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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

PROJECT TITLE
Parkwood Subdivision

LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS

City of Hughson

7018 Pine Street (physical)
P.0. Box 9 (mailing)
Hughson, CA 95326

CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER

Lea Simvoulakis, Community Development Director
7018 Pine Street (physical)

P.0. Box 9 (mailing)

Hughson, CA 95326

(209) 883-4054

PROJECT SPONSOR
DASCO Development
1117 L Street
Modesto, CA 95354

PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY

An Initial Study (IS) is a preliminary analysis which is prepared to determine the relative
environmental impacts associated with a proposed project. It is designed as a measuring
mechanism to determine if a project will have a significant adverse effect on the environment,
thereby triggering the need to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). It also functions
as an evidentiary document containing information which supports conclusions that the project
will not have a significant environmental impact or that the impacts can be mitigated to a “Less
Than Significant” or “No Impact” level. If there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole
record before the agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the environment, the
lead agency shall prepare a Negative Declaration (ND). If the IS identifies potentially significant
effects, but: (1) revisions in the project plans or proposals would avoid the effects or mitigate the
effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur, and (2) there is no substantial
evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the project as revised may have a
significant effect on the environment, then a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) shall be
prepared.

This IS has been prepared consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, to determine if the
proposed project may have a significant effect upon the environment. Based upon the findings
and mitigation measures contained within this report, a MND will be prepared.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

On August 14, 2006, the City of Hughson City Council adopted a Negative Declaration for the
annexation and prezoning of the project area. At the time, no development was proposed within
the proposed prezoning and annexation area.
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PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING

The Parkwood Subdivision Project site (project site) includes approximately 56.04 acres located
at the southeastern corner of the Santa Fe Avenue and Hatch Road intersection in the City of
Hughson, Stanislaus County. The site is identified by the following Stanislaus County Assessor’s
Parcel Numbers (APNs):018-017-002, -010, and -014. The site has previously been used for
agricultural and single-family ranchette uses. Orchards are currently located throughout the
project site, including mature and young walnut and almond trees. The project site is generally
flat at an elevation of approximately 120 to 140 feet above sea level with slopes increasing to the
north. See Figures 1 and 2 for the regional location and the project vicinity.

Surrounding uses include a Turlock Irrigation District (TID) Ceres canal, Hatch Road, and
agricultural land located in Stanislaus County to the north, single-family residential uses to the
east, single-family residential uses to the south, and Santa Fe Avenue, railroad tracks, and
agricultural land located in Stanislaus County to the west. See Figure 3 for an aerial view of the
project area. As shown in Figure 3, the project site includes two areas adjacent to the project site
that are not a part of the site: a Jehovah’s Witness Kingdom Hall located to the northwest of the
site, and two existing single-family homes with associated garages and buildings located to the
north of the site, south of the TID Ceres canal

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project includes the subdivision of the approximately 56.04-acre site into 299
single-family residential lots with one single-family home per lot. The lots would range in size
from 5,005 to 13,280 square feet (sf). The project also includes development of 6.14 acres of
park/dual use facilities. Additionally, the project would include development of circulation and
utility infrastructure improvements. The project site plan is shown on Figure 4. Each project
component is discussed in detail below.

RESIDENTIAL

The proposed project includes two distinct lot layouts for the residential component: “Park Home
Lots”, which would include traditional residential lots of approximately 5,005 sf to 13,280 sf, and
“Courtyard Home Lots”, which would include lots of approximately 5,250 sf with a shared
driveway (motor court) between a cluster of lots. The project would include 99 Park Homes and
200 Courtyard Homes. Exterior design features for the proposed homes would include porches,
shutters, roof articulations, and other architectural detailing. Each home would include
driveways and a two-car garage.

PARKS AND LANDSCAPING

The project includes two common space areas totaling 6.14 acres: one in the eastern portion of
the subdivision, and one in the western portion of the subdivision. The eastern park area will
include street, signature, accent, and shade trees, a neighborhood connecting path, children’s play
equipment, turn mounding and seat walls, terraced grass seating with barbecue tables, and open
turf social space. The western park area will include street, accent, and shade trees, a
neighborhood connecting path, children’s playground equipment, a tennis court, a basketball
court, a pickleball court, a gazebo, and open turf social space.

The proposed project will include a masonry wall and landscaping along Santa Fe Avenue
(consistent with the existing subdivision to the south of the site), as well as a decorative entry
monument. A masonry wall and landscaping will also be provided along the Hatch Road portion
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of the project area. Additionally, a paved bike and walking/jogging path (Class I Bike Trail) would
be provided along the TID Ceres canal.

INFRASTRUCTURE AND ACCESS

The project would be served by existing City water, sewer, and storm drainage infrastructure.
The existing City laterals and lines currently located in Hatch Road and Santa Fe Avenue would
be extended into the project site. As discussed above, the project includes two park/dual use
areas: one in the eastern portion of the subdivision (1.33 acres), and one in the western portion
of the subdivision (3.20 acres). These two park areas would also grass retention basin areas for
storm drain purposes.

Street improvements primarily consist of the construction of internal local streets throughout
the project site, as well as three access points. The three proposed entry monuments include: one
off of Santa Fe Avenue on the western site boundary (primary), one off of Flora Vista Drive on the
southern site boundary (secondary), and one off of Estancia Drive on the southern site boundary
(secondary). Each entry monument would include signage, landscaped medians, and landscape
trees. Additionally, the project would provide a total of 1,674 parking spaces, including 1,219
off-street parking spaces and 455 on-street parking spaces.

GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING DESIGNATIONS

The existing and proposed General Plan and zoning designations for the site are discussed in
detail below.

General Plan: The project site is currently designated Low Density Residential (LDR)
(approximately 19.28 acres), Medium Density Residential (MDR) (approximately 17.73 acres),
and Service Commercial (SC) (approximately 19.00 acres) by the City’s General Plan land use
map. The proposed project would require a General Plan Amendment to change the LDR and SC
land uses to MDR. The MDR designation promotes a mixture of single-family houses, duplexes,
triplexes, fourplexes and townhouses within the same neighborhood. This category is designed
to provide a transition between higher density multi-family and commercial development and
low density, single family neighborhoods. The designation also ensures that there will be a
variety of housing types in Hughson, which is consistent with the traditional character of the
community. Allowable densities range from 5.1 to 14.0 dwelling units per gross acre. The
maximum density may be increased by up to 25 percent under the Planned Development process,
as part of legally-required affordable density bonuses. With 299 units on 56.04 acres, the
proposed density would be 5.34 dwelling units per acre, which is within the allowed density
range.

Zoning: The project site is currently zoned Single-Family Residential (R-1) (approximately 19.28
acres), Medium Density Residential (R-2) (approximately 17.73 acres), and General Commercial
(C-2) (approximately 19.00 acres) by the City’s zoning map. The proposed project would require
a rezone to change the R-1 and C-2 land uses to R-2. The purpose of the R-2 medium density
residential zone is to provide living areas where a compatible mixture of single-family, duplex,
triplex, fourplex and townhouse housing will provide a suitable environment for family living; to
ensure adequate light, air, privacy and open space for each dwelling; to provide space for
community facilities needed to complement urban residential areas and for institutions which
require a residential environment.

The project would also include a Planned Development overlay zone which would allow for
reduced setbacks and design flexibility. The Planned Development would overlay zone would be
subject to a Conditional Use Permit.
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The existing General Plan and zoning designations are shown on Figure 5. The proposed General
Plan and zoning designations are shown on Figure 6.

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS AND OTHER APPROVALS

The City of Hughson is the Lead Agency for the proposed project, pursuant to the State Guidelines
for Implementation of CEQA, Section 15050.

This document will be used by the City of Hughson to take the following actions:

Adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND);

Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP);

Approval of a General Plan Amendment from LDR and SC to MDR;

Approval of a zone change from R-1 and C-2 to R-2;

Approval of a Conditional Use Permit to create a Planned Development Overlay Zone to
allow for reduced setbacks and design flexibility;

Approval of a Tentative Subdivision Map to subdivide approximately 56.04 acres into 299
single-family residential lots;

Design Review of the proposed structures.

The following agencies may be required to issue permits or approve certain aspects of the
proposed project:

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) - Construction activities would be
required to be covered under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES);

RWQCB - The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be required to be
approved prior to construction activities pursuant to the Clean Water Act;

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) - Approval of construction-
related air quality permits.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

None of the environmental factors listed below would have potentially significant impacts as a
result of development of this project, as described on the following pages.

Aesthetics Agriculture and Forestry Air Quality
Resources
Biological Resources Cultural Resources Energy
Geology and Soils Greenhouse Gasses Hazarfis and Hazardous
Materials
Hydr.ology and Water Land Use and Planning Mineral Resources
Quality
Noise Population and Housing Public Services
Recreation Transportation Tribal Cultural Resources
Utilities and Service Wildfire Man-d.atory Findings of
Systems Significance
DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

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

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

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

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

Signature Date
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EVALUATION INSTRUCTIONS

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

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

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

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

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where
the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant
Impact” to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level
(mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced).
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

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

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

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

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however,
lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to
a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

In each area of potential impact listed in this section, there are one or more questions which
assess the degree of potential environmental effect. A response is provided to each question using
one of the four impact evaluation criteria described below. A discussion of the response is also
included.

o Potentially Significant Impact. This response is appropriate when there is substantial
evidence that an effect is significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant
Impact"” entries, upon completion of the Initial Study, an EIR is required.

e Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. This response applies when the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant
Impact” to a "Less Than Significant Impact". The Lead Agency must describe the
mitigation measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level.

e Less than Significant Impact. A less than significant impact is one which is deemed to have
little or no adverse effect on the environment. Mitigation measures are, therefore, not
necessary, although they may be recommended to further reduce a minor impact.

e No Impact. These issues were either identified as having no impact on the environment,
or they are not relevant to the project.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

This section of the Initial Study incorporates the most current Appendix "G" Environmental
Checklist Form contained in the CEQA Guidelines. Impact questions and responses are included
in both tabular and narrative formats for each of the 21 environmental topic areas.

I.AESTHETICS

Potentially i Less Than

Would the project: Significant S e Significant No Impact

Mitigation
Impact Incorporation Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic

. X
vista?

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

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

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

Responses to Checklist Questions

Responses a), c): The City of Hughson General Plan does not specifically designate any scenic
viewsheds within the city.

For analysis purposes, a scenic vista can be discussed in terms of a foreground, middleground,
and background viewshed. The middleground and background viewshed is often referred to as
the broad viewshed. Examples of scenic vistas can include mountain ranges, valleys, ridgelines,
or water bodies from a focal point of the forefront of the broad viewshed, such as visually
important trees, rocks, or historic buildings. An impact would generally occur if a project would
change the view to the middle ground or background elements of the broad viewshed, or remove
the visually important trees, rocks, or historic buildings in the foreground.

The proposed project will not significantly disrupt middleground or background views from
public viewpoints. The proposed project would result in changes to the foreground views from
the public viewpoint by adding single-family residential buildings to a site that is undeveloped.

Upon build-out, the project would be of similar visual character to nearby and adjacent
developments. For motorists travelling along nearby roadways, such as Santa Fe Avenue and E.
Hatch Road, the project would appear to be a continuation of adjacent residential land uses and
would not present unexpected or otherwise unpleasant aesthetic values within the general
project vicinity.
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The greatest visual change would apply to neighbors that have a direct view of the area, including
residences along E. Hatch Road, Flora Vista Drive, Leaflet Lane, Narisco Way, Walnut Haven Drive,
and Heartnut Way. Views of the project site are generally visible from immediately adjacent
residences, but are obscured by existing fencing and landscaping. Upon development of the
project, landscaping would be provided throughout the project site. The proposed landscaping
includes a variety of plants and support materials at varying heights that would provide some
shielding from existing residences in the vicinity.

The change in character of the project site, once developed, is anticipated by the General Plan and
would be visually compatible with surrounding existing residential uses to the west and south.
Setbacks, fencing, and landscaping around the perimeter of the site will buffer the foreground
viewshed from residents in the immediate vicinity. Therefore, implementation of the proposed
project would have a less than significant impact relative to this topic.

Response b): The project site is not located within view of a state scenic highway. Only one
highway section in Stanislaus County is listed as a Designated Scenic Highway by the Caltrans
Scenic Highway Mapping System; the segment of Interstate 5 (I-5) from the San Joaquin to
Merced County lines. Views from this route are primarily agricultural with distant views of the
Coast Range. The City of Hughson and the project site are not visible from this roadway segment.
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway.
Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative to this topic.

Response d): The project site is undeveloped and contains orchards throughout the site. The site
does not contain existing lighting. Adjacent lighting includes street lighting along E. Hatch Road,
Santa Fe Avenue, and the adjacent residential streets to the west and south, as well as parking
lighting at the Jehovah’s Witness Kingdom Hall. There is a potential for the proposed project to
create new sources of light and glare. Examples of lighting would include construction lighting,
street lighting, security lighting along sidewalks, exterior building lighting, interior building
lighting, and automobile lighting. Examples of glare would include reflective building materials
and automobiles.

There is a potential for the implementation of the proposed project to introduce new sources of
light and glare into the project area. Contributors to light and glare impacts would include
construction lighting and street lighting that would create ongoing light impacts to the area.
Nighttime construction activities are not anticipated to be required as part of on-site roadway
construction. Operational light sources from street lighting may be required to provide for safe
travel. All street lighting would have to comply with the City of Hughson outdoor lighting
standards. Section 17.03.056 of the Hughson Municipal Code identifies general lighting standards
for light shielding, illumination levels, energy-saving, and nuisance prevention. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact relative to
this topic.
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
Less Than

Potentially Less Than

— L, Significant with o No
Would the project: Sl,g::lgi;;nt Mitigation Significant Impact

Incorporation Impact

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

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

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 1222(g)) or timberland (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 4526)?

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

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

Responses to Checklist Questions

Response a): As shown in Figure 7, the majority of the project site is designated Prime Farmland
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency. A portion of the site along the northern boundary is designated
Urban and Built-Up Land. The proposed project would result in the conversion of this designated
Prime Farmland land to a non-agricultural use.

The proposed project will convert Prime Farmland to single-family residential uses. However,
the project site is designated as LDR, MDR, and SC by the Hughson General Plan Land Use Map.
The Hughson General Plan EIR anticipated development of the project site as part of the overall
evaluation of the build out of the City. The General Plan EIR addressed the conversion and loss of
agricultural land that would result from the build out of the General Plan (General Plan 2023
Draft EIR, pp. 4.2-1 through 4.2-15). The General Plan EIR determined that even with the
implementation of the General Plan goals, policies, and actions (including, but not limited to, Goal
COS-1, Actions LU-1.2, COS-1.2, and COS-1.3, and Policies COS-1.1, C0S-1.3, COS-1.6, COS-1.7), the
impact would be significant and unavoidable. The City subsequently adopted a Statement of
Overriding Consideration and certified the General Plan EIR. The proposed project is generally
consistent with the General Plan.

Because conversion of the project site from agricultural to urban uses was previously analyzed
in the City’s General Plan EIR, implementation of the proposed project would have a less than
significant impact relative to this issue.

Response b): The project site is not zoned for agricultural use nor is it under a Williamson Act
contract. The proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
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Williamson Act contract. Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative
to this issue.

Response c): The project site is not forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section
1222(g)) or timberland (as defined in Public Resources Code section 4526). The proposed project
would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land or timberland.
Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative to this issue.

Response d): The project site is not forest land. The proposed project would not result in the loss
of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Implementation of the proposed
project would have no impact relative to this issue.

Response e): The project site is currently undeveloped and contains orchard uses. The site does
not contain forest land, and forest land is not located in the vicinity of the site. The site has
previously been used for agricultural purposes. The lands adjacent to the site contain religious
uses and residential uses. The agricultural land located west of the site, opposite Santa Fe Avenue,
is designated mainly Vacant or Disturbed Land, with some Prime Farmland located west of the
southwestern corner of the site (see Figure 7). The land to the east is designated for Agriculture
by the Stanislaus County General Plan land use map. In order to ensure that development of the
site does not result in conversion of the portion of Prime Farmland located west of the
southwestern corner of the site to non-agricultural use, the project would be subject to the City’s
Right to Farm Ordinance. Section 17.03.064 of the Hughson Municipal Code outlines the Right to
Farm Ordinance, including nuisances, deed restrictions, and notification to buyers.

The project will comply with the City’s Right to Farm Ordinance (as required by Mitigation
Measure AG-1). Because conversion of the project site from agricultural to urban uses was
analyzed in the City’s General Plan EIR, and because the project will be subject to the Right to
Farm Ordinance, implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant
impact relative to this issue.

Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure AG-1: Prior to approval of the Tentative Map for the project, the project
applicant shall comply with the City’s Right to Farm Ordinance (Section 17.03.064 of the Municipal
Code). In order to comply, the following deed restriction shall be recorded by the owners and run
with the land:

“RIGHT TO FARM DEED RESTRICTION

Properly conducted agricultural operations are permitted within Stanislaus County, within
the City of Hughson, and its Sphere of Influence. You are hereby notified that the property
you are purchasing is in an agricultural area. You may be subject to inconvenience or
discomfort from lawful agricultural or agricultural processing facilities operations.
Discomfort and inconvenience may include, but are not limited to, noise, odors, fumes, dust,
smoke, burning, vibrations, insects, rodents and/or the operations of machinery (including
aircraft) during any 24 hour period. One or more of the inconveniences described may occur
as a result of agricultural operations which are in compliance with existing laws and
regulations and accepted customs and standards. If you live near an agricultural area, you
should be prepared to accept such inconveniences or discomfort as a normal and necessary
aspect of living in an area with a strong rural character and an active agricultural sector.
Lawful ground rig or aerial application of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers occur in
farming operations. Should you be concerned about spraying, you may contact the
Stanislaus County Agricultural Commission.
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The City of Hughson Right to Farm Ordinance does not exempt farmers, agricultural
processors or others from compliance with law. Should a farmer, agricultural processor or
other person not comply with appropriate State, federal or local laws, legal recourse is
possible by, among other ways, contacting the appropriate agency. This Right to Farm Deed
Restriction shall be included in all subsequent deeds and leases for this property until such
time as the City Council shall determine that such a restriction is no longer necessary.”

Additionally, every transferor of property subject to the notice recorded pursuant to subsection C of
Section 17.03.064 shall provide to any transferee in writing the notice of right to farm recited below.
The notice of right to farm shall be contained in each offer for sale, counter offer for sale, agreement
of sale, lease, lease with an option to purchase, deposit receipt, exchange agreement, rental
agreement, or any other form of agreement or contract for the transfer of property; provided, that
the notice need be given only once in any transaction. The transferor shall acknowledge delivery of
the notice and the transferee shall acknowledge receipt of the notice.

The form of notice of right to farm is as follows:
“NOTICE OF RIGHT TO FARM

Properly conducted agricultural operations are permitted within Stanislaus County and
within the City of Hughson Sphere of Influence. You are hereby notified that the property
you are purchasing/leasing/renting is in an agricultural area. You may be subject to
inconvenience or discomfort from lawful agricultural or agricultural processing facilities
operations. Discomfort and inconvenience may include, but are not limited to, noise, odors,
fumes, dust, smoke, burning, vibrations, insects, rodents and/or the operation of machinery
(including aircraft) during any 24 hour period. One or more of the inconveniences described
may occur as a result of agricultural operations which are in compliance with existing laws
and regulations and accepted customs and standards. If you live near an agricultural area,
you should be prepared to accept such inconveniences or discomfort as a normal and
necessary aspect of living in an area with a strong rural character and an active agricultural
sector. Lawful ground rig or aerial application of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers occur
in farming operations. Should you be concerned about spraying, you may contact the
Stanislaus County Agricultural Commission.

The City of Hughson Right to Farm Ordinance does not exempt farmers, agricultural
processors or others from compliance with law. Should a farmer, agricultural processor or
other person not comply with appropriate state, federal or local laws, legal recourse is
possible by, among other ways, contacting the appropriate agency. This notification is given
in compliance with Hughson Municipal Code Section 17.03.064. By initialing below, you are
acknowledging receipt of this notification.

Transferor’s Initials Transferee’s Initials”
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I11. AIR QUALITY

. Less Than
. P?ter'ltlally Significant with L.e SS. T"han No
Would the project: Significant P Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact . Impact
Incorporation
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the X
applicable air quality plan?
b) Resultin a cumulatively considerable netincrease
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region X
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?
c¢) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial X
pollutant concentrations?
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of X
people?
Existing Setting

The project site is located within the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD).
This agency is responsible for monitoring air pollution levels and ensuring compliance with
federal and state air quality regulations within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) and has
jurisdiction over most air quality matters within its borders.

The SJVAPCD has primary responsibility for compliance with both the federal and state standards
and for ensuring that air quality conditions are maintained. They do this through a
comprehensive program of planning, regulation, enforcement, technical innovation, and
promotion of the understanding of air quality issues.

Activities of the SJVAPCD include the preparation of plans for the attainment of ambient air
quality standards, adoption and enforcement of rules and regulations concerning sources of air
pollution, issuance of permits for stationary sources of air pollution, inspection of stationary
sources of air pollution and response to citizen complaints, monitoring of ambient air quality and
meteorological conditions, and implementation of programs and regulations required by the
FCAA and CCAA.

The SJVAPCD has prepared the 2007 Ozone Plan to achieve Federal and State standards for
improved air quality in the SJVAB regarding ozone. The 2007 Ozone Plan provides a
comprehensive list of regulatory and incentive-based measures to reduce emissions of ozone and
particulate matter precursors throughout the SJVAB. The 2007 Ozone Plan calls for major
advancements in pollution control technologies for mobile and stationary sources of air pollution.
The 2007 Ozone Plan calls for a 75-percent reduction in ozone-forming oxides of nitrogen
emissions.

The SJVAPCD has also prepared the 2007 PM;y Maintenance Plan and Request for Redesignation
(2007 PMy Plan). On April 24, 2006, the SJVAPCD submitted a Request for Determination of PM1,
Attainment for the Basin to the California Air Resources Board (CARB). CARB concurred with the
request and submitted the request to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on May 8,
2006. On October 30, 2006, the EPA issued a Final Rule determining that the Basin had attained
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for PM1o. However, the EPA noted that the
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Final Rule did not constitute a redesignation to attainment until all of the Federal Clean Air Act
requirements under Section 107(d)(3) were met.

The SJVAPCD has prepared the 2008 PM.2.5 Plan to achieve Federal and State standards for
improved air quality in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. The 2008 PM.2.5 Plan provides a
comprehensive list of regulatory and incentive-based measures to reduce PM2.5.

In addition to the 2007 Ozone Plan, the 2008 PM;s Plan, and the 2007 PM;, Plan, the SJVAPCD
prepared the Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI). The GAMAQI is an
advisory document that provides Lead Agencies, consultants, and project applicants with
analysis guidance and uniform procedures for addressing air quality impacts in environmental
documents. Local jurisdictions are not required to utilize the methodology outlined therein. This
document describes the criteria that SJVAPCD uses when reviewing and commenting on the
adequacy of environmental documents. It recommends thresholds for determining whether or
not projects would have significant adverse environmental impacts, identifies methodologies for
predicting project emissions and impacts, and identifies measures that can be used to avoid or
reduce air quality impacts. An update of the GAMAQI was approved on March 19, 2015, and is
used as a guidance document for this analysis.

Responses to Checklist Questions
Responses a), b):

Air Quality Plan Consistency

As discussed below, annual construction emissions of ROG, NOx, PM;o, and PM;s will not exceed
the SJVAPCD thresholds of significance in any given year. Additionally, annual operational
emissions of ROG, PMzs, and PM1o would not exceed the SJVAPCD thresholds of significance.
However, annual operational emissions of NOx would exceed the SJVAPCD thresholds of
significance.

The SJVAPCD'’s various air quality plans (i.e,, 2007 Ozone Plan, 2007 PM, Plan, and 2008 PM;s
Plan) includes growth assumptions generated by the Stanislaus Council of Governments
(StanCOG). These growth assumptions are generated based, in part, on the development
projections from individual land use authorities (i.e. incorporated cities and unincorporated
counties) that are located within their region. It is noted that the consistency with the StanCOG
population projection is growth that would generate population that is at, or below, the
projections established by StanCOG. Any growth above the StanCOG population projection, would
be growth that is inconsistent with the StanCOG projections. Any growth that is at, or below, the
StanCOG projections would be consistent with the SJCO StanCOG G projections.

The City of Hughson General Plan designates the project site for LDR, MDR, and SC uses. The
proposed project is generally consistent with the General Plan and zoning designations for the
project site. The City’s General Plan designates the project area as LDR (19.28 acres), MDR (17.73
acres), and SC (19.00 acres). Allowable densities in the MDR designation range from 5.1 to 14.0
dwelling units per gross acre. Allowable densities in the LDR designation range from 0.0 to 5.0
dwelling units per gross acre. The maximum allowed intensity of use for the SC designation is a
FAR of 0.5. Therefore, the City’s General Plan anticipated up to 344 residential units (with an
associated population of 1,190 persons) and 413,730 square feet of SC within the project area.
The analysis included in the City’s General Plan EIR assumed that the site would be developed
with LDR, MDR, and SC uses. The project would not increase development beyond the level
assumed for the site in the City’s General Plan EIR. Therefore, the project is generally consistent
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with the General Plan and development will remain within (i.e. will not exceed) the StanCOG
projections.

Because the proposed project does not exceed the StanCOG projections it is considered to be
consistent with the population projections. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent
with the regional air quality plan (i.e., SJVAPCD’s 2007 Ozone Plan, 2007 PM;o Plan, and 2008
PM;s Plan).

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts

As discussed above, the SJVAPCD is an agency responsible for ensuring that air quality conditions
are attained, and where non-attainment is determined, this agency develops strategies to achieve
attainment in the future. This effort to achieve attainment is documented in the SJVAPCD’s
various air quality plans (i.e.,, 2007 Ozone Plan, 2007 PM; Plan, and 2008 PM; s Plan), which are
updated periodically to accommodate changes. While the scope of the SJVAPCD’s strategies to
achieve attainment is wide ranging, the agency has established thresholds of significance for
individual new projects and if a project exceeds the threshold of significance, then it would also
be a significant contribution to a cumulative impact.

The SJVAPCD’s air quality significance thresholds represent the maximum emissions from a
project that are not expected to conflict with the SJVAPCD’s air quality plans, and is not expected
to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard. These are developed based on the ambient concentrations of the pollutant
for each source. Because the project would not exceed the majority of the air quality significance
thresholds on the project-level during construction or operation (as discussed below), and would
not otherwise conflict with the SJVAPCD'’s air quality plans, the cumulative emissions would not
be a significant contribution to a cumulative impact.

Construction Emissions

Construction-generated emissions are temporary and short term but have the potential to
represent a significant air quality impact. The construction and development of the proposed
project would result in the temporary generation of emissions. Emissions of airborne particulate
matter are largely dependent on the amount of ground disturbance associated with site
preparation activities.

The SJVAPCD has adopted guidelines for determining potential adverse impacts to air quality in
the region. The SJVAPCD guidelines state that construction activities are considered a potentially
significant adverse impact if: the feasible control measures for construction in compliance with
Regulation VIII as listed in the SJVAPCD guidelines are not incorporated or implemented; if the
project generates emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) or oxides of nitrogen (NOx) that
exceeds 10 tons per year; or if the project generates emissions of respirable particulate matter
(PMyo) or fine particulate matter (PM25) that exceeds 15 tons per year.

Construction Activities/Schedule: CalEEMod default values were used for the construction
schedule and off-road equipment. Construction activities will consist of multiple phases over
approximately five years. These construction activities can be described as site improvements
(grading, underground infrastructure, and topside improvements) and vertical construction
(building construction and architectural coatings). For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed
that the entire project is built-out from 2020 through 2025. This construction schedule is
considered a worst-case scenario.
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Site Improvements: The exact construction schedule of the entire project is largely dependent on
market demands. For purposes of this analysis it is assumed that site improvements are installed
in one phase. This approach will present a more conservative and worst-case scenario.

The site improvement phase of construction will begin with site preparation. The site
preparation step will include the use of dozers, backhoes, and loaders to strip (clear and grub) all
organic materials and the upper half-inch to inch of soil from the project site. This task will
generally take less than two months to complete and will include vehicle trips from construction
workers. This step would take approximately 40 days.

After the site is striped of organic materials grading will begin. This activity will involve the use
of excavators, graders, dozers, scrappers, loaders, and backhoes to move soil around the project
site to create specific engineered grade elevations and soil compaction levels. Grading the project
site would take approximately 110 days and will include vehicle trips from construction workers.
(Note: It would be possible to grade the site under a more compacted schedule with extra equipment
operating or under a longer timeframe with less equipment.).

The last task is to install the topside improvements, which includes pouring concrete curbs,
gutters, sidewalks, and access aprons and then paving of all streets and parking lots. This task
will involve the use of pavers, paving equipment, and rollers and will take approximately 75 days
and will include vehicle trips from construction workers. (Note: It would be possible to install the
topside improvements under a more compacted schedule with extra equipment operating or under
a longer timeframe with less equipment).

Building Construction/Architectural Coatings: Building construction involves the vertical

construction of structures and landscaping around the structures. This task will involve the use
of cranes, forklifts, generator sets, welders, and tractors/loaders/backhoes. The exact
construction schedule of the entire project is largely dependent on market demands. For
purposes of this analysis it is assumed that the building construction for the entire project is
constructed in approximately five years. The actual building construction phase may be much
shorter or much longer. Architectural coatings involve the interior and exterior painting
associated with the structures. This task will generally begin after construction begins on the
structure and will generally be completed with the completion of the individual buildings.

Construction Emissions: Using project type and size, the SJVAPCD has pre-quantified emissions
and determined a size below which it is reasonable to conclude that a project would not exceed
applicable thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants. This is referred to as the SJVAPCD’s
Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL). The SPAL is broken into two categories - vehicle trips and
project type. For residential housing projects, the SPAL by vehicle trips is 1,453 trips per day. For
single family housing projects, the SPAL by project type is 390 units. Although the project meets
the SPAL by project type (i.e., the project includes fewer than 390 units), the project does not
meet the SPAL by vehicle trips (i.e., the project would generate greater than 1,453 trips per day);
therefore, a quantification of the emissions of ROG, NOx, PM1o, and PM; 5 that will be emitted by
project construction has been performed. CalEEMod™ (v.2016.3.2) was used to estimate
construction emissions for the proposed project. Below is a list of model assumptions used in the
construction screens of CalEEMod. The CalEEMod assumptions and outputs are included in
Appendix A.

Table 1 presents the estimated construction phase schedule, which shows the duration of each
construction phase. Table 2 shows the off-road construction equipment used during construction
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for each phase. Following these tables are a list of default factors that were used in the model.
Table 3 shows the construction emissions for the construction years 2019 through 2025.

Table 1: Construction Phase

NI;’::Z; Phase Name Start Date End Date # Days/Week | # Days
1 Site Preparation 5/16/2020 7/10/2020 5 40
2 Grading 7/11/2020 12/11/2020 5 110
3 Building Construction 12/12/2020 3/14/2025 5 1,110
4 Paving 3/15/2025 6/27/2025 5 75
5 Architectural Coating 6/28/2025 10/10/2025 5 75
SOURCE: CALEEMoD (v. 2016.3.2)
Table 2: Off-Road Equipment
Equipment Type Arg:)l;tn ¢ Hours/Day Horsepower P{;z oc‘;gr
Site Preparation
Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37
Grading
Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38
Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41
Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40
Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37
Building Construction
Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29
Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20
Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37
Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45
Paving
Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42
Paving Equipment 2 8.00 131 0.36
Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38
Architectural Coatings
Air Compressors | 1 6.00 | 78 I 0.48

SOURCE: CALEEMonp (v. 2016.3.2)

The SJVAPCD has established construction related emissions thresholds of significance as
follows: 10 tons per year of ROG, 10 tons per year of NOy, or 15 tons per year of PMyg or Ps. If the
proposed project’s emissions will exceed the SJVAPCD’s threshold of significance for
construction-generated emissions, the proposed project will have a significant impact on air
quality and all feasible mitigation are required to be implemented to reduce emissions. As shown
in Table 3 above, annual emissions of ROG, NOx, PM1o, and PM5 will not exceed the SJVAPCD
thresholds of significance in any given year. Nevertheless, regardless of emission quantities, the
SJVAPCD requires construction related mitigation in accordance with their rules and regulations.
Implementation of the following mitigation measures will ensure that the proposed project
would reduce construction related emissions to the extent possible. With implementation of the
following mitigation measures, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact
related to construction emissions.
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Table 3: Construction Emissions (Unmitigated)

ROG NOx PMo PM:. 5
Thresholds
<10 tons/year <10 tons/year <15 tons/year < 15 tons/year
2020 0.3514 3.7771 1.0292 0.5596
2021 0.3164 2.7713 0.2675 0.1575
2022 0.2849 2.4965 0.2469 0.1385
2023 0.2601 2.2342 0.2319 0.1244
2024 0.2455 2.1225 0.2223 0.1146
2025 5.1426 0.7695 0.0715 0.0404
Maximum 5.1426 3.7771 1.0292 0.5596
Threshold
Exceeded No No No No
in Any Year?

NOTE: THE AIR DISTRICT IS ATTAINMENT FOR CO AND SOz.
SOURCE: CALEEMonp (v. 2016.3.2)

Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Prior to the commencement of construction activities for each phase of
the project, the project proponent shall prepare and submit a Dust Control Plan that meets all of the
applicable requirements of APCD Rule 8021, Section 6.3, for the review and approval of the APCD
Air Pollution Control Officer.

Mitigation Measure AIR-2: During all construction activities, the project proponent shall
implement dust control measures, as required by APCD Rules 8011-8081, to limit Visible Dust
Emissions to 20% opacity or less. Dust control measures shall include application of water or
chemical dust suppressants to unpaved roads and graded areas, covering or stabilization of
transported bulk materials, prevention of carryout or trackout of soil materials to public roads,
limiting the area subject to soil disturbance, construction of wind barriers, access restrictions to
inactive sites as required by the applicable rules.

Mitigation Measure AIR-3: During all construction activities, the project proponent shall
implement the following dust control practices identified in Tables 6-2 and 6-3 of the GAMAQI (San
Joaquin Valley APCD, 2002).

a. All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for
construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water, chemical
stabilizer/suppressant, or vegetative ground cover.

b. All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized of
dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.

c. All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and fill, and
demolition activities shall control fugitive dust emissions by application of water or by
presoaking.

d. When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be covered, effectively wetted to
limit visible dust emissions, or at least six inches of freeboard space from the top of the
container shall be maintained.

e. All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from
adjacent public streets at least once every 24 hours when operations are occurring. The use
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of dry rotary brushes is expressly prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by
sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust emissions. Use of blower devices is expressly
forbidden.

f Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the surface of
outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust emissions
utilizing sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.

g- Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 5 mph; and

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways
from sites with a slope greater than one percent.

Mitigation Measure AIR-4: Architectural coatings applied to all structures in the project site shall
meet or exceed volatile organic compound (VOC) standards set in APCD Rule 4601. The project
applicant shall submit to the APCD a list of architectural coatings to be used and shall indicate how
the coatings meet or exceed VOC standards. If the APCD determines that any architectural coatings
do not meet VOC standards, the project applicant shall replace the identified coatings with those
that meet standards.

Mitigation Measure AIR-5: Asphalt paving shall be applied in accordance with APCD Rule 4641.
This rule applies to the manufacture and use of cutback asphalt, slow cure asphalt and emulsified
asphalt for paving and maintenance operations.

Operational Emissions

The SJVAPCD is tasked with implementing programs and regulations required by the Federal
Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act. In that capacity, the SJVAPCD has prepared plans
to attain Federal and State ambient air quality standards. To achieve attainment with the
standards, the SJVAPCD has established thresholds of significance for criteria pollutant emissions
in their SJVAPCD Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (2015). Projects with
emissions below the thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants would be determined to
“Not conflict or obstruct implementation of the District’s air quality plan”.

The proposed project would be a direct and indirect source of air pollution, in that it would
generate and attract vehicle trips in the region (mobile source emissions) and it would increase
area source emissions and energy consumption. The mobile source emissions would be entirely
from vehicles, while the area source emissions would be primarily from the use of natural gas
fuel combustion, landscape fuel combustion, consumer products, and architectural coatings.

CalEEMod™ (v.2016.3.2) was used to estimate emissions for buildout of the proposed project.
Table 4 shows the emissions, which include mobile, area source, and energy emissions of criteria
pollutants that would result from operations of the proposed project.

The CalEEMod assumptions and outputs are included in Appendix A.
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Table 4: Operational Buildout Generated Emissions

ROG NOx PMio PM:z.5
Thresholds (tons/year) (tons/year) (tons/year) (tons/year)
< 10 tons/year < 10 tons/year <15 tons/year <15 tons/year
Category um M UM M um M um M
Area 2.6876 2.6876 0.1375 0.1375 | 0.0213 | 0.0213 0.0213 0.0213
Energy 0.0422 0.0422 0.3602 0.3602 | 0.0291 | 0.0291 0.0291 0.0291
Mobile 1.0640 1.0339 11.4878 | 11.1213 | 3.1673 | 2.9491 0.8843 0.8236
Total 3.7937 | 3.7636 | 11.9855 | 11.6190 | 3.2177 | 2.9996 | 0.9347 | 0.8741
g:‘:‘::gg(lg No No Yes Yes No No No No
% 0.79 3.06 6.78 6.49
Reduction

NOTES: UM = UNMITIGATED, M = MITIGATED; THE AIR DISTRICT IS IN ATTAINMENT FOR CO, AND SOz.
SOURCE: CALEEMop (v.2016.3.2).

The long-term operational emissions estimate for buildout of the proposed project incorporates
the potential area source and vehicle emissions, and emissions associated with utility and water
usage, and wastewater and solid waste generation. The modeling included the following
mitigation inputs:

Traffic Mitigation

e Project Setting: Low Density Suburban

e Increase Density: 299 du/56.04 ac = 5.34 du/ac

e Increase Destination Accessibility: Distance to Downtown/Job Center is 0.95 miles (from
project site to downtown Hughson)

e Increase Transit Accessibility: Distance to Transit is 0.78 miles (Stanislaus Regional
Transit [StaRT] Stop 110 at 3rd and Hughson)

e Improve Pedestrian Network: Project Site and Connecting Off-Site (project includes
connections from the site to the adjacent residential subdivisions to the south and a multi-
se path along the TID canal)

Area Mitigation

e Only Natural Gas Hearth (Per SJVAPCD Rule 4901: Wood-Burning Fireplaces and Wood-
Burning Heaters, open-hearth fireplaces are not allowed in new construction projects
which would result in more than two homes per acre. The proposed project includes
more than two homes per acre.)

The SJVAPCD has established their thresholds of significance by which the project emissions are
compared against to determine the level of significance. The SJVAPCD has established operations
related emissions thresholds of significance as follows: 10 tons per year of NO, 10 tons per year
of ROG, 15 tons per year of PM1o, and 15 tons per year of PM;s. If the proposed project’s emissions
will exceed the SJVAPCD’s threshold of significance for operational-generated emissions, the
proposed project will have a significant impact on air quality and all feasible mitigation are
required to be implemented to reduce emissions to the extent feasible. As shown in Table 4 above,
annual emissions of ROG, PM;s, and PMi, would not exceed the SJVAPCD thresholds of
significance. Annual emissions of NOx would exceed the SJVAPCD thresholds of significance.

CalEEMod™ (v.2016.3.2) mitigation assumptions described above were incorporated into the
model. With mitigation inputs, annual emissions of NOx can be reduced; however, the emissions
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would not be reduced to below the thresholds of significance. The NOx emissions would exceed
the SJVAPCD thresholds of significance for operations even with mitigation. The proposed project
is subject to the SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Rule), which could result in substantial
mitigation of emissions beyond what is reflected in the modeling outputs. The reductions are
accomplished by the incorporation of mitigation measures into projects and/or by the payment
of an Indirect Source Rule fee for any required reductions that have not been accomplished
through project mitigation commitments. The current fees are $9,350 per ton of NOx, although
these are subject to adjustments by the SJVAPCD. The actual calculations will be accomplished by
the SJVAPCD and project applicants as the project (i.e., or portions of the project) are brought
forward for approval under Rule 9510. However, even with the application of the ISR and the
mitigation measures described above, direct emissions levels remain above the defined
thresholds of significance for the project as a whole. It is anticipated that with the payment of fees
through the ISR, that the SJVAPCD will offset the emissions by implementing projects/programs
that reduce emissions.

Although the operational NOx emissions would be above the SJVAPCD threshold, the project site
was analyzed for LDR, MDR, and SC development as part of the City’s General Plan EIR process.
The rules for tiering are set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15152. “[T]iering is a process by
which agencies can adopt programs, plans, policies, or ordinances with EIRs focusing on ‘the big
picture,” and can then use streamlined CEQA review for individual projects that are consistent
with such...[first tier decisions] and are...consistent with local agencies’ governing general plans
and zoning.” (Koster v. County of San Joaquin (1996) 47 Cal.App.4th 29, 36.) Section 15152
provides that, where a first-tier EIR has “adequately addressed” the subject of cumulative
impacts, such impacts need not be revisited in second- and third-tier documents. Furthermore,
second- and third-tier documents may limit the examination of impacts to those that “were not
examined as significant effects” in the prior EIR or “[a]re susceptible to substantial reduction or
avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or
other means.” In general, significant environmental effects have been “adequately addressed” if
the lead agency determines that:

a) they have been mitigated or avoided as a result of the prior environmental impact report
and findings adopted in connection with that prior environmental impact report; or

b) they have been examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior environmental impact
report to enable those effects to be mitigated or avoided by site specific revisions, the
imposition of conditions, or by other means in connection with the approval of the later
project.

Because the City’s General Plan EIR addressed the effects of developing the project site with
urban uses, environmental review can also be streamlined pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.

The proposed project is generally consistent with the General Plan and zoning designations for
the project site. The City’s General Plan designates the project area as LDR (19.28 acres), MDR
(17.73 acres), and SC (19.00 acres). Allowable densities in the MDR designation range from 5.1
to 14.0 dwelling units per gross acre. Allowable densities in the LDR designation range from 0.0
to 5.0 dwelling units per gross acre. The maximum allowed intensity of use for the SC designation
is a FAR of 0.5. Therefore, the City’s General Plan anticipated up to 344 residential units (with an
associated population of 1,190 persons) and 413,730 square feet of SC within the project area.
The analysis included in the City’s General Plan EIR assumed that the site would be developed
with LDR, MDR, and SC uses. The project would not increase development beyond the level
assumed for the site in the City’s General Plan EIR.
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The Hughson General Plan Draft EIR concludes that implementation of the General Plan would
result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to consistency with applicable air quality
plans of the SJVAPCD, since population growth that could occur under the 2005 General Plan
would exceed that projected by the Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG) and used in
projections for air quality planning. The projected growth would lead to an increase in the
region’s VMT, beyond that anticipated in the SJVAPCD'’s clean air planning efforts. The increase
in VMT that would occur under the General Plan, relative to that projected by StanCOG, is less
than one percent. It is noted that the project’s operational NOx emissions are the highest in the
mobile category. The City of Hughson certified the Hughson General Plan Draft EIR, adopted a
statement of overriding considerations relative to this significant and unavoidable impact, and
approved the General Plan. As such, the operational NOx emission resulting from operation of the
proposed project were previously considered by the City as part of the General Plan and General
Plan EIR planning efforts.

As noted above, design elements and compliance with District rules and regulations may not be
sufficient to reduce project related impacts on air quality to a less than significant level. In such
situations, the SJVAPCD Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (February
2015) indicates that the project proponents may enter into a Voluntary Emission Reduction
Agreement (VERA) with the SJVAPCD. A VERA is a method by which the project proponent
provides pound-for-pound mitigation of air emissions increases through a process that develops,
funds, and implements emission reduction projects, with the District serving a role of
administrator of the emissions reduction projects and verifier of the successful mitigation effort.
To implement a VERA, the project proponent and the District enter into a contractual agreement
in which the project proponent agrees to mitigate project specific emissions by providing funds
for the District’s Emission Reduction Incentive Program (ERIP). The funds are disbursed by ERIP
in the form of grants for projects that achieve emission reductions. Thus, project specific impacts
on air quality are offset. Types of emission reduction projects that have been funded in the past
include electrification of stationary internal combustion engines (such as agricultural irrigation
pumps), replacing old heavy-duty trucks with new, cleaner, more efficient heavy-duty trucks, and
replacement of old farm tractors.

In implementing a VERA, the SJVAPCD verifies the actual emission reductions that have been
achieved as a result of completed grant contracts, monitors the emission reduction projects, and
ensures the enforceability of achieved reductions. The initial agreement is generally based on the
projected maximum emissions increases as calculated by a SJVAPCD approved air quality impact
assessment, and contains the corresponding maximum fiscal obligation. However, because the
goal is to mitigate actual emissions, the SJVAPCD has designed flexibility into the VERA such that
the final mitigation is based on actual emissions related to the project as determined by actual
equipment used, hours of operation, etc. After the project is mitigated, the SJVAPCD certifies to
the lead agency that the mitigation is completed, providing the lead agency with an enforceable
mitigation measure demonstrating that project specific emissions have been mitigated.

By its definition, the VERA is a voluntary program initiated by the SJVAPCD to help reduce
project-related emissions. The mitigation measure also requires consideration of the benefits of
improved air quality with the costs of implementation in the decision making process. Because a
VERA is a voluntary program that requires the applicant and the SJVAPCD to agree on a
negotiated contractual agreement, a VERA is not considered an enforceable mitigation measures
as it provides no specific details or measures that can be mandated at this time. The project
applicant retains the option to implement a VERA as a way of reducing emissions in addition to
Rule 9510.
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Conclusion

Annual construction emissions of ROG, NOx, PM1o, and PMzs will not exceed the SJVAPCD
thresholds of significance in any given year. The operational NOx emissions would exceed the
SJVAPCD thresholds of significance for operations even with mitigation. The proposed project is
subject to the SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Rule), which could result in a substantial
reduction of emissions beyond what is reflected in the modeling outputs. Compliance with Rule
9510 is required by Mitigation Measure AIR-6.

Additionally, the project would not increase development beyond the level assumed for the site
in the City’s General Plan EIR. As such, the operational NOx emission resulting from operation of
the proposed project were previously considered by the City as part of the General Plan and
General Plan EIR planning efforts. With implementation of the mitigation measures included in
this section, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure AIR-6: Prior to final approval of improvement plans for each phase of the
project, the project proponent shall submit an Air Impact Assessment (AIA) application to the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District for District Rule 9510 Indirect Source Review (ISR) to
obtain AlA approval from the District for the phase or project component that is to be constructed.
Prior to the issuance of a building permit of each individual phase or project component, the project
proponent shall incorporate mitigation measures into the proposed project and demonstrate
compliance with District Rule 9510 including payment of all fees.

Response c):
Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

Project traffic would increase concentrations of carbon monoxide along streets providing access
to the project site. Carbon monoxide is a local pollutant (i.e., high concentrations are normally
only found very near sources). The major source of carbon monoxide, a colorless, odorless,
poisonous gas, is automobile traffic. Elevated concentrations (i.e. hotspots), therefore, are usually
only found near areas of high traffic volume and congestion.

The SJVAPCD recommends utilizing a screening approach for analyzing CO concentrations to
determine if dispersion modeling is warranted. The methodology provides lead agencies with a
conservative indication of whether project-generated vehicle trips will result in the generation
of CO emissions that contribute to an exceedance of the thresholds of significance. The
recommended screening criteria are divided into two tiers, as described below.

First Tier: The proposed project will result in a less-than-significant impact to air quality for local
COif:

o Traffic generated by the proposed project will not result in deterioration of intersection
level of service (LOS) to LOS E or F; and

e The project will not contribute additional traffic to an intersection that already operates
at LOS of Eor F.

For the proposed project, the first tier is not met because the addition of project trips would
degrade operations at some of the study intersections, and the project would contribute traffic to
an intersection that is projected to operate at LOS E or F. See Section XVII, Transportation, for
more information.
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The screening approach requires that if the first tier of screening criteria is not met then the
second tier of screening criteria shall be examined.

Second Tier: If all of the following criteria are met, the proposed project will result in a less-than-
significant impact to air quality for local CO.

e The project will not result in an affected intersection experiencing more than 31,600
vehicles per hour;

e The project will 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 proposed project screens out under the second tier because it meets all three criteria. First,
the intersections that will operate at LOS E or F (discussed in Section XVII), will experience traffic
below 31,600 vehicles per day, and much less in the peak hour. The maximum of daily trips is
significantly below the 31,600 vehicles per hour threshold. Secondly, these intersections do not
include 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. Lastly, the mix of vehicle types at these intersections is not anticipated to be substantially
different from the County average. As such, the proposed project screens out satisfactorily under
tier 2. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant
impact relative to this topic.

Toxic Air Contaminants

A Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) is defined as an air pollutant that may cause or contribute to an
increase in mortality or in serious illness, or that may pose a hazard to human health. TACs are
usually present in minute quantities in the ambient air. However, their high toxicity or health risk
may pose a threat to public health even at very low concentrations. In general, for those TACs
that may cause cancer, there is no concentration that does not present some risk. This contrasts
with the criteria pollutants for which acceptable levels of exposure can be determined and for
which the state and federal governments have set ambient air quality standards.

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean Air Act
Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) regulate 188 air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. The EPA
has assessed this expansive list in their latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants
from Mobile Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007) and
identified a group of 93 compounds emitted from mobile sources. In addition, EPA identified
seven compounds with significant contributions from mobile sources that are among the national
and regional-scale cancer risk drivers from their 1999 National Air Toxics Assessment. These are
acrolein, benzene, 1,3-butidiene, diesel particulate matter plus diesel exhaust organic gases
(diesel PM), formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter.

The 2007 EPA rule requires controls that will dramatically decrease Mobile Source Air Toxics
(MSAT) emissions through cleaner fuels and cleaner engines. According to an Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) analysis using EPA’s MOBILE6.2 model, even if vehicle activity (VMT)
increases by 145 percent, a combined reduction of 72 percent in the total annual emission rate
for the priority MSAT is projected from 1999 to 2050. California maintains stricter standards for
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clean fuels and emissions compared to the national standards, therefore it is expected that MSAT
trends in California will decrease consistent with or more than the U.S. EPA's national projections.

CARB published the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2007)
to provide information to local planners and decision-makers about land use compatibility issues
associated with emissions from industrial, commercial and mobile sources of air pollution. The
CARB Handbook indicates that mobile sources continue to be the largest overall contributors to
the State’s air pollution problems, representing the greatest air pollution health risk to most
Californians. The most serious pollutants on a statewide basis include diesel exhaust particulate
matter (diesel PM), benzene, and 1,3-butadiene, all of which are emitted by motor vehicles. These
mobile source air toxics are largely associated with freeways and high traffic roads. Non-mobile
source air toxics are largely associated with industrial and commercial uses. Table 5 provides the
CARB minimum separation recommendations on siting sensitive land uses. The proposed project
does not include any of the source categories identified in the CARB minimum separation
standards.

Table 5: CARB Minimum Separation Recommendations on Siting Sensitive Land Uses

Source Category Advisory Recommendations

Freeways and
High-Traffic
Roads

« Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads
with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day.

 Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a distribution center
(that accommodates more than 100 trucks per day, more than 40 trucks with
operating transport refrigeration units (TRUs) per day, or where TRU unit
operations exceed 300 hours per week).

« Take into account the configuration of existing distribution centers and avoid
locating residences and other new sensitive land uses near entry and exit points.
« Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major service and
maintenance rail yard.

e Within one mile of a rail yard, consider possible siting limitations and mitigation
approaches.

« Avoid siting of new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of ports in the
most heavily impacted zones. Consult local air districts or the CARB on the status
of pending analyses of health risks.

« Avoid siting new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of petroleum
refineries. Consult with local air districts and other local agencies to determine an
appropriate separation.

Distribution
Centers

Rail Yards

Ports

Refineries

Chrome Platers » Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a chrome plater.

« Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of any dry cleaning

Dry Cleaners operation. For operations with two or more machines, provide 500 feet. For

Using Perchloro- | operations with 3 or more machines, consult with the local air district.

ethylene * Do not site new sensitive land uses in the same building with perc dry cleaning
operations.

Gasoline « Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of a large gas station

Dispensing (defined as a facility with a throughput of 3.6 million gallons per year or greater).

Facilities A 50 foot separation is recommended for typical gas dispensing facilities.

SOURCE: AIR QUALITY AND LAND USE HANDBOOK: A COMMUNITY HEALTH PERSPECTIVE (CARB 2005).

The proposed project does not include the long-term operation of any other major onsite
stationary sources of TACs. In addition, no major stationary sources of TACs have been identified
in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Additionally, the project site is not located adjacent
to a freeway or high traffic road that is considered a significant source of mobile source air toxics.
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Implementation of the proposed project would not be anticipated to result in an increased
exposure of sensitive receptors to localized concentrations of TACs that would exceed the
relevant standards or thresholds. Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than
significant impact relative to this topic.

Response d): The proposed project would not generate objectionable odors. People in the
immediate vicinity of construction activities may be subject to temporary odors typically
associated with construction activities (diesel exhaust, hot asphalt, etc.). However, any odors
generated by construction activities would be minor and would be short and temporary in
duration.

Examples of facilities that are known producers of operational odors include: Wastewater
Treatment Facilities, Chemical Manufacturing, Sanitary Landfill, Fiberglass Manufacturing,
Transfer Station, Painting/Coating Operations (e.g. auto body shops), Composting Facility, Food
Processing Facility, Petroleum Refinery, Feed Lot/Dairy, Asphalt Batch Plant, and Rendering
Plant. If a project would locate receptors and known odor sources in proximity to each other
further analysis may be warranted; however, if a project would not locate receptors and known
odor sources in proximity to each other, then further analysis is not warranted.

The project does not include any of the aforementioned uses. As such, implementation of the
proposed project would have a less than significant impact relative to this topic.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Potentially . L"fsfg Than_ Less Than
. . Significant with —— No
Would the project: Significant P Significant

Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact

Incorporation

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

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

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

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

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

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

Regional Setting

The City of Hughson is located in the western portion of the Great Valley Geomorphic Province of
California. The Great Valley Province is a broad structural trough bounded by the tilted block of
the Sierra Nevada on the east and the complexly folded and faulted Coast Ranges on the west. The
San Joaquin River is located just south and west of the City. This major river drains the Great
Valley Province into the San Joaquin Delta to the north, ultimately discharging into the San
Francisco Bay to the northwest.

The City of Hughson is located within the San Joaquin Valley Bioregion, which is comprised of
Kings County, most of Fresno, Kern, Merced, and Stanislaus counties, and portions of Madera, San
Luis Obispo, and Tulare counties. The San Joaquin Valley Bioregion is the third most populous
out of ten bioregions in the state, with an estimated 2 million people. The largest cities are Fresno,
Bakersfield, Modesto, and Stockton. Interstate 5 and State Route (SR) 99 are the major north-
south roads that run the entire length of the bioregion. Habitat in the bioregion includes vernal
pools, valley sink scrub and saltbush, freshwater marsh, grasslands, arid plains, orchards, and
oak savannah. Historically, millions of acres of wetlands flourished in the bioregion, but stream
diversions for irrigation dried all but about five percent. Remnants of the wetland habitats are
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protected in this bioregion in publicly owned parks, reserves, and wildlife areas. The bioregion is
considered the state's top agricultural producing region with the abundance of fertile soil.

The region has a Mediterranean climate that is subject to cool, wet winters (often blanketed with
fog) and hot, dry summers. The average annual precipitation is approximately 13.81 inches.
Precipitation occurs as rain most of which falls between the months of November through April,
peaking in January at 2.85 inches. The average temperatures range from December lows of 37.5
F to July highs of 94.3 F.

The project site is generally flat at an elevation of approximately 120 to 140 feet above sea level
with slopes increasing to the north. Topographic features within the project site include level
orchards, the TID Ceres canal, and irrigation ditches/catch basins. There are no rivers, streams,
or other natural aquatic habitats on the project site. The orchards are actively maintained during
the growing season.

Vegetation on the project site consists of agricultural, ruderal, and landscaping. Because of the
active agricultural use, there is very limited natural vegetation on the project site with the
exception of the perimeter of the orchard. Common plant species observed in these areas include:
wild oat (Avena barbata), rip-gut brome (Bromus diandrus), softchess (Bromus hordeaceus)
alfalfa (Medicago sativa), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus),
rough pigweed (Amaranthus retroflexus), sunflower (Helianthus annuus), tarragon (Artemisia
dracunculus), coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), milk thistle
(Silybum marianum), sow thistle (Sonchus asper), telegraph weed (Heterotheca grandiflora),
barley (Hordeum sp.), mustard (Brassica niger), and heliotrope (Heliotropium curassavicum).

Agricultural and ruderal vegetation found on the project site provides habitat for both common
and a few special-status wildlife populations. For example, some commonly observed wildlife
species in the region include: California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), California vole
(Microtus californicus), coyote (Canis latrans), raccoon (Procyon lotor), opossum (Didelphis
virginiana), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), northern
harrier (Circus cyaneus), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus),
American Kkilldeer (Charadrius vociferus), gopher snake (Pituophis melanoleucus), garter snake
(Thamnophis species), and western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), as well as many native
insect species. There are also several bat species in the region. Bats often feed on insects as they
fly over agricultural and natural areas.

Locally common and abundant wildlife species are important components of the ecosystem. Due
to habitat loss, many of these species must continually adapt to using agricultural, ruderal, and
ornamental vegetation for cover, foraging, dispersal, and nesting.

Responses to Checklist Questions

Response a): The following discussion is based on a background search of special-status species
that are documented in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), the California Native
Plant Society’s (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s (USFWS) records of listed endangered and threatened species from the IPAC database.
The background search was regional in scope and focused on the documented occurrences within
the 12-quadrangle region for the project site (approximately a 15-mile radius). Table 6 provides
a list of special-status plants and Table 7 provides a list of special-status animals.
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Table 6: Special-Status Plant Species Which May Occur in Project Area

Status
Species (Fed./CA/ Habitat and Blooming Period
CNPS)
alkali milk-vetch -/--/1B.2 Alkali playa, valley and foothill grassland, vernal pools. Low
Astragalus tener var. tener ground, alkali flats, and flooded lands; in annual grassland or in
playas or vernal pools. 0-170 m. March-June.
beaked clarkia --/--/1B.4 Mesic soils, cismontane woodland, meadows and seeps. April-
Clarkia rostrata June.
California alkali grass --/--/1B.2 Meadows and seeps, chenopod scrub, valley and foothill
Puccinellia simplex grasslands, vernal pools. Alkaline, vernally mesic. Sinks, flats,
and lake margins. 1-915 m. March-May.
Colusa grass T/E/1B.1 Vernal pool (adobe, large). May-August.
Neostapfia colusana
Delta button-celery --/E/1B.1 Riparian scrub, seasonally inundated depressions along
Eryngium racemosum floodplains on clay soils; below 75 m. June-August.
Greene's tuctoria E/R/1B.1 Vernal pool. May-July.
Tuctoria greenei
hairy Orcutt grass E/E/1B.1 Vernal pools. 25-125 m. May-September.
Orcuttia pilosa
heartscale --/--/1B.2 Saline or alkaline soils, chenopod scrub, meadows and seeps,
Atriplex cordulata var. valley and foothill grassland (sandy). April-October.
cordulata
Hoover's calycadenia --/--/1B.3 Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill grassland. On exposed,
Calycadenia hooveri rocky, barren soil. 60-260 m. July-September.
Hoover's spurge T/--/1B.2 Vernal pools. Vernal pools on volcanic mudflow or clay
Euphorbia hooveri substrate. 25-130 m. July-September (October).
lesser saltscale --/--/1B.1 Chenopod scrub, playas, valley and foothill grassland. In alkali
Atriplex minuscula sink and grassland in sandy, alkaline soils. 0-225 m. May-
October.
Merced monardella -/--/1A Valley and foothill grassland. Known from riverbeds, moist
Monardella leucocephala sandy depressions; requires moist subalkaline sands associated
with low elevation grassland. 35-100 m. May-August.
prairie wedge grass --/--/2B.2 Mesic soils, cismontane woodland, meadows and seeps. April-
Sphenopholis obtusata June.
San Joaquin Valley Orcutt T/E/1B.1 Vernal pool. April-September.
grass
Orcuttia inaequalis
subtle orache --/--/1B.2 Valley and foothill grassland. June, August-October.
Atriplex subtilis
succulent owl's-clover T/E/1B.2 Vernal pools. Moist places, often in acidic soils. 20-705 m.
Castilleja campestris var. (March) April-May.
succulenta
vernal pool smallscale --/--/1B.2 Vernal pools. Alkaline vernal pools. 3-115 m. June, August,
Atriplex persistens September, October.

NOTES:
FEDERAL

CNPS = CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY

E = ENDANGERED UNDER THE FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT.
T = THREATENED UNDER THE FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT.

STATE

E = ENDANGERED UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT.

R = RARE UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY

1B = RARE, THREATENED, OR ENDANGERED IN CALIFORNIA AND ELSEWHERE.

2 = RARE, THREATENED, OR ENDANGERED IN CALIFORNIA, BUT MORE COMMON ELSEWHERE.

3 = AREVIEW LIST — PLANTS ABOUT WHICH MORE INFORMATION IS NEEDED.

4 = PLANTS OF LIMITED DISTRIBUTION — A WATCH LIST

.1 = SERIOUSLY ENDANGERED IN CALIFORNIA (OVER 80% OF OCCURRENCES THREATENED-HIGH DEGREE AND IMMEDIACY OF THREAT).
.2 = FAIRLY ENDANGERED IN CALIFORNIA (20-80% OCCURRENCES THREATENED).

.3 = NOT VERY ENDANGERED IN CALIFORNIA (<20% OF OCCURRENCES THREATENED).

PAGE 45



INITIAL STUDY PARKWOOD SUBDIVISION

Special Status Plant Species

As shown in Table 6, there are 17 special status plants identified as having the potential to occur
on the project site based on known occurrences in the region.

Field surveys and habitat evaluations were performed in March 2019, which generally does not
coincide with the blooming period; however, the site was essentially void of natural vegetation
based on the orchard operations on the project site and there is no possibility for presence of
these species.

Table 7: Special-Status Wildlife and Fish Species Which May Occur in Project Area

Species (;:;;lcl': ) Habitat Requirements

Invertebrates

California linderiella --/-- Seasonal pools in unplowed grasslands with old alluvial soils

Linderiella occidentalis underlain by hardpan or in sandstone depressions. Water in the pools
has very low alkalinity, conductivity, and total dissolved solids.

Crotch bumble bee -/-- Occur in the United States and Baja California in Mexico. Occur

Bombus crotchii primarily in California, Western Desert, and adjacent foothills.
Distributed throughout most of southwestern North America. Found
within open grasslands and scrub habitats.

molestan blister --/-- Distribution of this species is poorly known. Annual grasslands,

beetle foothill woodlands or saltbush scrub.

Lytta molesta

obscure bumble bee -/ Occur in Mediterranean California and the Pacific Coast. Found within

Bombus caliginosus open grassy prairies and coastal meadows.

valley elderberry T/-- Stream side habitats below 3,000 feet throughout the Central Valley

longhorn beetle Riparian and oak savanna habitats with elderberry shrubs;

Desmocerus elderberries are the host plant.

californicus dimorphus

vernal pool fairy T/-- Central Valley, central and south Coast Ranges from Tehama County to

shrimp Santa Barbara County. Isolated populations also in Riverside County

Branchinecta lynchi Common in vernal pools; they are also found in sandstone rock
outcrop pools.

vernal pool tadpole E/-- Shasta County south to Merced County Vernal pools and ephemeral

shrimp stock ponds.

Lepidurus packardi

Amphibians

California tiger T/SSC Central Valley, including Sierra Nevada foothills, up to approximately

salamander 1,000 feet, and coastal region from Butte County south to

Ambystoma northeastern San Luis Obispo County. Small ponds, lakes, or vernal

californiense (A. pools in grass-lands and oak woodlands for larvae; rodent burrows,

tigrinum c.) rock crevices, or fallen logs for cover for adults and for summer
dormancy.

western spadefoot --/SSC Occurs primarily in grassland habitats, but can be found in valley-

Spea hammondii foothill hardwood woodlands. Vernal pools are essential for breeding
and egg-laying.

Birds

burrowing owl BCC/SSC | Lowlands throughout California, including the Central Valley,

Athene cunicularia northeastern plateau, southeastern deserts, and coastal areas. Rare
along south coast Level, open, dry, heavily grazed or low stature
grassland or desert vegetation with available burrows
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. Status , ]
Species (Fed/CA) Habitat Requirements

cackling (=Aleutian D/-- The entire population winters in Butte Sink, then moves to Los Banos,

Canada) goose Modesto, the Delta, and East Bay reservoirs; stages near Crescent City

Branta canadensis during spring before migrating to breeding grounds. Roosts in large

leucopareia marshes, flooded fields, stock ponds, and reservoirs; forages in
pastures, meadows, and harvested grainfields; corn is especially
preferred

great blue heron MBTA/-- | Found throughout much of North America and into Central and South

Ardea herodias America. Common throughout California. Rookeries occur in tall trees
near a variety of wetland habitat types. Isolated areas that discourage
predation and human disturbance are preferred.

least Bell's vireo E/E Summer resident of Southern California in low riparian in vicinity of

Vireo bellii pusillus water or in dry river bottoms; below 2000 ft. Nests placed along
margins of bushes or on twigs projecting into pathways, usually
willow, Baccharis, mesquite.

snowy egret MBTA/-- | Found mostly throughout North, Central, and South America. Breeds in

Egretta thula costal and inland wetlands. Their range has been limited over time due to
habitat destruction and hunting. A migratory species that relocates from
the United States and Canada to Mexico, Central America, South America,
and the West Indies. Prefer shallow water inlets for feeding such as salt-
marsh pools, tidal channels, and bays. Mostly along costal areas and
islands. During winter time they migrate and roost in the mangroves of
the Caribbean.

Swainson’s hawk BCC/T Lower Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys, the Klamath Basin, and

Buteo swainsoni Butte Valley. Highest nesting densities occur near Davis and
Woodland, Yolo County. Nests in oaks or cottonwoods in or near
riparian habitats. Forages in grasslands, irrigated pastures, and grain
fields

tricolored blackbird MBTA/ Permanent resident in the Central Valley from Butte County to Kern

Agelaius tricolor CE County. Breeds at scattered coastal locations from Marin County south to
San Diego County; and at scattered locations in Lake, Sonoma, and Solano
Counties. Rare nester in Siskiyou, Modoc, and Lassen Counties.
Nests in dense colonies in emergent marsh vegetation, such as tules and
cattails, or upland sites with blackberries, nettles, thistles, and grainfields.
Habitat must be large enough to support 50 pairs. Probably requires
water at or near the nesting colony

Fish

hardhead --/SSC Tributary streams in the San Joaquin drainage; large tributary streams

Mylopharodon in the Sacramento River and the main stem. Resides in low to mid-

conocephalus elevation streams and prefer clear, deep pools and runs with slow
velocities. They also occur in reservoirs.

Sacramento splittail --/SSC This distinct population segment, or DPS, includes all naturally spawned

Pogonichthys populations of steelhead (and their progeny) in the Sacramento and San

macrolepidotus Joaquin Rivers and their tributaries, excluding steelhead from San
Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bays and their tributaries. Free of heavy
sedimentation with adequate flow and cool, clear water. Gravel that is
between 0.5 to 6.0 inches in diameter, dominated by 2 to 3-inch gravel.
Escape cover such as logs, undercut banks, and deep pools for spawning
adults.

steelhead - Central T/-- Populations in the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers and their

Valley DPS
Oncorhynchus mykiss
irideus pop. 11

tributaries.
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. Status . .
Species (Fed/CA) Habitat Requirements

Mammals

hoary bat -/-- Occur in all 50 states. Rare in the eastern United States and northern

Lasiurus cinereus Rockies. Found mainly in the Pacific Northwest and California, Arizona,
and New Mexico. Prefer older large leaf trees such as cottonwoods,
willows, and fruit/nut trees for daytime roosts. Often found in association
with riparian corridors. Need open spaces to forage.

Merced kangaroo rat -/-- Grassland and savanna communities in eastern Merced & Stanislaus

Dipodomys heermanni counties. Needs fine, deep, well-drained soil for burrowing.

dixoni Granivorous, but also eats forbs & green grasses.

Townsend's big-eared -/-- Coastal regions from Del Norte County south to Santa Barbara County.

bat Roosts in caves, tunnels, mines, and dark attics of abandoned buildings.

Corynorhinus Very sensitive to disturbances and may abandon a roost after one onsite

townsendii visit

Reptiles

northern California --/SSC Sandy or loose loamy soils under sparse vegetation. Soil moisture is

legless lizard essential. They prefer soils with a high moisture content.

Anniella pulchra

western pond turtle --/SSC Occurs from the Oregon border of Del Norte and Siskiyou Counties south

Emys marmorata along the coast to San Francisco Bay, inland through the Sacramento
Valley, and on the western slope of Sierra Nevada. Occupies ponds,
marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation canals with muddy or rocky
bottoms and with watercress, cattails, water lilies, or other aquatic
vegetation in woodlands, grasslands, and open forests

STATUS EXPLANATIONS:

FEDERAL

E = ENDANGERED UNDER THE FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT.

T = THREATENED UNDER THE FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT.

D = DELISTED FROM FEDERAL LISTING STATUS.

BCC = BIRD OF CONSERVATION CONCERN

STATE

E = ENDANGERED UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT.

T = THREATENED UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT.

CE = CANDIDATE ENDANGERED SPECIES FOR LISTING UNDER THE STATE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT.
SSC = SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN IN CALIFORNIA.

Special Status Wildlife Species

Invertebrates: There are seven special-status invertebrates that are documented within a 10-
mile radius of the project site according to the CNDDB including: California linderiella (Linderiella
occidentalis), Crotch bumble bee (Bombus crotchii), molestan blister beetle (Lytta molesta),
obscure bumble bee (Bombus caliginosus), valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus
californicus dimorphus), vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), and vernal pool tadpole
shrimp (Lepidurus packardi).

California linderiella is found in seasonal pools in unplowed grasslands with old alluvial soils
underlain by hardpan or in sandstone depressions. Water in the pools has very low alkalinity,
conductivity, and total dissolved solids. California linderiella is not anticipated to be directly
affected by any individual phase or component of the proposed project because there in not
appropriate aquatic habitat on the project site.

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is a federal threatened invertebrate found in the Central Valley, central
and south Coast Ranges from Tehama County to Santa Barbara County. They are commonly found
in vernal pools and in sandstone rock outcrop pools. Vernal pool fairy shrimp is not anticipated
to be directly affected by any individual phase or component of the proposed project because
there in not appropriate vernal pool habitat on the project site.
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Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is a federal endangered invertebrate found in vernal pools and stock
ponds from Shasta county south to Merced county. Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is not anticipated
to be directly affected by any individual phase or component of the proposed project because
there in not appropriate vernal pool habitat on the project site.

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle is a federal threatened insect, proposed for delisting.
Elderberry (Sambucus sp.), which is a primary host species for Valley elderberry longhorn beetle.
Valley elderberry longhorn beetle is not anticipated to be directly affected by the proposed
project.

Essential habitat for Crotch bumble bee, molestan blister beetle, and obscure bumble bee is not
present on the project site.

No special-status invertebrate species are expected to be affected by the proposed project.
Therefore, impacts to special-status invertebrates would be less-than-significant.

Fish species: There are three special-status fish that are documented within a 10-mile radius of
the project site according to the CNDDB including: hardhead (Mylopharodon conocephalus),
Sacramento splittail (Pogonichthys macrolepidotus), and steelhead - Central Valley DPS
(Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus pop. 11). There is no essential habitat for any of these three species
within the project.

No special-status fish species are expected to be affected by the proposed project. Therefore,
impacts to special-status fish would be less-than-significant.

Reptile and amphibian species: There are four special-status amphibian and/or reptile that are
documented within a 10-mile radius of the project site according to the CNDDB including:
California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense), western spadefoot (Spea hammondii),
northern California legless lizard (Anniella pulchra), and western pond turtle (Emys marmorata).
There is no essential habitat for any of these four species within the project.

No special-status amphibian and/or reptile species are expected to be affected by the proposed
project. Therefore, impacts to special-status amphibian and/or reptile would be less-than-
significant.

Birds: Special-status birds that are documented in the CNDDB within a 10-mile radius of the
project site include: burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), cackling (=Aleutian Canada) goose
(Branta canadensis leucopareia), great blue heron (Ardea Herodias), least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii
pusillus), snowy egret (Egretta thula), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), and tricolored
blackbird (Agelaius tricolor). The project site may provide suitable foraging habitat for a variety
of potentially occurring special-status birds, including those listed above. Potential nesting
habitat is present in a variety of trees located within the project site and in the vicinity. There is
also the potential for other special-status birds that do not nest in this region and represent
migrants or winter visitants to forage on the project site.

Year-round birds: Special-status birds that can be present in the region throughout the year
include: Great blue heron (Ardea Herodias), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), black rail
(Laterallus jamaicensis), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), loggerhead shrike (Lanius
ludovicianus), Nuttalls woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), oak titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus),
song sparrow (Modesto population) (Melospiza melodia), tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor),
Williamson’s sapsucker (Sphyrapicus thyroideus), yellow-billed magpie (Pica nuttalli), among
others. Some of these species are migratory, but also reside year-round in California.

PAGE 49



INITIAL STUDY PARKWOOD SUBDIVISION

Summering Birds: Special-status birds that are only present in the region in the spring and
summer months include: Aleutian goose (Branta canadensis leucopareia), least bittern
(Ixobrychus exilis), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus
americanus occidentalis), and yellow-billed magpie (Pica nuttalli).

Overwintering Birds: Special-status birds that are only present in the region in the fall and winter
months include: Snowy egret (Egretta thula), Yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens), ox sparrow
(Passerella iliaca), lesser yellowlegs (Tringa flavipes), Lewis’s woodpecker (Melanerpes lewis),
long-billed curlew (Numenius americanus), marbeled godwit (Limosa fedoa), merlin (Falco
columbarius), mountain plover (Charadrius montanus), peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus),
short-eared owl (4sio flammeus), and western grebe (Aechmophorus occidentalis).

Nesting Raptors (Birds of Prey): All raptors (owls, hawks, eagles, falcons), including species and
their nests, are protected from take pursuant to the Fish and Game Code of California Section
3503.5, and the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, among other federal and State regulations.
Special-status raptors that are known to occur in the region include: bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii),
ferruginous hawk (Buteo rega), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), great horned owl (Bubo
virginianus), prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), short-eared
owl (Asio flammeus), Swainson's hawk (Buteo swainsoni), and white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus),
among others.

Analysis: The on-site orchards are not suitable nesting habitat for the ground-nesting birds
because disturbance is frequent. While the project site contains very limited nesting habitat,
there are powerlines and trees located in the region that represent potentially suitable nesting
habitat for a variety of special-status birds. In general, most nesting occurs from late February
and early March through late July and early August, depending on various environmental
conditions. In addition, common raptors such as among others, may nest in or adjacent to the
project site.

New sources of noise and light during the construction and operational phases of the project
could adversely affect nesters if they located adjacent to the project site in any given year.
Additionally, the proposed project would eliminate the agricultural areas on the project site,
which serve as potential foraging habitat for birds (including burrowing owl and Swainson’s
hawk) throughout the year.

Mammals: Special-status mammals that are documented within a 10-mile radius of the project
site include: hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus), Merced kangaroo rat (Dipodomys heermanni dixoni),
and Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii). These species are not federal or state
listed; however, they are tracked by the CNDDB. The project site does not contain suitable habitat
for Merced kangaroo rat. The project site also does not contain suitable habitat for hoary bat or
Townsend's big-eared bat. Hoary bat requires open spaces to forage, and Townsend's big-eared
bat are very sensitive to disturbances. The site is frequently disturbed as a result of the orchard
operations, and open space is not found on-site.

No special-status mammal species are expected to be affected by the proposed project. Therefore,
impacts to special-status mammals would be less-than-significant.

Conclusion

No special-status fish, amphibian, reptile, or mammal species are expected to be affected by the
proposed project. While the project site contains very limited nesting habitat, there are
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powerlines and trees located in the region that represent potentially suitable nesting habitat for
a variety of special-status birds. In addition, common raptors such as among others, may nest in
or adjacent to the project site. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires measures to avoid or minimize
impacts on Swainson’s hawk, and Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires and measures to avoid or
minimize impacts on other protected bird species which may be found on-site. With these
mitigation measures, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact relative to
this topic.

Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: The project proponent shall implement the following measures to
avoid or minimize impacts on Swainson’s hawk:

No more than 30 days before the commencement of construction, a qualified avian biologist
shall perform preconstruction surveys for nesting Swainson’s hawk and other raptors
during the nesting season (February 1 through August 31).

Appropriate buffers shall be established and maintained around active nest sites during
construction activities to avoid nest failure as a result of project activities. The appropriate
size and shape of the buffers shall be determined by a qualified avian biologist, in
coordination with CDFW, and may vary depending on the nest location, nest stage, and
construction activity. The buffers may be adjusted if a qualified avian biologist determines
it would not be likely to adversely affect the nest. Monitoring shall be conducted to confirm
that project activity is not resulting in detectable adverse effects on nesting birds or their
young. No project activity shall commence within the buffer areas until a qualified avian
biologist has determined that the young have fledged or the nest site is otherwise no longer
in use.

Before the commencement of construction, the project proponent shall provide
compensatory mitigation for the permanent loss of Swainson's hawk foraging habitat.
Mitigation shall be at the CDFW specified ratios, which are based on distance to nests. The
Plan Area’s distance to the closest nest falls within the range of “within 5 miles of an active
nest tree but greater than 1 mile from the nest tree.” As such, the Project shall be responsible
for 0.75 acres of each acre of urban development authorized (0-75:1 ratio). The project
proponent shall either provide lands 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.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: The project proponent shall implement the following measure to avoid
or minimize impacts on other protected bird species that may occur on the site:

Preconstruction surveys for active nests of special-status birds shall be conducted by a
qualified avian biologist in all areas of suitable habitat within 500 feet of project
disturbance. Surveys shall be conducted within 14 days before commencement of any
construction activities that occur during the nesting season (February 15 to August 31) in a
given area.

If any active nests, or behaviors indicating that active nests are present, are observed,
appropriate buffers around the nest sites shall be determined by a qualified avian biologist
to avoid nest failure resulting from project activities. The size of the buffer shall depend on
the species, nest location, nest stage, and specific construction activities to be performed
while the nest is active. The buffers may be adjusted if a qualified avian biologist determines
it would not be likely to adversely affect the nest. If buffers are adjusted, monitoring will be
conducted to confirm that project activity is not resulting in detectable adverse effects on
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nesting birds or their young. No project activity shall commence within the buffer areas until
a qualified avian biologist has determined that the young have fledged or the nest site is
otherwise no longer in use.

Responses b): There is no riparian habitat on the project site. The CNDDB record search revealed
documented occurrences of one sensitive habitat within 15 miles of the project site including:
Northern Hardpan Vernal Pool. This sensitive natural community does not occur within the
project site. Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact
on riparian habitats or natural communities.

Response c¢): The project site does not contain protected wetlands or other jurisdictional areas
and there is no need for permitting associated with the federal or state Clean Water Acts. The TID
canal along the northern site boundary is a man-made facility with the sole purpose of
agricultural irrigation. These ditches are exempt from permitting. Absent any wetlands or
jurisdictional waters, implementation of the proposed project would have less than significant
impact relative to this topic.

Response d): The CNDDB record search did not reveal any documented wildlife corridors or
wildlife nursery sites on or adjacent to the project site. Special status fish species documented
within the region include: hardhead (Mylopharodon conocephalus), Sacramento splittail
(Pogonichthys macrolepidotus), and steelhead - Central Valley DPS (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus
pop. 11). The closest major natural movement corridor for native fish that are documented in the
region is the Tuolemne River, located to the north of the project site. The land uses within the
project site would not have any direct disturbance to the Tuolemne River or its tributaries, and
therefore, would not have any direct disturbance to the movement corridor or habitat.

The ongoing operational phase of the proposed project requires discharge of stormwater into the
City storm drainage system, which ultimately discharges into the TID Canals. The discharge of
stormwater could result in indirect impacts to special status fish and wildlife if stormwater was
not appropriately treated through best management practices (BMPs) prior to its discharge to
the canals. Section 7 of the City’s Improvement Standards establish minimum storm water
management requirements and controls. According to the standards, storm drain discharges
must include stormwater quality control measures, and stormwater generated must be
adequately treated before discharge. Structural and non-structural stormwater management
systems and BMPs are required. Additionally, new developments are required to prepare and
submit a Stormwater Management Plan for the City’s review, which include design calculations
to ensure 10-year, 24-hour, and 100-year duration storms can be accommodated. The City’s
Improvement Standards also include requirements for detention basins, pipeline sizing and drain
inlets, and other related topics.

Storm water drainage is managed through the implementation of BMPs to the extent they are
technologically achievable to prevent and reduce pollutants. The management of water quality
through BMPs is intended to ensure that water quality does not degrade to levels that would
interfere or impede fish or wildlife. Implementation of these required measures would ensure
that this potential impact is reduced to a less than significant level.

Response e): The Land Use and Conservation and Open Space Elements of the General Plan
establishes numerous policies related to biological resources (listed below). Additionally,
Chapter 12.30, Street Trees, of the Hughson Municipal Code outlines the planting of trees in new
subdivisions within the City. Further, Chapter 17.03, Citywide Regulations and Special
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Provisions, outlines requirements for street tree planting and new subdivisions Consistency with
these policies and ordinances are discussed below.

Land Use Element Policies

Policy LU-3.10: While the City recognizes that there will be aloss of orchard trees as development
occurs, new development will be encouraged to design landscaping with mature trees to create
a feeling similar to that of an active orchard.

Consistent: The project’s preliminary landscape plan indicates that shrubs, accent trees, and
signature trees will be planted throughout the site. Signature trees would generally be planted along
the perimeter of the site boundary, as well as within the proposed park areas. Accent trees would be
planted along the proposed internal roadways and parks. Additionally, a tree survey would be
completed and submitted to the City for development review. Selected orchard trees that are
representative of the land’s agricultural heritage would be retained, as determined by the City’s
Planning Commission or planning officer. These requirements are included in Mitigation Measure
BIO-3.

Policy LU-3.11: Until the City adopts a Master Tree Plan, new residential and commercial
developments should:

e Use landscaping to differentiate between gateways, major intersections, and primary
and secondary arterials, where appropriate.

e Develop a palette of appropriate trees for the project, taking into account, soils, rooting
characteristics and ongoing maintenance of trees.

e Provide adequate shading along roadways, sidewalks and in parking lots.

Consistent: As noted above, the project’s preliminary landscape plan indicates that shrubs, accent
trees, and signature trees will be planted throughout the site. The landscape plan includes a variety
of trees and shrubs. The proposed landscaping would provide shading along the proposed roadways
and sidewalks. The landscape plan has been designed to differentiate between proposed internal
roadways, adjacent arterial roadways, and gateways to the project.

Conservation and Open Space Element Policies

Policy COS-3.1: New developments shall preserve, protect and incorporate established native
trees into the site design.

Consistent: The project site contains orchard trees, throughout the site. Native trees are not found
on-site.

Policy COS-3.2: New development shall meet all federal, State and regional regulations for habitat
and species protection.

Consistent: As discussed throughout this section, the proposed project would be subject to any
applicable federal, State, or regional regulations pertaining to potential impacts to habitat and
species protection.

Policy COS-3.5: New development shall ensure that active nests for special-status bird species
shall be avoided during construction through pre-construction surveys, and if active nests are
encountered, through restrictions on construction activities until any young have fledged. This
shall include both ground nesting burrowing owl and tree nesting special-status birds
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Consistent: Should active tree nests be found on-site during the preconstruction surveys required
by Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, avoidance measures would be implemented. No project
activity would commence within the buffer areas until a qualified avian biologist has determined
that the young have fledged or the nest site is otherwise no longer in use.

Policy COS-3.6: New development shall ensure that any jurisdictional waters are avoided to the
maximum extent practicable, any required authorization is obtained from jurisdictional agencies,
and adequate mitigation is provided for unavoidable impact.

Consistent: The project does not include any jurisdictional waters.
Municipal Code

Chapter 12.30, Street Trees, of the Hughson Municipal Code outlines the planting of trees in new
subdivisions within the City. Section 12.30.050 notes the following regarding the City’s official
street tree plan:

The planning commission shall prepare and maintain an official street tree plan for the city.
The director or her or his duly authorized representative shall require that all new planting
of street trees shall be in accordance with the official street tree plan of Hughson. If existing
street trees are removed, they shall be replaced with trees which conform to the official
street tree plan. (Ord. 91-05 § 3, 1991)

Additionally, Section 12.30.060 notes the following regarding planting trees in new subdivisions:

Before any street improvements in any new subdivision of real property in the city are
accepted by the city council, the subdivider shall pay to the city the total costs of all the
subdivision or shall have the street trees planted to conform to the provisions of the official
street tree plan. If payment for planting the street trees is made by the subdivider to the city,
the city shall plant the trees at the proper time and to conform to the official street tree plan.
Watering and care of the trees thereafter shall be the responsibilities of the subdivider or
the purchasers of the property. (Ord. 91-05 § 3, 1991)

The City has not prepared an official street tree plan.! The project’s preliminary landscape plan
indicates that shrubs, accent trees, and signature trees will be planted throughout the site.
Signature trees would generally be planted along the perimeter of the site boundary, as well as
within the proposed park areas. Accent trees would be planted along the proposed internal
roadways and parks. The applicant would be required to pay the total costs of all the trees to the
City, and the City would plant the trees at the proper time. The watering and care of the trees
would be the responsibility of the subdivider or purchasers of the property. The project would
be subject to the requirements of Section 12.30.060. These requirements are included in
Mitigation Measure BIO-3.

Section 17.03.092, Trees, establishes basic standards and measures for the preservation,
removal, and replacement of trees. Section 17.03.092(D) notes the following requirements
regarding street tree planting:

1. Permission to Plant Required. No trees or shrubs shall be planted in any street tree area
or other public place without permission of the planning officer.

1 Personal communication with Lea Simvoulakis, Community Development Director, City of Hughson.
June 19, 2019.
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2. Planting of Street Trees in New Development. Before any street improvements in any
new subdivision of real property in the city are accepted by the city council, the
subdivider shall pay to the city the total cost of planting all the required street trees or
shall have the street trees planted to conform to the provisions of the official street tree
plan. If payment for planting the street trees is made by the subdivider to the city, the
city shall plant the trees at the proper time and conform to the official street tree plan.
Watering and care of the trees thereafter shall be the responsibilities of the subdivider
or the purchasers of the property.

These requirements are nearly identical to those outlined above in Section 12.30.060 of the Code.
Section 17.03.092(E) notes the following requirements regarding street tree planting:

1. Preservation of Existing Trees. The location, size, accurate driplines and species of
existing trees shall be shown on a tree survey in the same scale as development plans
submitted for development review. All trees proposed for removal shall be identified. If
there is disturbance proposed within the dripline of a significant tree, a certified
arborist’s assessment and protection measures must be provided with the development
application. If significant trees are proposed for removal on development plans, the
applicant shall replace them with trees whose size, number, and planting location shall
be determined by the planning officer before final occupancy is granted to any new
residents. The size and age of the tree will determine how many new trees may be
substituted for the removed tree but, at a minimum, three new trees will replace one
tree removed. The ratio may be increased at the discretion of the planning officer.

2. Preservation of Orchard Trees. Where orchard trees are to be cut down, removed or
relocated as part of new development, the planning commission or planning officer shall
require the retention of selected orchard trees within the new development or
subdivision that are representative of the land’s agricultural heritage. For orchards in
productive use for at least five years prior to the new development, a minimum of 10
percent of the existing orchard trees shall be preserved.

According to Section 17.01.090, Definitions, of the Code, a “significant tree” means any tree which
measures three inches or more in diameter at breast height (DBH) (four and one-half feet above
natural grade) or immediately below the lowest branch, whichever is lower. The project site is
currently planted with orchard trees over nearly the entire project site. The trees have been
productive for at least five years prior to the proposed project development. Aerial photographs
of the project site show that the site has been used for orchard and/or agricultural uses since at
least August 1998. The existing orchard trees vary in age and size. The orchard trees west of the
existing on-site residence appear to be “significant trees” due to their DBH. The orchard trees
south and east of the existing on-site residence and adjacent north of the subdivision south of the
site appear to be younger and smaller than the aforementioned trees, although a tree survey
would be required in order to determine the exact DBH for these younger trees. Nevertheless,
the project site does contain some “significant trees”.

A tree survey would be completed and submitted to the City for development review.
Additionally, selected orchard trees that are representative of the land’s agricultural heritage
would be retained, as determined by the City’s Planning Commission or planning officer. The
project would be subject to the requirements of Section 17.03.092(E). These requirements are
included in Mitigation Measure BIO-3.
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Conclusion

The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan policies protecting biological resources.
With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3, the project would also be consistent with the
local ordinances which protect biological resources. The following mitigation measure would
require compliance with the Hughson Municipal Code, which requires payment of the costs of all
trees, watering and care of the trees, and submittal of a tree survey and certified arborist’s
assessment with protection measures. With the implementation of the following mitigation
measure, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact relative to this topic.

Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Prior to approval of any street improvements, the project applicant
shall pay to the City the total costs of all the trees, pursuant to Section 12.30.060 of the Municipal
Code. The City shall plant the trees at the proper time. Watering and care of the trees thereafter
shall be the responsibilities of the applicant or the purchasers of the property. Additionally,
pursuant to Section 17.03.092 of the Municipal Code, the project applicant shall not plant trees or
shrubs in any street tree area or other public place without permission of the planning officer.

Further, the project applicant shall submit a tree survey to the City, pursuant to Section
17.03.092(E). The location, size, accurate driplines and species of existing trees shall be shown on
the tree survey in the same scale as development plans submitted for development review. All trees
proposed for removal shall be identified. If there is disturbance proposed within the dripline of a
significant tree, a certified arborist’s assessment and protection measures shall be provided. If
significant trees are proposed for removal, the applicant shall replace them with trees whose size,
number, and planting location shall be determined by the planning officer before final occupancy is
granted to any new residents. The size and age of the tree shall be used to determine how many new
trees shall be substituted for the removed tree but, at a minimum, three new trees shall replace one
tree removed. The ratio may be increased at the discretion of the planning officer.

Where orchard trees are to be cut down, removed, or relocated as part of new development, the
planning commission or planning officer shall require the retention of selected orchard trees within
the proposed subdivision that are representative of the land’s agricultural heritage. For orchards in
productive use for at least five years prior to the new development, a minimum of 10 percent of the
existing orchard trees shall be preserved. This shall be determined by the planning officer.

Response f): The project site is not subject to an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact relative to this topic.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Potentially . L"fsfg Tha". Less Than
. . Significant with —— No
Would the project: Significant P Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact . Impact
Incorporation

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to X
Section15064.5?

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

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

Responses to Checklist Questions

Responses a), b): Records of previously recorded cultural resources and cultural resource
investigations were examined by the Central California Information Center (CCIC) of the
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) on for the project area (CCIC File #
10995N). No prehistoric or historic period cultural resources have been recorded within the
project area. Two linear historic period resources are located adjacent to the project area: the
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe/Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (ATSF/BNSF) railroad line and
the TID Canal, both previously recorded in part, and have been assigned primary numbers in the
state system. The features appear on the topographic maps, and have been evaluated elsewhere
as not significant resources. Additionally, the 1916 Ceres topographic map indicates one building
in the western portion of the project site. This building is no longer present on the 1939
topographic map.

The project site was surveyed on April 27, 2019 by Peak & Associates. The site was investigated
by walking linear transects across the entire property, providing complete coverage. As noted
above, two historic period resources are located adjacent to or close to the site, including the TID
Canal and the ATSF/BNSF railroad tracks. Neither of these resources are within the project site,
nor do they encroach in any way into the site. The two existing single-family homes with
associated garages and buildings located to the north of the site were not surveyed. At least one
of the structures may be older than 50 years.

The soils of the project area are mostly homogeneous loamy sand, light tan to medium brown,
with little native gravels. Soil directly around the trees or irrigation lines tends to have more
organic inclusions. Native stone gravels appeared as metamorphic, and not suitable for
prehistoric tool use. The visibility of the soil at time of survey was very good, mostly due to weed
and vegetation abatement, but also aided by access roads and occasional rodent disturbance.

No evidence of a historic building could be found at the location indicated on the 1916 or 1939
topographic maps. No evidence was found of any prehistoric or historical resources.

The record search indicates that: the project site does not contain any recorded prehistoric or
historic archaeological resources or historic buildings. Additionally, with the regular disturbance
associated with the agricultural operations it is anticipated that any buried resources would have
been found over time. Nevertheless, there is some possibility that a buried site may exist in the
area and be obscured by vegetation, fill, or other historic activities, leaving no surface evidence.
Should artifacts or unusual amounts of stone, bone, or shell be uncovered during construction
activities, an archeologist would be consulted for an evaluation. Implementation of the following
mitigation measure would require investigations and avoidance methods in the event that a
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previously undiscovered cultural resource is encountered during construction activities. With
implementation of the following mitigation measure, development of the proposed project would
have a less than significant impact on historical and archaeological resources.

Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: If cultural resources (ie., prehistoric sites, historic sites, isolated
artifacts/features, and paleontological sites) are discovered, work shall be halted immediately
within 50 meters (165 feet) of the discovery, the City of Hughson shall be notified, and a qualified
archaeologist that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in
prehistoric or historical archaeology (or a qualified paleontologist in the event paleontological
resources are found) shall be retained to determine the significance of the discovery. The City of
Hughson shall consider recommendations presented by the professional for any unanticipated
discoveries and shall carry out the measures deemed feasible and appropriate. Such measures may
include avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, documentation, curation, data recovery, or
other appropriate measures. Specific measures are developed based on the significance of the find.

Response c): Indications are that humans have occupied the Central Valley for at least 10,000
years and it is not always possible to predict where human remains may occur outside of formal
burials. Therefore, excavation and construction activities, regardless of depth, may yield human
remains that may not be interred in marked, formal burials. Under CEQA, human remains are
protected under the definition of archaeological materials as being “any evidence of human
activity.” Additionally, Public Resources Code Section 5097 has specific stop-work and
notification procedures to follow in the event that human remains are inadvertently discovered
during construction. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this
potential impact to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: If any human remains are found during grading and construction
activities, all work shall be halted immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the discovery and the
County Coroner must be notified, according to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code
and Section 7050.5 of California’s Health and Safety Code. If the remains are determined to be
Native American, the coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission, and the
procedures outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5(d) and (e) shall be followed. Additionally, if the Native
American resources are identified, a Native American monitor, following the Guidelines for
Monitors/Consultants of Native American Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites established by the
Native American Heritage Commission, may also be required and, if required, shall be retained at
the applicant’s expense.
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VI. ENERGY
Potentially . L"fsfg Tha". Less Than
. . Significant with o No
Would the project: Significant P Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact . Impact
Incorporation
a) Result in potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary X
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for X
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

Responses to Checklist Questions

Responses a), b): Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines requires consideration of the
potentially significant energy implications of a project. CEQA requires mitigation measures to
reduce “wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary” energy usage (Public Resources Code Section
21100, subdivision [b][3]). According to Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, the means to achieve
the goal of conserving energy include decreasing overall energy consumption, decreasing
reliance on natural gas and oil, and increasing reliance on renewable energy sources. In
particular, the proposed project would be considered “wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary” if
it were to violate state and federal energy standards and/or result in significant adverse impacts
related to project energy requirements, energy inefficiencies, energy intensiveness of materials,
cause significant impacts on local and regional energy supplies or generate requirements for
additional capacity, fail to comply with existing energy standards, otherwise result in significant
adverse impacts on energy resources, or conflict or create an inconsistency with applicable plan,
policy, or regulation.

The proposed project includes the construction of 299 single-family residential units. The
amount of energy used at the project site would directly correlate to the size of the proposed
units, the energy consumption of associated unit appliances, and outdoor lighting. Other major
sources of proposed project energy consumption include fuel used by vehicle trips generated
during project construction and operation, and fuel used by off-road construction vehicles during
construction.

The following discussion provides calculated levels of energy use expected for the proposed
project, based on commonly used modelling software (i.e. CalEEMod v.2016.3.2 and the California
Air Resource Board’s EMFAC2014). It should be noted that many of the assumptions provided by
CalEEMod are conservative relative to the proposed project. Therefore, this discussion provides
a conservative estimate of proposed project emissions.

Electricity and Natural Gas

Electricity and natural gas used by the proposed project would be used primarily to power on-
site buildings. Total annual unmitigated and mitigated electricity (kWh) and natural gas (kBTU)
usage associated with the operation of the proposed project are shown in Tables 8 and 9, below
(as provided by CalEEMod). The proposed project incorporates feasible mitigation to reduce the
proposed project’s operational electricity and natural gas consumption.

According to Calico’s Appendix A: Calculation Details for CalEEMod, CalEEMod uses the California
Commercial End Use Survey (CEUS) database to develop energy intensity value for non-
residential buildings. The energy use from residential land uses is calculated based on the
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Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (RASS). Similar to CEUS, this is a comprehensive energy
use assessment that includes the end use for various climate zones in California.

Table 8: Project Operational Natural Gas and Electricity Usage (Unmitigated Scenario)
Emissions@ Natural Gas (kBTU/year) Electricity (kWh/year)
Residential - Single Family Housing 7,817,430 2,619,460

NOTE: ) NUMBERS PROVIDED HERE MAY NOT ADD UP EXACTLY TO TOTAL DUE TO ROUNDING.
SOURCE: CALEEMoD (v.2016.3.2).

Table 9: Project Operational Natural Gas and Electricity Usage (Mitigated Scenario)
Emissions®@ Natural Gas (kBTU/year) Electricity (kWh/year)
Residential - Single Family Housing 7,817,430 2,569,200

NOTE: W) NUMBERS PROVIDED HERE MAY NOT ADD UP EXACTLY TO TOTAL DUE TO ROUNDING.
SOURCE: CALEEMop (v.2016.3.2).

As shown in Tables 8 and 9, project operational energy usage would be reduced with
implementation of project components considered mitigation by CalEEMod (note: given the
limited mitigation options available in the current version of CalEEMod, the reduction
attributable to mitigation represents a conservative analysis). As described in Section IlI, Air
Quality, the proposed project incorporates feasible mitigation that would reduce the proposed
project’s energy consumption, as compared to the unmitigated scenario. The mitigation
measures included in Section III would require further mitigation that would reduce proposed
project operational electricity and natural gas emissions. These reductions in overall proposed
project energy usage also reflect a reduction in the project’s energy intensity.

On-Road Vehicles (Operation)

The proposed project would generate vehicle trips during its operational phase. According to the
Transportation Impact Analysis Report prepared for the proposed project (Fehr & Peers, 2019),
the project would generate approximately 2,823 new daily vehicles trips. In order to calculate
operational on-road vehicle energy usage and emissions, default trip lengths generated by
CalEEMod were used, which are based on the project location and urbanization level parameters
De Novo (the Initial Study consultant) selected within CalEEMod (i.e. “San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District” project location and “Urban” setting, respectively). These values are
provided by the individual districts or use a default average for the state, depending on the
location of the proposed project (CAPCOA, 2017). Based on default factors provided by
CalEEMod, the average distance per trip was conservatively calculated to be approximately 8.97
miles. Therefore, the proposed project would generate at total of approximately 25,313 average
daily vehicle miles travelled (Average Daily VMT). Using fleet mix data provide by CalEEMod
(v2016.3.2), and Year 2021 gasoline and diesel MPG (miles per gallon) factors for individual
vehicle classes as provided by EMFAC2014, De Novo derived weighted MPG factors for
operational on-road vehicles of approximately 25.0 MPG for gasoline and 7.6 MPG for diesel
vehicles. With this information, De Novo calculated as a conservative estimate that the
unmitigated proposed project would generate vehicle trips that would use a total of
approximately 850 gallons of gasoline and 533 gallons of diesel fuel per day, on average, or
310,240 gallons of gasoline and 194,715 annual gallons of diesel fuel per year.

On-Road Vehicles (Construction)

The proposed project would also generate on-road vehicle trips during project construction
(from construction workers and vendors). Estimates of vehicle fuel consumed were derived
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based on the assumed construction schedule, vehicle trip lengths and number of workers per
construction phase as provided by CalEEMod, and Year 2021 gasoline MPG factors provided by
EMFAC2014. For the purposes of simplicity, it was assumed that all vehicles used gasoline as a
fuel source (as opposed to diesel fuel or alternative sources). Table 10, below, describes gasoline
and diesel fuel used by on-road mobile sources during each phase of the construction schedule.
As shown, the vast majority of on-road mobile vehicle fuel used during the construction of the
proposed project would occur during the building construction phase. See Appendix A for a
detailed calculation.

Table 10: On-Road Mobile Fuel Generated by Project Construction Activities — By Phase

Construction Phase 20 T%Irzgy Tolﬁ:tluli):rl'ly GGG(:.I;:)'IIiSan .GaIIons of
Days Trips@ Trips@ Fuel®) Diesel Fuel®

Site Preparation 40 18 - 317 -
Grading 110 20 - 969 -
Building Construction 1,110 108 32 52,780 38,132
Paving 75 15 - 495 -
Architectural Coating 75 22 - 726 -

Total N/A N/A N/A 55,287 38,132

NOTE: 4 PROVIDED BY CALEEMOD. ({)SEE APPENDIX A FOR FURTHER DETAIL
SOURCE: CALEEMop (v.2016.3.2); EMFAC2014.

Off-Road Vehicles (Construction)

Off-road construction vehicles would use diesel fuel during the construction phase of the
proposed project. A non-exhaustive list of off-road constructive vehicles expected to be used
during the construction phase of the proposed project includes: cranes, forklifts, generator sets,
tractors, excavators, and dozers. Based on the total amount of CO, emissions expected to be
generated by the proposed project (as provided by the CalEEMod output), and a CO; to diesel fuel
conversion factor (provided by the U.S. Energy Information Administration), the proposed
project would use a total of approximately 36,398 gallons of diesel fuel for off-road construction
vehicles (during the site preparation and grading phases of the proposed project). Detailed
calculations are provided in Appendix A.

Other

Proposed projectlandscape maintenance activities would generally require the use fossil fuel (i.e.
gasoline) energy. For example, lawn mowers require the use of fuel for power. As an
approximation, it is estimated that landscape care maintenance would require approximately
eight individuals one full day per week, or 3,354 hours per year (or 833.6 hours per year per
landscaper). Assuming an average of approximately 0.5 gallons of gasoline used per person-hour,
the proposed project would require the use of approximately 1,678 gallons of gasoline per year
to power landscape maintenance equipment. The energy used to power landscape maintenance
equipment would not differ substantially from the energy required for landscape maintenance
for similar project.

The proposed project could also use other sources of energy not identified here. Examples of
other energy sources include alternative and/or renewable energy (such as solar PV) and/or on-
site stationary sources (such as on-site diesel generators) for electricity generation. The
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proposed project would be solar-ready, which could reduce the need for fossil fuel-based energy
(for proposed project buildings), including for electricity.

Conclusion

The proposed project would use energy resources for the operation of project buildings
(electricity and natural gas), for on-road vehicle trips (e.g. gasoline and diesel fuel) generated by
the proposed project, and from off-road construction activities associated with the proposed
project (e.g. diesel fuel). Each of these activities would require the use of energy resources. The
proposed project would be responsible for conserving energy, to the extent feasible, and relies
heavily on reducing per capita energy consumption to achieve this goal, including through
Statewide and local measures.

The proposed project would be in compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and local
regulations regulating energy usage. For example, PG&E is responsible for the mix of energy
resources used to provide electricity for its customers, and it is in the process of implementing
the Statewide Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) to increase the proportion of renewable
energy (e.g. solar and wind) within its energy portfolio. PG&E is expected to achieve at leasta 33
percent mix of renewable energy resources by 2020, and 50 percent by 2030. Additionally,
energy-saving regulations, including the latest State Title 24 building energy efficiency standards
(“part 6”), would be applicable to the proposed project. Other Statewide measures, including
those intended to improve the energy efficiency of the statewide passenger and heavy-duty truck
vehicle fleet (e.g. the Pavley Bill and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard), would improve vehicle fuel
economies, thereby conserving gasoline and diesel fuel. These energy savings would continue to
accrue over time. Furthermore, as described previously, the incorporation of the mitigation
measures described previously in this section would further reduce project energy consumption.

As a result, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse impacts related to
project energy requirements, energy use inefficiencies, and/or the energy intensiveness of
materials by amount and fuel type for each stage of the projectincluding construction, operations,
maintenance, and/or removal. PG&E, the electricity and natural gas provider to the site,
maintains sufficient capacity to serve the proposed project. The proposed project would comply
with all existing energy standards, including those established by the City of Hughson, and would
not result in significant adverse impacts on energy resources. Furthermore, existing connections
exist between the project site and nearby pedestrian and bicycle pathways, and public transit
access exists nearby, reducing the need for local motor vehicle travel. Although improvements to
the City’s pedestrian, bicycle, and public transit systems would provide further opportunities for
alternative transit, the proposed project would be linked closely with existing networks that, in
large part, are sufficient for most residents of the proposed project and the City of Hughson as a
whole. For these reasons, the proposed project would not be expected cause an inefficient,
wasteful, or unnecessary use of energy resources nor cause a significant impact on any of the
threshold as described by Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines. This is a less than significant
impact.
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VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iif) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

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

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

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

property?

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

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

Responses to Checklist Questions

Responses a.i), a.ii): Figure 9 shows the earthquake faults in the vicinity of the project site. As
shown in the figure, the site is not located within a currently designated Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone, and known surface expression of active faults does not exist within the
site. However, the site is located within a seismically active region. The U.S. Geological Survey
identifies faults within 23 miles of the project site, including one unnamed fault and the San
Joaquin Fault. The nearest Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, the Ortigalita fault, is approximately 35

miles southwest of the project site.
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Geologic Hazards

Potential seismic hazards resulting from a nearby moderate to major earthquake could generally
be classified as primary and secondary. The primary seismic hazard is ground rupture, also called
surface faulting. The common secondary seismic hazards include ground shaking and ground
lurching.

Ground Rupture

Because the property does not have known active faults crossing the site, and the site is not
located within an Earthquake Fault Special Study Zone, ground rupture is unlikely at the subject

property.
Ground Shaking

According to the California Geological Survey’s Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Assessment
Program, Hughson is considered to be within an area that is predicted to have a 10 percent
probability that a seismic event would produce horizontal ground shaking of 10 to 20 percent
within a 50-year period. There will always be a potential for groundshaking caused by seismic
activity anywhere in California, including the project site.

In order to minimize potential damage to the buildings and site improvements, all construction
in California is required to be designed in accordance with the latest seismic design standards of
the California Building Code. The California Building Code, Title 24, Part 2, Chapter 16 addresses
structural design and Chapter 18 addresses soils and foundations. Collectively, these state
requirements, which have been adopted by the City of Hughson, include design standards and
requirements that are intended to minimize impacts to structures in seismically active areas of
California. Section 1613 specifically provides structural design standards for earthquake loads.
Section 1803.5.11 and 1803.5.12 provide requirements for geotechnical investigations for
structures assigned varying Seismic Design Categories in accordance with Section 1613. Design
in accordance with these standards and policies would reduce any potential impact to a less than
significant level.

Landslides

The proposed project site is not susceptible to landslides because the area is essentially flat. This
is a less than significant impact.

Conclusion

In order to minimize potential damage to the buildings and site improvements, all construction
in California is required to be designed in accordance with the latest seismic design standards of
the California Building Code. The California Building Code, Title 24, Part 2, Chapter 16 addresses
structural design and Chapter 18 addresses soils and foundations. Collectively, these state
requirements, which have been adopted by the City of Hughson, include design standards and
requirements that are intended to minimize impacts to structures in seismically active areas of
California. Section 1613 specifically provides structural design standards for earthquake loads.
Section 1803.5.11 and 1803.5.12 provide requirements for geotechnical investigations for
structures assigned varying Seismic Design Categories in accordance with Section 1613.
Additionally, the City of Hughson has adopted a Building Code Regulations ordinance and
incorporated numerous policies relative to seismicity to ensure the health and safety of all
people. Design in accordance with these standards and policies would reduce any potential
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impact to a less than significant level. Because all development in the project site must be
designed in conformance with these state and local standards and policies, any potential impact
would be considered less than significant.

Responses a.iii), c), d): Liquefaction normally occurs when sites underlain by saturated, loose
to medium dense, granular soils are subjected to relatively high ground shaking. During an
earthquake, ground shaking may cause certain types of soil deposits to lose shear strength,
resulting in ground settlement, oscillation, loss of bearing capacity, landsliding, and the buoyant
rise of buried structures. The majority of liquefaction hazards are associated with sandy soils,
silty soils of low plasticity, and some gravelly soils. Cohesive soils are generally not considered to
be susceptible to liquefaction. In general, liquefaction hazards are most severe within the upper
50 feet of the surface, except where slope faces or deep foundations are present.

Figure 10 shows the project site soils. The site soils include Hanford sandy loam (5.3 acres of the
total project site), Hanford sandy loam, moderately deep over silt (34.2 acres of the total project
site), and Hanford deep over silt (16.5 acres of the total project site). The sandy on-site soils could
be subject to liquefaction.

As noted above, Hughson is considered to be within an area that is predicted to have a 10 percent
probability that a seismic event would produce horizontal ground shaking of 10 to 20 percent
within a 50-year period. There will always be a potential for groundshaking caused by seismic
activity anywhere in California, including the project site. Significant liquefaction induced
settlement is not generally anticipated at the site. However, based on the anticipated site
conditions, some seismic settlement is generally anticipated.

Expansive soils are those that undergo volume changes as moisture content fluctuates; swelling
substantially when wet or shrinking when dry. Soil expansion can damage structures by cracking
foundations, causing settlement and distorting structural elements. Expansion is a typical
characteristic of clay-type soils. Expansive soils shrink and swell in volume during changes in
moisture content, such as a result of seasonal rain events, and can cause damage to foundations,
concrete slabs, roadway improvements, and pavement sections.

Soil expansion is dependent on many factors. The more clayey, critically expansive surface soil
and fill materials will be subjected to volume changes during seasonal fluctuations in moisture
content. Figure 11 shows the expansive soil potential within the project site. As shown in the
figure, the potential for soil expansion to occur at the project site is low.

Future development of the project could expose people or structures to adverse effects
associated with liquefaction and/or soil expansion. Construction of the project would be required
to comply with the City’s General Plan policies related to geologic and seismic hazards. For
example, Policy S-1.1 requires that new development would be subject to adequate professional
geologic and engineering studies, and Policy S-1.2 requires the City to enforce building codes
adopted by the State of California for all new construction and renovations.

With implementation of the following mitigation measure, this potential impact would be less
than significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Prior to issuance of any building permits, the developer shall be
required to submit building plans to the City of Hughson for review and approval. The building plans
shall also comply with all applicable requirements of the most recent California Building Standards
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Code. All on-site soil engineering activities shall be conducted under the supervision of a licensed
geotechnical engineer or certified engineering geologist.

Response b): The project site currently contains orchard uses. According to the project site plans
prepared for the proposed project, development of the proposed project would result in the
creation of new impervious surface areas throughout the project site. The development of the
project site would also cause ground disturbance of top soil. The ground disturbance would be
limited to the areas proposed for grading and excavation, including the proposed driveway areas,
residential building pads, and drainage, sewer, and water infrastructure improvements. After
grading and excavation, and prior to overlaying the disturbed ground surfaces with impervious
surfaces and structures, the potent