/-- Nests in isolated trees or woodland Yes. The trees within the non-

Elanus leucurus (nesting) areas with suitable open foraging native annual grassland, oak
habitat. Nesting season extends from woodland, and developed areas
February 15 to August 31. provide nesting and foraging

habitat for this species.
Mammals
Pallid bat --ICSC/-- Most abundant in oak woodland, Yes. The trees within the non-

Antrozous pallidus

savannah, and riparian habitats. Roosts
in crevices and hollows in trees, rocks,
cliffs, bridges, and buildings.

native annual grassland, oak
woodland, and developed areas
and the buildings within the
developed areas provide
roosting habitat for this species.

Special-Status Plants

The non-native annual grassland within the BSMP project site provides habitat for the following
species: dwarf downingia and Ferris’ milk-vetch. The non-native grassland and oak woodland
provide habitat for Baker’s navarretia and Hartweg’s golden sunburst. Although no special-status
plants were observed within the BSMP area, the reconnaissance-level survey was conducted
outside of the evident and identifiable blooming period for these species. These special-status
plants have the potential to occur within the BSMP area.

Special-Status Wildlife

The BSMP project site could provide habitat for valley elderberry longhorn beetle, as it is located
within the general geographic range of this species. The non-native annual grassland, oak
woodland, orchards associated with agricultural land, and developed areas provide nesting habitat
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for the migratory birds and other birds of prey that are protected under the federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA) (50 CFR 10) and/or Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code
including: burrowing owl, northern harrier, song sparrow, Swainson’s hawk, and white-tailed
kite. The trees within the non-native annual grassland, oak woodland, and developed areas and
the buildings within the developed areas provide roosting habitat for pallid bat.

Suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk includes alfalfa, fallow fields, beet, tomato, and
other low-growing row or field crops, dryland and irrigated pasture, rice land (when not flooded),
and cereal grain crops (including corn after harvest). The CDFW considers important suitable
foraging habitat to be any of these vegetation types/agricultural crops occurring within ten miles
of an active Swainson’s hawk nest, in accordance with the Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for
Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California

(Appendix D-5).12 The agricultural land within the BSMP project site is comprised of orchards,
which does not provide suitable foraging habitat. The non-native annual grassland within the
BSMP project site provides suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk.

3.4.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal

Federal Clean Water Act

The objective of the Clean Water Act (CWA) is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of the Nation's waters. Section 404 of the CWA regulates activities that
result in discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. The USACE is
responsible for permitting certain types of activities affecting wetlands and “other” waters of the
United States. Under Section 404 of the CWA, the USACE has the authority to regulate activities
that discharge fill or dredge material into wetlands or other waters of the U.S. The USACE
implements the federal policy embodied in Executive Order 11990, which is intended to result in
no net loss of wetland values or acres.

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has authority over wetlands through Section
401 of the CWA, which requires that an applicant for a Section 404 permit (to discharge dredged
or fill material into waters of the U.S.) first obtain certification from the appropriate state agency
stating that the fill is consistent with the State’s water quality standards and criteria. In California,
the authority to either grant certification or waive the requirement for permits is delegated by the
SWRCB to the nine regional boards. The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
is the appointed authority for Section 401 compliance in the BSMP area. A request for
certification or waiver is submitted to the regional board at the same time that an application is
filed with the USACE. The regional board has 60 days to review the application and act on it.
Because no USACE permit is valid under the CWA unless “certified” by the state, the board may
effectively veto or add conditions to any USACE permit.

12 california Department of Fish and Game, 1994. Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s
Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California.
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Federal Endangered Species Act

The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) (16 U.S. Code Section 1531 et seq.) protects
threatened and endangered plants and animals and their critical habitat. Candidate species are
those proposed for listing; these species are usually treated by resource agencies as if they were
actually listed during the environmental review process. Procedures for addressing impacts to
federally listed species follow two principal pathways. The first pathway is a Section 10(a)
incidental take permit, which applies to situations where a non-federal government entity must
resolve potential adverse impacts to species protected under the FESA. The second pathway
involves Section 7 consultation, which applies to projects directly undertaken by a federal agency
or private projects requiring a federal permit or approval such as a Section 404 permit under the
CWA, or receiving federal funding.

FESA defines an endangered species as “any species or subspecies that is in danger of extinction
throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” A threatened species is defined as “any
species or subspecies that is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future
throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” The term “take” means to “harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, or collect or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.”

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The MBTA (16 USC, Sec. 703, Supp. I, 1989) prohibits killing, possessing, or trading of
migratory birds except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior.
This act encompasses whole birds, parts of birds, and bird nests and eggs.

State

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The SWRCB and the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) are the principal
state agencies with primary responsibility for the coordination and control of water quality. In the
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act) (California Water Code Section
13000 et seq.), the Legislature declared that the “state must be prepared to exercise its full power
and jurisdiction to protect the quality of the waters in the state from degradation...” (California
Water Code Section 13000).

The Porter-Cologne Act grants the SWRCB and RWQCB the authority to implement and enforce
the water quality laws, regulations, policies, and plans to protect the groundwater and surface
waters of the state. Waters of the state determined to be jurisdictional would require, if impacted,
waste discharge permitting and/or a CWA Section 401 certification (in the case of the required
USACE permit). The enforcement of the state’s water quality requirements is not solely the
purview of the Board and their staff. Other agencies (e.g., the CDFW) also have the ability to
enforce certain water quality provisions in state law.
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California Endangered Species Act

The CESA was enacted in 1984. Under CESA, the California Fish and Game Commission has the
responsibility for maintaining a list of threatened species and endangered species. Pursuant to the
requirements of the CESA, an agency reviewing a proposed project within its jurisdiction must
determine whether any state-listed endangered or threatened species may be present in the project
site and determine whether the proposed project would have a potentially significant impact on
such species. In addition, CDFW encourages informal consultation on any proposed project
which may impact a candidate species. “Take” of protected species incidental to otherwise lawful
management activities may be authorized under Fish and Game Code Section 206.591.
Authorization from the CDFW would be in the form of an Incidental Take Permit under Section
2801. Project-related impacts to species on the CESA endangered or threatened list would be
considered significant.

California Fish and Game Code

Fully Protected Species

Under the California Fish and Game code, certain species are fully protected, meaning that the
Code explicitly prohibits all take of individuals of these species except for take permitted for
scientific research. Section 5050 lists fully protected amphibians and reptiles, Section 5515 lists
fully protected fish, Section 3511 lists fully protected birds, and Section 4700 lists fully protected
mammals. Except as provided in Sections 2081.7 or 2835, fully protected species may not be
taken or possessed at any time and no licenses or permits may be issued for their take except for
collecting these species for necessary scientific research and relocation of the species for the
protection of livestock.

Protection of Birds

Under Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code, it is unlawful to take, possess, or
needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any
regulation made pursuant thereto. Section 3503.5 of the code prohibits take, possession, or
destruction of any birds in the orders Falconiformes (hawks) or Strigiformes (owls), or of their
nests and eggs. Migratory non-game birds are protected under Section 3800, while other specified
birds are protected under Section 3505.

Streambed Alteration Agreements

The CDFW has jurisdictional authority over streams and lakes and the wetland resources
associated with these aquatic systems under California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq.
through administration of lake or streambed alteration agreements. The CDFW has the authority
to regulate work that will “substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially
change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake, or deposit
or dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement
where it may pass into any river lake or stream.” The CDFW enters into a streambed alteration
agreement with the project proponent and can impose conditions in the agreement to minimize
and mitigate impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Because the CDFW includes under its
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jurisdiction streamside habitats that may not qualify as wetlands under the federal CWA
definition, the CDFW jurisdiction may be broader than USACE jurisdiction.

A project proponent must submit a notification of streambed alteration to the CDFW before
construction commences. The notification requires an application fee for streambed alteration
agreements, with a specific fee schedule to be determined by the CDFW. The CDFW can enter
into programmatic agreements that cover recurring operation and maintenance activities and
regional plans. These agreements are sometimes referred to as Master Streambed Alteration
Agreements (MSAAS).

California Rare Plant Rank

The CNPS maintains a list of plant species native to California that have low numbers, limited
distribution, or are otherwise threatened with extinction. This information is published in the
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California as a system of California Rare
Plant Ranks (CRPRs). Potential impacts to populations of CNPS-listed plants may receive
consideration under CEQA review. The following identifies the definitions of the CRPR listings:

Rank 1A: Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere.
Rank 1B: Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere.
Rank 2A: Plants presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere.

Rank 2B: Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, but more common
elsewhere.

Rank 3:  Plants about which more information is needed - A Review List.

Rank 4:  Plants of limited distribution - A Watch List.

In general, CRPR13 1A, 1B, 2A, or 2B plants are considered to meet the criteria of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15380 and impacts to these species are considered “significant” in this EIR.

Species of Special Concern

The CDFW maintains lists for candidate-endangered species and candidate-threatened species.
California candidate species are afforded the same level of protection as listed species. California
also designates species of special concern, which are species of limited distribution, declining
populations, diminishing habitat, or unusual scientific, recreational, or educational value. These
species do not have the same legal protection as listed species or fully protected species, but may
be added to official lists in the future. The CDFW intends the species of special concern list to be
a management tool for consideration in future land use decisions.

13 CRPRs also include Code Extensions which add detail to individual rankings as defined below:
.1 = Seriously threatened in California (over 80 percent of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of
threat)
.2 = Fairly threatened in California (20-80 percent occurrences threatened)
.3 = Not very threatened in California (less than 20 percent of occurrences threatened or no current threats known)
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15380

Although threatened and endangered species are protected by specific federal and state statutes,
CEQA Guidelines section 15380(d) provides that a species not listed on the federal or state list of
protected species may be considered rare or endangered if the species can be shown to meet
certain specific criteria that define “endangered” and “rare” as specified in CEQA Guidelines
section 15380(b).

Local

The BSMP area is currently in unincorporated Sutter County and under jurisdiction of its General
Plan goals, policies, and ordinances. As a result of the implementation of the BSMP, this area
would be annexed into the City of Yuba City and development resulting from plan
implementation must be found to be substantially compliant with its General Plan goals, policies,
and ordinances. Although within the City, adjacent areas to the west and south would remain
unincorporated; therefore, BSMP development would still need to consider the County’s goals,
policies, and ordinances at those adjacent areas. The following presents those goals, policies, and
ordinances of both the Yuba City General Plan and the Sutter County General Plan that address a
project’s effect to biological resources.

City of Yuba City General Plan

The following goals and policies from the City of Yuba City General Plan are relevant to
biological resources.

Guiding Policy8.4-G-1 Protect special-status species, in accordance with State
regulatory requirements.

Guiding Policy 8.4-G-3 Preserve and enhance heritage oaks in the Planning Area.

Implementing Policies

8.4-1-1 Require protection of sensitive habitat areas and special status species in new
development site designs in the following order: 1) avoidance; 2) onsite
mitigation, and 3) offsite mitigation. Require assessments of biological resources
prior to approval of any development within 300 feet of any creeks, sensitive
habitat areas, or areas of potential sensitive status species.

8.4-1-2 Require preservation of oak trees and other native trees that are of a significant
size, by requiring site designs to incorporate these trees to the maximum extent
feasible.

The proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan policies.

Yuba City Municipal Code

The following goals and policies from Chapter 3, Street Trees of the City of Yuba City’s
Municipal Code are relevant to biological resources goals and policies pertaining to the
development of the proposed project:
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Section 9-3.05. Removing

(d)

Any person who wishes to remove a tree from the planting strip or planting easement
abutting his property shall make written application to and obtain a permit from the
Director. The Director shall determine whether such tree is required to be retained in
order to preserve the intent and purpose of the street tree plan and whether a
replacement tree is required. In making his determination, the Director shall consider
the inconvenience or hardship which retention of the tree would cause the property
owner and consider also the condition, age, desirability of variety, and location of the
tree. If the Director finds that the tree may be removed without violating the intent and
spirit of the street tree plan, he may authorize the property owner to remove such tree at
his own expense and liability. If a permit is granted for removal of a street tree, all
removal work shall be completed within sixty (60) calendar days from the date of the
issuance of the permit and shall be under the general supervision of, and in accordance
with, rules established by the Director. All tree stumps shall be removed completely.
All removal permits shall be void after the expiration of sixty (60) calendar days from
the date of issuance unless extended by the Director. When a replacement tree is
required, the property owner shall supply and plant the tree at his own expense.

(8 1, Ord. 563, eff. December 18, 1968)

Section 9-3.06. Protection

(b)

It shall be unlawful for any person to trim, prune, spray, or cut any street tree in a
planting strip or planting easement without first obtaining permission form the
Director.

Section 9-3.09. Violations

It shall be unlawful for any person to injure or destroy by any means any tree planted or
maintained by the City in a planting strip or planting easement, including, but not limited to,

the following:

(@) Damaging, cutting, or carving the bark of any tree;

(b) Causing or permitting any wire charged with electricity to be attached to any tree;

(c) Allowing any gaseous, liquid, or solid substance harmful to trees to come in contact
with the roots, leaves, bark, or any other part of any tree;

(d) Constructing a concrete sidewalk or driveway or otherwise filling up the ground around
any tree so as to shut off air or water from its roots;

(e) Piling building materials, equipment, or other substance around any tree;

(f)  Posting any sign, poster, notice, or other object on any tree, tree stake, or guard, or
fastening any guy wire, cable, rope, nails, screws, or other device to any tree, tree stake,
or guard; or

(g) Causing or encouraging any fire or burning near or around any tree. (8 1, Ord. 563, eff.
December 18, 1968)
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Sutter County General Plan
The following goals and policies from the Sutter County General Plan are relevant to biological

resources.

Goal ER 1

Policies
ER 1.5

ER 1.6

ER 1.7

ER 1.8

Goal ER 2

Policies
ER 2.1

ER 2.2

ER 2.4

Support a comprehensive approach for the conservation, enhancement, and
regulation of Sutter County’s significant habitat and natural open space
resources.

Resource Assessment. Require discretionary development proposals that could
potentially impact biological resources to conduct a biological resources
assessment to determine if any resources will be adversely affected by the
proposal and, if so, to identify appropriate measures to avoid or mitigate such
impacts.

Avoidance. Ensure that new development projects avoid, to the extent feasible,
significant biological resources (e.g. areas of rare, threatened, or endangered
species of plants, riparian areas, vernal pools), except where such projects are
identified as “Authorized Development” within an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan.

Mitigation. Mitigate biological and open space effects that cannot be avoided in
accordance with an applicable Habitat Conservation Plan and federal, state, and
local regulations.

Permits. Require that new development secure all necessary state and federal
resource permits/approvals prior to any development activity.

Conserve, protect, and enhance Sutter County’s significant natural wetland
and riparian habitats.

No Net Loss. Require new development to ensure no net loss of state and
federally regulated wetlands, other waters of the U.S. (including creeks, rivers,
ponds, marshes, vernal pools, and other seasonal wetlands), and associated
functions and values through a combination of avoidance, restoration, and
compensation.

Minimize Surface Runoff. Minimize direct discharge of surface runoff into
wetland areas and design new development in such a manner that pollutants and
siltation will not significantly affect jurisdictional wetlands.

Wetland Mitigation Banks. Encourage the creation and use of regional wetland
mitigation banks to the extent that they do not conflict with Sutter County
agricultural lands and flood control operations.
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Goal ER 3 Conserve, protect, and enhance Sutter County’s varied wildlife and
vegetation resources.

Policies

ER 3.1 Special-Status Species. Preserve special-status fish, wildlife, and plant species
(e.g., rare, threatened, or endangered species) and habitats consistent with an
applicable Habitat Conservation Plan and federal, state, and local regulations.

ER 3.6 Natural Vegetation. Preserve important areas of natural vegetation and the
ecological integrity of these habitats, where feasible, including but not limited to
riparian, vernal pool, marshes, oak woodlands and annual grasslands.

ER 3.7 Oak Trees. Preserve native oak trees when possible through the review of
discretionary development projects and activities. Reduce the loss of oak trees
through consideration of tree mitigation/replanting programs. (ER 3-B/ER 3C)

ER 3.8 Native Plant Use. Encourage the use of native and drought tolerant plant
materials, including native tree species, in all public and private landscaping and
revegetation projects.

The proposed project is consistent with the Sutter County General Plan policies.

3.4.3 Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation

Significance Criteria

For the purposes of this EIR, impacts on biological resources are considered significant if the
proposed project would:

o Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community, policies, or regulations or by the CDFW or the USFWS;

e Have a substantial adverse effect on federally or state protected wetlands defined by Sections
401 or 404 of the CWA (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or by other means;

e 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 CDFW or the USFWS;

e 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; or

o Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance.
Methodology and Assumptions

Information for this biological resources impact assessment is based on a review of literature
research (e.g., CNDDB, CNPS, and USFWS) and the results of a reconnaissance-level biological
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survey of the BSMP project site conducted on November 11, 2016. The reconnaissance-level
biological survey was conducted to gather information on existing habitats, plants, and wildlife
found within the BSMP area. For this impact analysis, a conservative assumption is made that all
habitat would be lost within the areas designated for development (Figure 3.4-1). Resources
potentially impacted by the proposed BSMP have been identified and recommendations for
mitigation, if necessary to protect those resources, are provided.

No protocol-level surveys were conducted for this analysis, as currently no defined project-
specific development proposals are proposed in the BSMP area. It is assumed that a more detailed
biological resources assessment would be prepared for each phase area prior to issuance of a
grading permit that would include a comprehensive survey of each project site, including
appropriate protocol level surveys and a survey for potential wetlands and other waters of the U.S.

Issues Not Discussed in Impacts

The proposed BSMP would have no impact on the following significance criteria, as discussed
below, and are not analyzed further.

e Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community, policies, or regulations or by the CDFW or the USFWS. The BSMP project
site does not contain riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities (excluding
aquatic features), and thus these resources could not be adversely affected by the proposed
BSMP. This issue is not discussed further in the EIR.

e 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. Project implementation would not interfere
substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife species, because
the BSMP project site does not contain any wildlife movement corridors. The BSMP project
site does not contain any known wildlife nurseries, such as deer fawning sites. This issue is
not discussed further in the EIR.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact 3.4-1: Development pursuant to the proposed BSMP could impact wetlands or other
waters of the U.S.

Full Master Plan, Newkom Ranch, Kells East Ranch

The reconnaissance level survey of the BSMP project site did not identify any wetland features
aside from Gilsizer Slough, a man-made canal within the Kells East Ranch and final phase of the
BSMP project site, although a formal delineation of potentially jurisdictional waters of the U.S.
was not conducted. There is the potential that some wetland features may exist in the areas not
surveyed. Aerial imagery of the areas of the BSMP project site not accessed during the
reconnaissance survey indicate similar land cover and land uses as the portions of the project site
that were surveyed, and do not display visual indicators of potential wetlands or waterways. In
addition, wetlands and waterways could establish in the future, prior to project development
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activities. Fill or disturbance to a potential wetland or other water of the U.S. is considered a
significant impact.

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Protection of Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands
(BSMP/NR/KER)

a)

b)

Prior to grading activities, the City shall require the project applicant [for an
individual project pursuant to the BSMP] to prepare a formal aquatic resources
delineation in accordance with the USACE Minimum Standards for Acceptance of
Aquatic Resources Delineation Reports!4 for all areas of the individual development
project site to determine if any wetlands or other waters of the U.S. potentially
subject to Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA exist on that site. If no potential
wetlands or other waters of the U.S. are identified, a report shall be submitted to the
City for its records and no additional measures are required. If the formal aquatic
resources delineation identifies potentially jurisdictional features on an individual
project site, then measure 3.4-1(b) shall be implemented (below). If potential canals,
streams, or lakes are identified that may be impacted by project activities, mitigation
3.4-1(c) shall also be implemented.

If the formal aquatic resources delineation identifies potentially jurisdictional features
on an individual development project site, then the report shall be submitted to the
USACE for verification and issuance of a jurisdictional determination. If any
wetlands or waters are determined to be under the jurisdiction of the USACE or the
RWQCB and may be impacted by project development, then the individual project
applicant shall obtain Section 404/401 permits based on the jurisdictional
determination with the appropriate regulatory agency for the potentially impacted
features. During the permitting process, mitigation measures shall be developed as
necessary to reduce impacts on wetlands through avoidance, minimization and/or
compensatory mitigation. Permanent losses to potentially jurisdictional wetlands and
other waters of the U.S. shall be compensated at a minimum 1:1 ratio (or otherwise
agreed upon ratio with the USACE and RWQCB) to achieve a no net loss of
wetlands.

If the individual development project would result in impacts to the bed and banks of
Gilsizer Slough, or other jurisdictional water courses with a defined bed and bank as
identified in an aquatic resources delineation or jurisdictional determination, the City
shall notify, or require the project applicant to notify, the CDFW. The CDFW will
determine whether a Section 1600 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
(LSAA) is required. If required, the individual project applicant shall apply for and
adhere to the conditions of the LSAA. This action shall be completed prior to
issuance of a grading permit or initiation of other project activities that may impact
the canal or other jurisdictional water courses.

14 u.s. Army Corps of Engineers, 2016. Minimum Standards for Acceptance of Aquatic Resources Delineation
Reports. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. January 2016.
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Significance After Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 would require that the project
achieves a no net loss of wetlands through avoidance and/or mitigation. Therefore, this
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Impact 3.4-2: Development pursuant to the proposed BSMP could impact valley elderberry
longhorn beetle if suitable elderberry shrubs are present within 165 feet of any BSMP
construction footprint.

Full Master Plan, Newkom Ranch, Kells East Ranch

Although the reconnaissance survey of the BSMP project site did not identify any elderberry
shrubs, the biological survey was reconnaissance in nature and a comprehensive pedestrian or
protocol-level survey was not conducted. Further, over time elderberry shrubs could grow and be
present prior to the initiation of construction of an individual project developed under the
proposed BSMP. Therefore, there is the potential for elderberry shrubs to occur on the project
site. According to the USFWS Framework for Assessing Impacts to the Valley Elderberry
Longhorn Beetle (Desmmocerus californicus dimorphus) (VELB Impact Assessment,

Appendix D-2),15 elderberry shrubs within 165 feet of an individual project area could impact
valley elderberry longhorn beetle as a result of project activities. Project activities include, but are
not limited to the individual project site, staging areas, spoils sites, and construction access. This
would be a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Protection of Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
(BSMP/NR/KER)

a) The individual project applicant shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct a survey
of the construction footprint and 165-foot buffer around the proposed construction
footprint to determine whether any elderberry shrubs with stems at least one inch dgl
are present. If no such elderberry shrubs are present within 165 feet of construction
activities, a report shall be submitted to the City for its records and no additional
measures are required.

b) If elderberry shrubs with stems at least one inch dgl are present within 165 feet of
construction activities, the following avoidance measures shall be implemented, at
minimum, in accordance with the VELB Impact Assessment.

1. Fencing shall be installed as close to the construction limits as feasible for shrubs
occurring within 165 feet.

2. In areas where work would occur within near proximity to elderberry shrub,
exclusion fencing shall be established a minimum of a 20-foot radius around the
shrubs.

15 u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2017. Framework for Assessing Impacts to the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
(Desmocerus californicus dimorphus). May 2017.
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3. Anindividual project applicant shall engage a qualified biologist to provide
worker awareness training for all contractors, work crews, and any onsite
personnel, on the status of the VELB, its host plant and habitat, the need to avoid
damaging the shrubs, and the possible penalties for non-compliance.

4. Mechanical weed removal within the drip-line of the shrub shall be limited to the
season when adults are not active (August - February) and shall avoid damaging
the elderberry.

c) If elderberry shrubs cannot be avoided or if indirect effects will result in the death of
stems or entire shrubs, the elderberry shrubs with stems greater than one inch dgl
shall be transplanted.

1. The individual project applicant shall engage a qualified biologist to monitor the
transplanting activities.

2. Elderberry shrubs shall be transplanted when the shrubs are dormant (November
through February 14) and after they have lost their leaves.

d) For shrubs that cannot be avoided, the individual project applicant shall purchase
compensatory mitigation for impacts to elderberry shrubs. The appropriate type and
amount of compensatory mitigation shall be determined through coordination with
the USFWS. Appropriate compensatory mitigation may include purchasing credits at
a USFWS-approved conservation bank at a minimum 1:1 ratio, providing onsite
mitigation, and/or establishing and/or protecting habitat for the valley elderberry
longhorn beetle.

Significance After Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 would ensure that individual
projects developed pursuant to the proposed BSMP avoids or reduces the magnitude of
impacts to the federally listed valley elderberry longhorn beetle by avoiding impacts to
the elderberry shrubs, their host plants, by transplanting during the dormant season, or by
mitigating for removal of shrubs. Therefore, this impact would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level.

Impact 3.4-3: Development pursuant to the proposed BSMP could result in impacts to
nesting migratory birds and raptors.

Full Master Plan, Newkom Ranch, Kells East Ranch

Migratory birds and other birds of prey that are protected under the MBTA and/or Section 3503
of the California Fish and Game Code could nest on or in the vicinity of the BSMP project site. If
birds nest in the construction footprint of any individual project developed pursuant to the
proposed BSMP (i.e., individual project site, staging areas, spoils sites, construction access, etc.)
and construction were to occur during the nesting season (February 1 through August 31) direct
mortality could result from removal or damage to eggs or young. Implementation of any element
of the BSMP could affect migratory bird nests should they be present in the buildings and
outbuildings, if proposed for demolition, in the annual grassland, if proposed for vegetation
grading, or in the trees associated with the urban areas, agricultural land, and oak woodland, if
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proposed for removal, through direct mortality because of removal of or damage to eggs or
young. This would be a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: Protection of Migratory Birds and Raptors
(BSMP/NR/KER)

a) Building demolition and vegetation clearing operations, including initial grading and
tree removal, shall occur outside of the nesting season (September 1 through January
31) to the extent feasible. If vegetation removal or building demolition begins during
the nesting season (February 1 to August 31), the individual project applicant shall
engage a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-construction survey for active nests
within a 500-foot buffer around the individual project footprint. The pre-construction
survey shall be conducted within 14 days prior to commencement of ground
disturbing activities. If the pre-construction survey shows that there is no evidence of
active nests, then a report shall be submitted to the City for its records and no
additional measures are required. If construction does not commence within 14 days
of a pre-construction survey, or halts for more than 14 days, an additional pre-
construction survey is required for each period of delay.

b) If any active nests are located within the construction footprint — including, but not
limited to individual project site, staging areas, spoils sites, construction access — an
appropriate buffer zone shall be established around the nests, as determined by the
qualified biologist based on applicable regulatory requirements in force at the time of
construction activity. The biologist shall mark the buffer zone with construction tape
or pin flags and maintain the buffer zone until the end of breeding season or until the
young have successfully fledged or the nest is determined to no longer be active.
Buffer zones are typically 50-100 feet for migratory bird nests and 250-500 feet for
raptor nests (excluding Swainson’s hawk). If active nests are found within the
vicinity of the construction areas, the qualified biologist shall monitor nests weekly
during construction to evaluate potential nesting disturbance by construction
activities. If establishing the typical buffer zone is impractical, the qualified biologist
shall adjust the buffer depending on the species and daily monitoring would be
required to ensure that the nest is not disturbed and no forced fledging occurs. This
daily monitoring shall occur until the qualified biologist determines that the nest is no
longer occupied.

Additional Measures for Burrowing Owl

¢) Prior to any individual project construction, the project applicant shall engage a
qualified biologist to conduct a habitat assessment to determine if potential nesting
habitat is present with an individual project area. If potential nesting habitat is
present, nesting and wintering season surveys for burrowing owl shall be conducted
to determine if potential habitat within 500 feet of ground disturbance is used by this
species. As described in Table 3.4-2, suitable burrowing owl habitat includes the
annual grassland and agricultural land. The timing and methodology for the surveys
shall be conducted in accordance with the current CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing
Owl Mitigation (Appendix D-3).16 A minimum of three survey visits should be

16 california Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2012. Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. State of California.
Natural Resources Agency. Department of Fish and Game. March 7, 2012.
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d)

conducted at least three weeks apart during the peak breeding season between April
15 and July 15. One of these surveys could be conducted at the same time as the
nesting bird survey (Mitigation Measure 3.4-3a) should work be anticipated to
commence within 14 days and between April 15 and July 15. A winter survey shall
be conducted between December 1 and January 31, during the period when wintering
owls are most likely to be present.

If an active burrowing owl nest site/active burrow is discovered in the vicinity of an
individual project construction footprint — including, but not limited to individual
project site, staging areas, spoils sites, construction access — the project applicant
shall notify the City and CDFW. A qualified biologist shall monitor the owls and
establish a fenced exclusion zone around each occupied burrow. No construction
activities shall be allowed within the exclusion buffer zone until such time that the
burrows are determined by a qualified biologist to be unoccupied. The buffer zones
shall be a minimum of 150 feet from an occupied burrow during the non-breeding
season (September 1 through January 31) and a minimum of 250 feet from an
occupied burrow during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31).

If avoidance is not feasible, the CDFW shall be consulted to develop and the
implement avoidance or passive relocation methods. All activities that will result in a
disturbance to burrows shall be approved by the CDFW prior to implementation.

Additional Measures for Swainson’s Hawk

f)

9)

If construction activities are anticipated to commence during the Swainson’s hawk
nesting season (March 1 to September 15), the individual project applicant shall
engage a qualified biologist to conduct a minimum of two pre-construction surveys
during the recommended survey periods in accordance with the Recommended
Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s
Central Valley (Appendix D-4).17 All potential nest trees within 0.25 mile of the
proposed project footprint shall be visually examined for potential Swainson’s hawk
nests, as accessible. If no active Swainson’s hawk nests are identified on or within
0.25 mile of the proposed project, a report documenting the survey methodology and
findings should be submitted to the City for its files and no additional mitigation
measures are required.

If active Swainson’s hawk nests are found within 0.25 mile of construction activities,
a survey report shall be submitted to the CDFW and the CNDDB, and an avoidance
and minimization plan shall be provided to and approved by the CDFW prior to the
start of construction of the given development proposal. The avoidance plan shall
identify measures to avoid or minimize impacts to the active Swainson’s hawk nest.
These measures may include, but are not limited to:

1. Conducting a Worker Awareness Training Program prior to the start of
construction;

2. Establishing a buffer zone and work schedule to avoid impacting the nest during
critical periods. If practicably feasible, no work will occur within 200 yards of
the nest while it is in active use. If work will occur within 200 yards of the nest,
then construction shall be monitored by a qualified biologist to ensure that no

17" swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee, 2000. Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s
Hawk Nesting Surveys in the Central Valley. May 31, 2000.
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work occurs within 50 yards of the nest during incubation or within ten days after
hatching;

3. Having a qualified biological monitor conduct regular monitoring of the nest
during construction activities; and

4. Allowing the qualified biologist to halt construction activities until CDFW

determines that the construction activities are disturbing the nest.

Significance After Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 would ensure that the
individual project avoids or reduces the magnitude of impacts to migratory birds and
birds of prey through clearing vegetation outside of the nesting season or conducting
preconstruction surveys if vegetation clearing is anticipated during the nesting season,
and establishing a no-work buffer if birds are observed nesting in the vicinity of the
construction footprint. Therefore, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level.

Impact 3.4-4: Implementation of the proposed project could result in impacts to roosting
bats including pallid bat.

Full Master Plan, Newkom Ranch, Kells East Ranch

Bats have the potential to roost in the buildings, outbuildings, and trees within the BSMP project
site. Implementation of the proposed project could result in direct mortality of roosting bats
should they be present in the buildings, outbuildings, and trees proposed for removal. This is
considered a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 3.4-4: Protection of Bat Species (BSMP/NR/KER)

a)

b)

The individual project applicant shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-
construction survey for special-status bat species within 14 days prior to the start of
tree or building removal within the BSMP project site. If no special-status bats are
observed roosting, a report shall be submitted to the City for its records and no
additional measures are required. If construction does not commence or if any trees
or buildings anticipated for removal are not removed within 14 days of the pre-
construction survey or halts for more than 14 days, a new survey and reporting shall
be conducted.

If bats including pallid bats are found, the qualified biologist shall consult with the
CDFW to determine and implement avoidance measures. Avoidance measures may
include, but are not limited to, establishing a buffer around the roost tree or building
until it is no longer occupied or installing exclusion material around the tree/opening
of the building after dusk, once the qualified biologist has determined that the bat has
left the roost to forage. The tree or building shall not be removed until a biologist has
determined that the tree or building is no longer occupied by the bats.

Significance After Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 would ensure that individual
projects developed pursuant to the proposed BSMP avoids or reduces the magnitude of
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impacts to special-status bats by delaying tree or building removal until the roosting bats
vacate the buildings/trees. Therefore, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level.

Impact 3.4-5: Development of the proposed project could result in the loss of protected trees
and street trees.

Full Master Plan, Newkom Ranch, Kells East Ranch

Sutter County Policy ER 3.7 requires that native oak trees be preserved when possible through the
review of discretionary development projects by considering mitigation/replanting programs for
the removal. However, under the proposed BSMP, the project site would be annexed into the City
of Yuba City and, therefore, would be required to comply with the City’s tree preservation
policies and ordinances. Yuba City protects trees through implementation of its General Plan
policies, and through Section 9-3.05 for street trees. Section 9-3.05 requires that any person who
wishes to remove a tree from the planting strip or planting easement abutting his property shall
make written application to and obtain a permit from the Director. The Director shall determine
whether the tree may be removed at the expense of the applicant and whether a replacement tree
is required. Policy 8.4-G-3 states that heritage oaks will be preserved and enhanced in the City.
Policy 8.4-1-2 requires preservation of oak trees and other native trees that are of significant size,
by requiring site designs to incorporate these trees to the maximum extent feasible.

Street trees occur along the perimeter of the BSMP project site. Several heritage oak trees occur
within the non-native annual grassland and within the oak woodland within the BMSP area
boundaries. Because several trees within the BSMP area could be impacted by development
pursuant to the proposed BSMP, this is considered a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 3.4-5: Protection of Heritage and Street Trees
(BSMP/NR/KER)

a) The individual project applicant shall engage a certified arborist to conduct a tree
survey and prepare an arborist report. The arborist report shall include the species,
diameter at breast height, location, condition of each street tree and native oak tree,
and identify whether the native oak tree should be considered for preservation. The
arborist report shall also recommend whether oak trees and heritage oak trees should
be preserved. The arborist report shall include compensatory mitigation for impacts
to native and heritage oak trees at a minimum 1:1 ratio based on diameter at breast
height (DBH) for each tree.

b) The individual project applicant shall submit an application to the Director of the
City of Yuba City for any street tree proposed for removal. If authorized by the
Director, the street tree may be removed at the expense of the applicant.
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c) During any construction activities, construction shall be avoided within the critical
root zones of preserved/protected trees, unless the area has been previously paved.
Encroachments shall be held to no more than 20 percent of the critical root zone area.
Avoidance areas shall be fenced prior to any activities onsite or offsite.

d) During project construction, the individual project applicant shall retain an arborist to
supervise all grade cuts in the critical root zone of protected trees, and properly treat
all roots subject to damage as soon as possible after excavation. Cut-faces exposed
for more than two to three days shall be covered with a dense burlap fabric and
watered to maintain soil moisture at least on a daily basis until the area is
permanently covered.

e) Avoid placement of fill exceeding one foot in depth within the critical root zone of all
preserved/protected trees. If unavoidable, either design drainage away from the
critical root zone of the tree or consider tree removal. Placement of fill material less
than one foot in depth and encroachment of less than 20 percent into the critical root
zone area shall not require such additional mitigation measures.

f) Any proposed structures shall not encroach more than 20 percent into the critical root
zone area of a preserved/protected tree. If unavoidable, tree removal shall be
considered.

g) Onsite and offsite utilities shall be designed to avoid the critical root zone of
preserved/protected trees. In some circumstances, hand digging of utilities through
the critical root zone areas would be an option. Boring beneath the critical root zone
area would also be an option.

h) Branches and limbs that have been torn, broken, or spilt during construction shall be
removed. In addition, any dead, diseased, or rubbing limbs shall be removed.

Significance After Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 3.4-5 would reduce impacts to trees
by ensuring that trees identified for preservation would be avoided, by limiting
construction activities in the critical root zone of the trees through avoidance, and by
complying with the City’s General Plan policies and the City’s Municipal Code.
Therefore, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Impact 3.4-6: Implementation of the proposed project could result in the loss and/or
degradation of rare plant populations.

Newkom Ranch, Kells East Ranch

As noted herein, annual grassland and oak woodland were not found to exist on the Phase 1
(Newkom Ranch) and Phase 2 (Kells East Ranch) portions of the BSMP area. Therefore, no
habitat that would support rare plant populations would be disturbed. No impact would occur to
rare plant populations in the Phase 1 and Phase 2 portions of the BSMP area.
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Full Master Plan

Non-native annual grassland within the final phase of the BSMP provides habitat for the
following species: dwarf downingia (blooms March through May) and Ferris’ mile-vetch (blooms
April through May). The non-native grassland and oak woodland within the final phase provide
habitat for Baker’s navarretia (blooms April through July) and Hartweg’s golden sunburst
(blooms March through April). If these species are present and are not identified and
appropriately managed, grading or other ground disturbance related to development under the
proposed BSMP would result in the removal of the species. This is considered a significant
impact.

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 3.4-6: Rare Plant Protection (BSMP only; not NR or KER)

a) The individual project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct focused
botanical protocol-level surveys in the nonnative annual grassland for dwarf
downingia (blooms March through May) and Ferris” mile-vetch (blooms April
through May) and in the non-native grassland and oak woodland for Baker’s
navarretia (blooms April through July) and Hartweg’s golden sunburst (blooms
March through April). Surveys shall be conducted during blooming periods for all
special-status species. (It is noted that the blooming periods for these plant species
overlap in the month of April.) If no special-status plants are observed within the
survey area, then a report shall be submitted to the City and no additional mitigation
is required so long as construction commences within two years of the survey.

b) If Baker’s navarretia, dwarf downingia, or Ferris’ milk-vetch are observed within the
project site, the plants should be avoided with a minimum 10-foot avoidance buffer
with exclusion fencing, to the extent feasible. If these special-status plants cannot be
avoided, a mitigation plan shall be prepared by a qualified botanist. At minimum, the
mitigation plan shall include locations where the plants will be transplanted, success
criteria, and monitoring activities for the transplanted populations. The mitigation
plan shall be finalized prior to transplantation and commencement of construction
activities.

¢) If the federal and state endangered Hartweg’s golden sunburst is observed, the plants
shall be avoided to the extent feasible.

1. If the plants cannot be avoided, the individual project applicant shall obtain a
CESA Section 2081(b) Incidental Take Permit. Measures to minimize the take
and to mitigate the impacts caused by the take shall be set forth in one or more
conditions of the permit. Potential conservation measures include, but are not
limited to, purchasing credits from a mitigation bank, establishing a preserve,
and/or preparing a mitigation plan.

2. If the plants cannot be avoided and if the project requires USFWS Section 7
consultation (i.e., would impact a jurisdictional wetland or water of the U.S.
requiring a Section 404 CWA permit), consultation with the USFWS through the
Section 7 process shall occur to determine any additional avoidance,
conservation, and mitigation measures that may be needed for the species, if any.
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The individual project applicant is not required to consult for impacts to federally
listed plants without a federal nexus.

Significance After Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 would ensure that the project
avoids or mitigates for impacts to special-status plants by avoiding, relocating, or
mitigating for any potentially occurring special-status plants. Therefore, this impact
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Impact 3.4-7: Implementation of the proposed project could result in the loss of Swainson’s
hawk foraging habitat.

The CDFW considers 5 or more vacant acres within 10 miles of a Swainson’s hawk nest active
within the last five years to be significant foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, the conversion of
which to urban uses is considered a significant impact, in accordance with the Staff Report
Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawk in the Central Valley of California.18
There are 58 documented occurrences within 10 miles of the BSMP area. However, none of these
occurrences documented that nesting occurred within the last five years. Removal of the non-
native annual grassland within the BSMP area would remove foraging habitat for Swainson’s
hawk if found nesting within 10 miles. This would be a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure

Mitigation Measure 3.4-7: Protection of Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat (BSMP
only; not NR or KER)

a) Prior to disturbance of a minimum of five acres of non-native annual grassland, the
individual project applicant shall engage a qualified biologist to conduct a CNDDB
search for active Swainson’s hawk nests occurring within 10 miles of the individual
project footprint and documented within five years of commencement of ground
disturbance. The CNDDB search shall be conducted within one year prior to
commencement of construction activities. If no nests are documented within 10 miles
within the last five years, then a report shall be submitted to the City documenting the
results. No additional mitigation is required.

b) If an active nest is documented within 10 miles of the individual project footprint and
within five years prior to the anticipated start of ground disturbance, the individual
project applicant shall mitigate at ratios that correspond to the distance of the nest or
shall establish a conservation easement, in accordance with the Staff Report
(Appendix D-5). These ratios are identified below:

1. Projects within one mile of an active nest tree shall provide:

i. One acre of Habitat Management (HM) land (at least 10 percent of the HM
Land requirements shall be met by fee title acquisition or a conservation
easement allowing for the active management of the habitat, with the
remaining 90 percent of the HM lands protected by a conservation easement

18 california Department of Fish and Game, 1994. Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s
Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California.
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(acceptable to the CDFW) on agricultural lands or other suitable habitats
which provide foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk) for each acre of
development authorized (1:1 ratio); or

ii. One-half acre of HM land (all of the HM land requirements shall be met by
fee title acquisition or a conservation easement (acceptable to the CDFW)
which allows for the active management of the habitat for prey production
on-the HM lands) for each acre of development authorized (0.5:1 ratio).

2. Projects within five miles of an active nest tree but greater than one mile from the
nest tree shall provide 0.75 acres of HM land for each acre of urban development
authorized (0-75:1 ratio). All HM lands protected under this requirement may be
protected through fee title acquisition or conservation easement (acceptable to the
CDFW) on agricultural lands or other suitable habitats which provide foraging
habita