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INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
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Project Title: Tentative Parcel Map TPM26-0003 (Russell)
Lead Agency Name and County of Yuba
Address: Planning Department

915 8t Street, Suite 123
Marysville, CA 95901

Project Location: 3958 HWY 20, Browns Valley, CA
Assessor Parcel Numbers: 006-100-140
Applicant/Owner Mike Russell

8772 Daguerra Point Drive
Browns Valley, CA 95901

General Plan Designation(s):  Natural Resources (NR)

Zoning: “AE-40” Agricultural Exclusive with a 40-acre minimum
Contact Person: Jacob Farmer, Planner 11

Phone Number: (530) 749-5432

Date Prepared June 2026

Project Description

The applicant, Mike Russell, is requesting approval of a Tentative Parcel Map (TPM26-0003) to
subdivide an approximately 171 acre parcel into four (4) parcels. Parcels 1 & 2 are proposed to
be 40.1 acres in size Parcel 3 is proposed to be 41.2 acres in size and Parcel 4 is proposed to be
50.4 acres in size. The property is currently developed with a horse arenas and stables, a modular
home, a 40x150 barn that will remain on Parcel 4. Access to the site is via two existing access
easements from HWY 20. The Tentative Map establishes the lot configuration and circulation
network that support implementation of the existing zoning designation.

The project site is located south of HWY 20, within the community of Browns Valley (APN
006-100-140). The property is currently zoned Agricultural Exclusive with a 40-acre minimum
(AE-40) and designated Natural Resources (NR) by the Yuba County 2030 General Plan.

The project site contains an existing complex of agricultural and residential improvements
located near the eastern edge of the property. These structures include a modular home, barn,
outbuildings, corrals, paddock areas, modular stables (approximately 40 feet by 150 feet), an
arena, an agricultural equipment storage building, an agricultural well, an irrigation pond, and a
septic tank and leach field system. A gravel road connects these structures to Browns Valley
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Road (State Route 20). All improvements were constructed between approximately 2005 and
2009 and are served by a domestic well and individual septic system. These existing structures
are located entirely within what is proposed as Parcel 4 and Parcel 3.

The project site is currently operated as an active cattle ranch consisting primarily of grazed
annual grassland, with embedded seasonal wetlands, vernal pool features, a linear drainage
corridor, and a small perennial pond. The property was previously tilled and planted with grain
crops between 2019 and 2022. No grading, construction, or other ground-disturbing activities are
proposed as part of this subdivision action. Existing agricultural use would continue following
subdivision. A 100-foot non-development buffer is proposed around all seasonal wetlands,
vernal pools, the primary on-site drainage, and the associated pond; a 50-foot non-development
buffer is proposed around all minor drainages.

The application was deemed complete on April 15", 2026. At that time, Yuba County
determined that an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) would be prepared
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
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PARCEL 1

Figure 1. Tentative Parcel Map
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Environmental Setting

The project area encompasses approximately 171.8 acres of agricultural land located along
Browns Valley Road, north of the City of Marysville, in Yuba County, California. The property
lies within the Sacramento Valley physiographic region and is characterized by relatively flat to
gently rolling topography typical of the valley floor and adjacent foothill transition zones. The
site is designated Agricultural in the Yuba County 2030 General Plan and zoned AE-40
(Agriculture, 40-Acre Minimum).

The project site is currently operated as an active cattle ranch and consists primarily of grazed
annual grassland dominated by non-native annual grasses and ruderal forbs. Embedded within
the pasture are seven small vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, four minor drainages, and one
primary linear drainage corridor that supports emergent rush vegetation (Juncus spp.) and
contains a small perennial pond approximately 10 yards in width. The Yuba River is located
approximately one mile south of the property and represents the nearest major riparian corridor
and anadromous fish-bearing waterway. Surrounding land uses consist primarily of agricultural
operations, including irrigated pasture and rice cultivation, as well as levee systems and rural
residential properties.

The climate of the project area is Mediterranean, with cool, wet winters and hot, dry summers.
Annual precipitation averages approximately 18—25 inches, occurring almost entirely between
November and March. Summer temperatures frequently exceed 95°F, with periodic heat events
surpassing 105°F.

Other public agencies whose approval or permits may be required include:

. Reginal Water Control Board (for grading activities exceeding 1 acre, if applicable)

. Yuba County Building Department (building permits, if applicable)

. Yuba County Public Works Department (roadway and public improvements)

. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Streambed Alteration Agreement, if
applicable)

. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Section 404 permit, if applicable)

. Feather River Air Quality Management District (fugitive dust control)
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as
indicated by the checklist and corresponding discussion on the following pages:

[] Aesthetics [] Agriculture & Forestry Resources [ ] Air Quality

X Biological Resources X Cultural Resources ] Energy

[ ] Geology/Soils []1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions [ ] Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

X] Hydrology/Water Quality X] Land Use/Planning [] Mineral Resources

[] Noise [] Population/Housing [] Public Services

[] Recreation [] Transportation/Traffic X] Tribal Cultural Resources

[] Utilities/Service Systems [] Wildfire X] Mandatory Findings of
Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

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

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

] I 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.

] I 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.

6/1/2026

Planner’s Signature Date
Jacob Farmer, Planner 11
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PURPOSE OF THIS INITIAL STUDY

This Initial Study has been prepared consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, to
determine if the Tentative Parcel Map TPM26-0003 (Russell), as proposed, may have a
significant effect upon the environment. Based upon the findings contained within this report, the
Initial Study will be used in support of the preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1)

2)

3)

4)

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. A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific
factors as well as general standards.

All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including offsite as well as
onsite, 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.

"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.

5) 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).

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.

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

Yuba County Planning Department
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6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, development code). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

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

8) 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
significance.
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L AESTHETICS Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant ~ With Significant Tmpact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] X ]

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

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings? [ [ & u
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the [ ] ] X ]
area?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) The project site is an active cattle ranch in rural Yuba County. The property does not contain
or adjoin any designated scenic vistas. No structures, roads, or grading are proposed. Future
development on individual parcels would be subject to County review. The impact will result in
a less than significant impact.

b) The project area consists of open agricultural rangeland with no landmark trees, rock
outcroppings, or historic buildings of scenic value. The site is not located along a state scenic
highway. The impact will result in a less than significant impact.

¢) The proposed subdivision does not involve any physical alterations to the site. The existing
agricultural character would be maintained. The impact will result in a less than significant
impact.

d) No construction, structures, or lighting are proposed as part of the subdivision. Future
development on individual parcels would be subject to County standards for lighting design. The
impact will result in a less than significant impact.
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

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

Potentially  Less Than Less Than  No

Significant ~ Significant Significant  Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Would the project: Incorporated
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or O O D( O
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 U [l [l X
Williamson Act contract?
c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, (I (Il O X
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?
d)  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest Il [l [l X
land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment U X [l [l

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?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) The Yuba County Important Farmland Map from 2012, prepared by the Department of
Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, classifies the project site as
“Grazing Land” which is defined as Land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the
grazing of livestock. This category is used only in California and was developed in cooperation
with the California Cattlemen's Association, University of California Cooperative Extension, and
other groups interested in the extent of grazing activities. Because the site is not classified as
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, the proposed
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subdivision would not result in the conversion of regulatorily significant farmland to non-
agricultural use. Therefore there would be less than significant impact with mitigation
incorporated.

b) The property is zoned AE-40 and will keep that zoning designation. The property is not under
a Williamson Act contract, as Yuba County has not established a Williamson Act program.
There would be no impact.

¢) and d) The project site consists entirely of agricultural grassland and rangeland. No forest
land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production is present on or near the project
site. There would be no impact.

e) The proposed subdivision creates four separate legal parcels that will remain zoned as AE-40,
which will not involve other changes in the existing environment or result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore there
would be no impact
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I11. AIR QUALITY

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

Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant ~With Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact p
Would the project: Incorporated
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ] ] X ]

applicable air quality plan?

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is ] X ] X
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? [ O 0 X

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of ] ] ] X
people?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

The project site is located within the Feather River Air Quality Management District
(FRAQMD). Yuba County is currently designated as non-attainment for ozone and particulate
matter (PM2.5 and PM10) under the California Ambient Air Quality Standards.

a) In 2018, an update to the 2010 Air Quality Attainment Plan was prepared for the
Northern Sacramento Valley Air Basin (NSVAB), which includes Yuba County. The plan
proposes rules and regulations that would limit the amount of ozone emissions, in accordance
with the 1994 State Implementation Plan (SIP) for ozone. The 2018 update summarizes the
feasible control measure adoption status of each air district in the NSVAB, including the Feather
River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD). The 2018 update was adopted by the
FRAQMD, and development proposed by the project would be required to comply with its
provisions. The 2018 Plan is available here: https://www.fragmd.org/california-air-quality-plans.

The Air Quality Attainment Plan also deals with emissions from mobile sources, primarily motor
vehicles with internal combustion engines. Data in the Plan, which was incorporated in the SIP,
are based on the most currently available growth and control data. The project would be
consistent with this data. As is stated in the guidelines of FRAQMD, projects are considered to
have a significant impact on air quality if they reach emission levels of at least 25 pounds per day
of reactive organic gases (ROG), 25 pounds per day of nitrogen oxides (NOx), and/or 80 pounds
per day for PM10. It is expected that motor vehicle traffic, the main source of ozone precursor
emissions, generated by this limited unmanned development would not substantially add to the
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ozone levels to the extent that attainment of the objectives of the Air Quality Attainment Plan
would not be achieved. Therefore, impacts to air quality plans would be less than significant.

b) The California Air Resources Board provides information on the attainment status of
counties regarding ambient air quality standards for certain pollutants, as established by the
federal and/or state government. As of 2010, Yuba County is in non-attainment-transitional
status for state and national (one and eight hour) air quality standards for ozone, and state
standards for particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10). The County is in
attainment or unclassified status for all other pollutants for which standards have been
established.

Under the guidelines of FRAQMD, projects are considered to have a significant impact on air
quality if they reach emission levels of at least 25 pounds per day of reactive organic gases
(ROG), 25 pounds per day of nitrogen oxides (NOx), and/or 80 pounds per day for PM10. ROG
and NOx are ingredients for ozone.

Mitigation Measure 3.1

e Implement FRAQMD Fugitive Dust Plan
e Implement FRAQMD standard construction phase mitigation measures.
(www.fragmd.org/)

These mitigation measures are to be incorporated as part of the project to reduce dust emissions
associated with construction of the project and implementation of these mitigation measures
would reduce project impacts on air quality standards would be less than significant with
mitigation incorporated.

c) Construction associated with future development is expected to generate a limited
amount of PM10, mainly dust and possible burning of vegetation. Rule 3.16 of FRAQMD
Regulations requires a person to take “every reasonable precaution” not to allow the
emissions of dust from construction activities from being airborne beyond the property line.
Reasonable precautions may include the use of water or chemicals for dust control, the
application of specific materials on surfaces that can give rise to airborne dust (e.g., dirt
roads, material stockpiles), or other means approved by FRAQMD. FRAQMD Regulations
Rule 2.0 regulates the burning of vegetation associated with land clearing for development of
single-family residences. Enforcement of these rules would reduce the amount of PM10 that
would be generated by development on the project site. Additionally with mitigation
measure, MM3.1, prior to the issuance of any grading, improvement plan, or building permit
a Fugitive Dust Permit will be required to be obtained from FRAQMD. Therefore,
construction related impacts to the air would be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.

d) The project is not expected to create objectionable odors. The project does not propose a
backup propane generator and therefore would not generate additional odors that are not
already common for the area due to its rural location. Therefore, there would be no impact
related to odors.

Yuba County Planning Department
TPM26-0003
June 2026
APN: 006-100-140
Page 12 of 40


http://www.fraqmd.org/

INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Iv.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant

Tmpact Impact

a)

b)

d)

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?

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

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

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

policies or ordinances
such as a tree

Conflict with any local
protecting biological resources,
preservation policy or ordinance?

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

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

X

A Biological Assessment was prepared by Galea Biological Consulting (Frank Galea, Certified
Wildlife Biologist) in February 2026. The assessment evaluated the approximately 171-acre
property, which operates as an active cattle ranch near Marysville. The site consists primarily of
grazed annual grassland with embedded seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, a linear drainage
corridor supporting emergent rush (Juncus spp.) vegetation, and a small perennial pond. No
riparian woodland, forested habitat, or patches of brush occur on-site. The Yuba River is located
less than one mile south.

Yuba County Planning Department
TPM26-0003

June 2026

APN: 006-100-140

Page 13 of 40



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Special-Status Species
A review of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB, 2026), USFWS IPaC, and field
observations identified the following special-status species with potential to occur in the project

vicinity:

. Giant Garter Snake (Thamnophis gigas) — Federally Threatened, California Threatened

. Western Spadefoot Toad (Spea hammondii) — Federal Candidate, California Species of
Special Concern

. Tricolored Blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) — California Threatened

. California Black Rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus) — Federally Threatened,
California Threatened

. Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) — Federally
Threatened

. Central Valley Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) — Federally Threatened

. Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) — Federally Threatened

. Dwarf Calicoflower (Downingia pusilla) — CNPS List 1B

No records of federal or state threatened or endangered wildlife species were confirmed in or
near the project area during field reconnaissance conducted in January 2026. Potentially suitable
habitat for Giant Garter Snake and Western Spadefoot Toad may be present within the on-site
drainage, pond, and seasonal wetlands. No suitable habitat was identified for Valley Elderberry
Longhorn Beetle, Tricolored Blackbird, California Black Rail, or steelhead. No elderberry shrubs
were observed on-site.

Wetlands and Sensitive Plant Communities

Seven small vernal pools were identified across the property within shallow topographic
depressions. In addition, four minor drainages and one primary drainage traverse the property.
The primary drainage supports limited emergent vegetation and contains a small perennial pond.
Two minor drainages terminate at a levee, forming seasonal wetland areas. One seasonal wetland
along the southern boundary connects to a larger off-site wetland complex.

a) and b) The proposed project is limited to a legal subdivision and does not involve grading,
vegetation removal, or construction. To protect potentially suitable habitat for Giant Garter
Snake and Western Spadefoot Toad, the project proposes non-development buffers around all
sensitive features. With implementation of the following mitigation measures, the impact will
result in a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.

Mitigation Measure 4.1: Non-Development Buffers for Sensitive Biological Features

Prior to recordation of the Final Parcel Map, the applicant shall record a deed restriction
establishing the following non-development buffers measured from the outer edge of each
identified feature: (1) 100-foot non-development buffer around all seasonal wetlands, vernal
pools, the primary on-site drainage, and the associated perennial pond; and (2) 50-foot non-
development buffer around all minor drainages. No grading, construction, vegetation removal, or
other ground-disturbing activities shall occur within these buffer areas. Any future development
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within individual parcels that proposes ground-disturbing activities within or adjacent to the
buffers shall require additional biological review and compliance with applicable state and
federal regulations.

Mitigation Measure 4.2: Pre-Construction Nesting Bird Survey

If any future ground-disturbing activities are proposed on any of the created parcels between
February 1 and August 31, a pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a
qualified biologist no more than 14 days prior to the initiation of work. If active nests are found,
a no-disturbance buffer shall be established around each nest and maintained until nesting is
complete, as determined by the qualified biologist.

¢) The Biological Resources Assessment (February 2026) confirmed that the Project Area does
not contain federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The
roadside ditch along the northern boundary is ephemeral in nature, does not support hydrophytic
vegetation or hydric soils, and does not qualify as a jurisdictional water feature. No vernal pools,
marshes, or other wetland resources are present. Therefore, the impact will result in a less than
significant impact.

d) The Project Area is not located within a designated wildlife corridor and does not provide
significant movement pathways for native resident or migratory species. No nursery sites or
critical habitat features are present. Therefore, the project would not create barriers to wildlife
movement or interfere with the use of native nursery sites, and the impact will result in a less
than significant impact.

e) The Project does not conflict with Yuba County General Plan Action NR 5.3 or other local
ordinances intended to protect biological resources. The Project Area does not include resources
protected by a tree preservation policy or other specific local regulations. Therefore, the project
will result in no impact related to conflicts with a Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural
Community Conservation Plan.

f) No habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans currently apply to the
Project Area. Both Yuba and Sutter Counties ended participation in the proposed joint Yuba-
Sutter NCCP/HCP, and the project site was not within the boundaries of that plan. Therefore, the
impact will result in no impact.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant ~ With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact p
Incorporated
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource as defined in 15064.5? [ [ X [
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of H X 0 H
an archaeological resource pursuant to 15064.5?
¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature? O & [ O
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred H % ] H

outside of formal cemeteries?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) Three historic-era built environment resources were identified within the project area: a
segment of the Cresta-Rio Oso 230kV Transmission Line (P-58-003499), a segment of the
Cordua Canal (P-58-001755), and a road constructed circa 1959. None of these resources appear
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and are therefore
not considered historical resources under CEQA. Because no historical resources are present and
no ground-disturbing activities are proposed, the impact will result in a less than significant
impact.

b) A Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report was prepared by GEI Consultants, Inc.
(December 3, 2025), including a records search at the NCIC, NAHC Sacred Lands File search,
historic map review, Native American tribal consultation, and an intensive pedestrian survey
(September 3—4, 2025). No archaeological resources were identified within the project area.
Because the proposed action is limited to legal subdivision without ground-disturbing activities,
no direct impacts to archaeological resources are anticipated. However, ground-disturbing
activities during any future development carry the possibility of inadvertently uncovering buried
archaeological materials. With implementation of the following mitigation measure, the impact
will result in a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated

No cultural resources eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources were identified
within the Project Area. However, ground-disturbing activities always carry the possibility of
inadvertently uncovering buried archaeological materials or previously unidentified historic-era
features.

Mitigation Measure 5.1: Accidental Discovery of Prehistoric or Historic Resources

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e), in the event of the accidental discovery or
recognition of prehistoric or historic resources in an area subject to development activity, there
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shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected
to overlie similar resources until a qualified archaeologist evaluates the discovery. If human
remains are discovered, the provisions of Mitigation Measure 5.2 shall apply. With
implementation of this measure, the impact will result in a less than significant impact with
mitigation incorporated.

¢) The cultural resources assessment did not identify paleontological resources within the project
area. The project site is underlain by late Quaternary alluvial deposits that have low
paleontological sensitivity. While the potential for encountering paleontological materials during
future ground disturbance is low, it cannot be entirely eliminated. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure 5.1, any inadvertently discovered materials would be evaluated by a
qualified professional. The impact will result in a less than significant impact with mitigation
incorporated.

Mitigation Measure 5.2: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources

If paleontological resources are inadvertently discovered during construction, all ground-
disturbing activities within 50 feet of the find shall be halted until a qualified paleontologist
evaluates the discovery. Recommendations for treatment and curation shall be developed in
consultation with Yuba County. With implementation of this measure, the impact will result in a
less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.

d) No evidence of human remains was identified within the Project Area during the cultural
survey. However, in the event of inadvertent discovery during construction, State law (Health
and Safety Code §7050.5; PRC §5097.98) requires that work cease, the County Coroner be
contacted, and if the remains are determined to be Native American, that the NAHC and Most
Likely Descendant be notified. With implementation of this measure, the impact will result in a
less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.

Mitigation Measure 5.3: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains

If human remains are discovered during construction, work shall halt in the vicinity of the find,
and the Yuba County Coroner shall be contacted immediately. If the remains are determined to
be Native American, the NAHC shall be notified within 24 hours, and a Most Likely Descendant
shall be identified and consulted in accordance with PRC §5097.98. With implementation of this
measure, the impact will result in a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.
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VL ENERGY Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant ~ With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption H ] [ X
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?

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSION/MITIGATION:

a) and b) The proposed project is limited to a subdivision of existing agricultural land. No
construction, structures, lighting, irrigation systems, or energy-consuming operations are
proposed as part of this application. The existing improvements on the property currently use
electricity and will continue to do so under the same service arrangement. The subdivision does
not conflict with any state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. There would

be no impact.
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VIIL. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant ~ With Significant Tmpact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or [] U] X ]
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.

O
O
X
O

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

O O o O
O d o 0O
X X X KX
I R B

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

¢) 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?

O
0
0
X

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section
1803.5.3 to 1808.6 of the Currently Adopted California [] [] X []
Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or

property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 0 0 H X
where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

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

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) The Yuba County 2030 General Plan describes the potential for seismic activity potential
within Yuba County as being relatively low and it is not located within a highly active fault zone.
No Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones are located within the County. The faults that are
located within Yuba County are primarily inactive and consist of the Foothills Fault System,
running south-southeastward near Loma Rica, Browns Valley and Smartsville. Faults within the
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Foothill Fault System include Prairie Creek Fault Zone, the Spenceville Fault, and the Swain
Ravine Fault. A less than significant impact from earthquakes is anticipated.

(i1)) Within Yuba County, the Swain Ravine Lineament of the Foothills Fault system is
considered a continuation of the Cleveland Hill Fault, the source of the 1975 Oroville
earthquake. The Foothill Fault System has not yet been classified as active, and special seismic
zoning was determined not to be necessary by the California Division of Mines and Geology.
While special seismic zoning was not determined to be necessary, the Foothill Fault system is
considered capable of seismic activity. In addition, the County may experience ground shaking
from faults outside the County. Therefore, strong seismic ground shaking would result in a less
than significant impact.

(ii1)) Ground failures, such as differential compaction, seismic settlement and liquefaction, occur
mainly in areas that have fine-grained soils and clay. The project site subsurface materials
consists of Sobrante-Auburn soils, and therefore is not of fine-grained soils and has a very low
liquefaction probability. Furthermore, consistent with Yuba County 2030 General Plan Public
Health & Safety policy HS 8.1 the proposed project would be constructed to meet all applicable
State of California seismic building codes. Therefore, seismic related ground failure including
liquefaction is not anticipated resulting in a less than significant impact.

(iv). The Yuba County General Plan identifies the area as one that has a low risk for landslides,
and states that grading ordinances, adopted by Yuba County and based on Appendix J of the
2016 California Building Code, serve as effective measures for dealing with landslide exposure.
Hazards associated with potential seismic and landslide result in a less than significant impact.

b) Construction associated with the project would loosen soils on the site, and thus increase
erosion potential. The area that would be disturbed on the project site at time of construction
would likely be no greater than one acre and would be below the threshold requiring a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction permit from the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Also as noted in the Air Quality section,
construction activities would be subject to FRAQMD Rule 3.16, which regulates fugitive
dust emissions. Therefore, substantial soil erosion and loss of topsoil would be a less than
significant impact.

c) The proposed project would not be subject to significant hazards associated with landslides,
lateral spreading, liquefaction, or collapse. Activities that would cause subsidence include
groundwater pumping and natural gas extraction. There are a number of wells in the project
vicinity that are used to supply water for agricultural and residential uses. These wells will
continue to be used in the future. There would be no water usage associated with the
proposed project and the project would not significantly draw down aquifers in the areas to a
level that would cause subsidence. Therefore, the project would have no impact to unstable
soil, landslides, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.
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d) The Yuba County 2030 General Plan confirms (Erosion Potential Exhibit — HS7) that there
are not expansive soils located near the project site. A standard requirement of the Public
Works Department and the Building Official is the submittal of a Preliminary Soils Report
prepared by a registered civil engineer based on test borings. If the preliminary report shows
critically expansive soils or other soil problems, which, if left uncorrected, would lead to
structural defects, a soils investigation of the site would be required. The Building Official
may require additional soils testing, if necessary, and will result in a less than significant
impact.

e) The proposed project is limited to a legal subdivision and does not include the installation
of any new septic tanks or wastewater disposal systems; the existing individual septic system
serving the on-site improvements would continue to be used without modification. Any future
development on individual parcels would require a site-specific soils and percolation evaluation
to confirm suitability for septic or alternative wastewater disposal systems at the time of
development, consistent with Yuba County Environmental Health Department standards.
Therefore no impact.

f) The proposed subdivision does not propose or involve any ground disturbances. Although
the area is not widely known for such resources, it is crucial to consider the potential for
unrecorded discoveries.

Mitigation Measures 5.1 and 5.2 from the Cultural Section requires monitoring during
excavation and halting work if fossils or unique features are found. These MMs would minimize
the risk. With these measures, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation measures
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VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMMISSIONS

Potentially L.ess.Than . Less Than
S Significant With S
Significant . Significant
Mitigation Impact
Impact Impact
Incorporated

Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant ] ] [l X
impact on the environment?

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

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) a) Global Warming is a public health and environmental concern around the world.
As global concentrations of atmospheric greenhouse gases increase, global temperatures
increase, weather extremes increase, and air pollution concentrations increase. The predominant
opinion within the scientific community is that global warming is currently occurring, and that it
is being caused and/or accelerated by human activities, primarily the generation of “greenhouse
gases” (GHG).

In 2006, the California State Legislature adopted AB32, the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, which aims to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in California.
Greenhouse gases, as defined under AB 32, include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide,
hydro-fluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. AB 32 requires the California
Air Resources Board (ARB), the State agency charged with regulating statewide air quality, to
adopt rules and regulations that would achieve greenhouse gas emissions equivalent to statewide
levels in 1990 by 2020.

In 2008, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopted the Scoping Plan for AB32. The
Scoping Plan identifies specific measures to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and
requires ARB and other state agencies to develop and enforce regulations and other initiatives for
reducing GHGs. The Scoping Plan also recommends, but does not require, an emissions
reduction goal for local governments of 15% below “current” emissions to be achieved by 2020
(per Scoping Plan current is a point in time between 2005 and 2008). The Scoping Plan also
recognized that Senate Bill 375 Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008
(SB 375) is the main action required to obtain the necessary reductions from the land use and
transportation sectors in order to achieve the 2020 emissions reduction goals of AB 32.

SB 375 complements AB 32 by reducing GHG emission reductions from the State’s
transportation sector through land use planning strategies with the goal of more economic and
environmentally sustainable (i.e., fewer vehicle miles travelled) communities. SB 375 requires
that the ARB establish GHG emission reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 for each of the state’s
18 metropolitan planning organizations (MPO). Each MPO must then prepare a plan called a
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Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that demonstrates how the region will meet its SB 375
GHG reduction target through integrated land use, housing, and transportation planning.

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), the MPO for Yuba County, adopted
an SCS for the entire SACOG region as part of the 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
(MTP) on April 19, 2012. The GHG reduction target for the SACOG area is 7 percent per capita
by 2020 and 16 percent per capita by 2035 using 2055 levels as the baseline. Further
information regarding SACOG’s MTP/SCS and climate change can be found at
http://www.sacog.org/2035/.

While AB32 and SB375 target specific types of emissions from specific sectors, and ARBs
Scoping Plan outlines a set of actions designed to reduce overall GHG emissions it does not
provide a GHG significance threshold for individual projects. Air districts around the state have
begun articulating region-specific emissions reduction targets to identify the level at which a
project may have the potential to conflict with statewide efforts to reduce GHG emissions
(establish thresholds). To date, the Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD)
has not adopted a significance threshold for analyzing project generated emissions from plans or
development projects or a methodology for analyzing impacts. Rather FRAQMD recommends
that local agencies utilize information from the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA), Attorney General’s Office, Cool California, or the California Natural
Resource Agency websites when developing GHG evaluations through CEQA.

GHGs are emitted as a result of activities in residential buildings when electricity and natural gas
are used as energy sources. New California buildings must be designed to meet the building
energy efficiency standards of Title 24, also known as the California Building Standards Code.
Title 24 Part 6 regulates energy uses including space heating and cooling, hot water heating,
ventilation, and hard-wired lighting that are intended to help reduce energy consumption and
therefore GHG emissions.

The proposed project is limited to a subdivision and does not involve construction, grading,
vehicle trip generation, or any activity that would directly or indirectly generate greenhouse gas
emissions. The existing agricultural use of the property, including cattle ranching, would
continue following subdivision. No conflict with any applicable greenhouse gas reduction plan
or policy would result. There would be no impact.

b) Yuba County has prepared but not adopted a Resource Efficiency Plan that will address
Greenhouse Gas emissions; however there is not a plan in place at this time. The project is
consistent with the Air Quality & Climate Change policies within the Public Health & Safety
Section of the 2030 General Plan therefore, the project does not conflict with any applicable
plan, policy or regulation and will result in no impact.
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant ~With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within |:| |:| |:| |X|
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

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

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

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

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an

adopted emergency response plan or emergency |:| |:| |:| |X|
evacuation plan?

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

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a)&b) There would be no routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or the
release of hazardous materials into the environment related to this project. The project will not
pose a significant risk in terms of emission of any electromagnetic radiation. The Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) has produced a guide that ensures that antenna facilities
(such as the one proposed) comply with safe limits of electromagnetic exposure for humans. To
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ensure compliance with the FCC guidelines, the applicant hired Centerline, to evaluate the
proposed projects compliance with human exposure to radio frequency (RF) electromagnetic
fields. Centerline results were compared to the FCC radio frequency exposure rules as detailed in
47 CFR § 1.1307(b) to determine compliance with the MPE limits for General
Population/Uncontrolled environments.

Centerline has performed theoretical modeling of the site using a software tool, RoofMaster®,
which incorporates calculation methodologies detailed in FCC OET 65. RoofMaster® uses a
cylindrical model for conservative power density predictions within the near field of the antenna
where the antenna pattern has not truly formed yet. Within this area power density values tend to
decrease based upon an inverse distance function. At the point where it is appropriate for
modeling to change from near-field calculations to far-field calculations, the power decreases
inversely with the square of the distance. The modeling is based on worst-case assumptions in
terms of transmitter power and duty cycle. No losses were included in the power calculations
unless they were specifically provided for the project.

In OET 65, a far field model is presented to calculate the spatial peak power density. The
RoofMaster® implementation of this model incorporates antenna manufacturer’s horizontal and
vertical pattern data to determine the power density in all directions. This model yields the power
density at a single point in space. In order to determine the spatial power density for comparison
to the FCC limits, the average of several points calculated within the human profile (0-6") must
be conducted. RoofMaster® calculates seven power density values between 0-6 above the
specified study plane and performs a linear spatial average.

The theoretical calculations performed for this analysis yielded cumulative power density totals
in all areas at ground level that are within the allowable federal limits for public exposure to RF
energy. Therefore, the site is compliant with FCC rules and regulations. There would be a less
than significant impact to surrounding land uses concerning hazardous materials and this
project.

¢) The closest school to the proposed subdivision site is Browns Valley Elementary School,
which is located about 3 miles from the project site. Given this distance, there would be no
impact related to hazardous emissions or the handling of hazardous materials within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, there is no impact in this regard.

d) The project site is not located on a site included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The site has historically been used for
residential and agricultural purposes. Therefore, the project would not create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment and there would be no impact to the environment from
hazardous materials.

e) The project site is located over 12 miles from the Brownsville Airport. Therefore, the project
would have no impact on public or private airstrips.
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f) No new roads or road improvements are proposed for this project that would interfere with
the existing road system. Since there would be no major physical interference to the existing road
system, there would be a less than significant impact with an emergency response or evacuation
plan.

g) No interference with emergency response plans is anticipated. There would be no impact

h) The project site is located within a Moderate fire hazard severity zone in a State
Responsibility Area (SRA), but is not within a Very High or High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.
The proposed project is limited to a legal subdivision and does not involve construction or new
occupants, so it would not expose people or structures to wildland fire risk. Future development
on individual parcels would be required to comply with applicable SRA fire safety standards at
that time. Therefore, the project would result in no impact.
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant Tmpact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface [ ] ] X ]
or ground water quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such ] ] X M
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the 0 H X 0
course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

i)  Result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site; [ [ X [

il) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding ] ] X ]
on- or offsite;

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned H [] X H
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff; or

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? ] ] X Il

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project inundation? [ [ X O

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater [ ] L] X ]
management plan?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

The project site contains several sensitive hydrologic features documented in the February 2026
Biological Assessment, including seven small vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, four minor
drainages, one primary drainage corridor, and a small perennial pond. The site is located in the
Sacramento Valley and is adjacent to agricultural lands with levee systems. The Yuba River is
located approximately less than one mile to the south.

a), and b) The project does not anticipate consuming water or interfering with ground water
recharge. Furthermore, there are no water bodies that are in the immediate area that would be
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affected by soil runoff caused by grading activities since no grading is anticipated as part of the
project. The Yuba County Public Works Department will review and address any issues
associated with grading activities. Therefore, it is anticipated that impacts to water quality,
drainage patterns, subsurface water and soil erosion are anticipated to be a less than significant
impact..

¢) i-iv) The proposed project is limited to a subdivision of the property into four agricultural
parcels and does not include grading, construction, or the installation of any impervious surfaces.
The existing domestic well and individual septic system serving the on-site improvements would
continue to be used. Because no new impervious surfaces or groundwater extraction are
proposed, existing percolation and groundwater recharge patterns across the site would remain
unchanged. Therefore, there would be a less than significant impact.

d) The proposed project is limited to a legal subdivision and does not involve the storage, use, or
generation of hazardous materials or pollutants that could be released due to inundation, and no
construction or new occupants are proposed at this time; Yuba County is an inland area not
subject to tsunami or seiche, and any future development on individual parcels would be
evaluated for flood hazard and pollutant release risk at the time of development. Therefore there
in no impact.

e) The project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan because Yuba County has not adopted a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. There would be a less than
significant impact.
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING Less  Than
Potentially ~ Significant Less Than
Significant With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] O X

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 0 ] X H
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation

a) The project site is a 171-acre working cattle ranch in a rural agricultural area. No established
community would be divided by the creation of four agricultural parcels. There would be no
impact.

b) The project proposes to subdivide APN 006-100-024 (171+ acres) into four parcels ranging
from 40+ to 50+ acres. The property is zoned AE-40 and designated Agriculture in the Yuba
County 2030 General Plan. All four proposed parcels meet the 40-acre minimum lot size
required by the AE-40 zoning district. No change of zone, general plan amendment, or
intensification of land use is proposed. The existing agricultural use of the property would
continue following subdivision. Because the proposed lot sizes conform to the applicable zoning
standards and the subdivision is consistent with the General Plan agricultural designation, the
project does not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The impact will result in a less than
significant impact.
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XII. MINERAL RESOURCES Less  Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant ~ With Significant
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

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

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

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) and b) Exhibit GS-5, Mineral Resource Locations, of the Yuba County 2030 General Plan
Geology and Soils Background Report, identify known and expected mineral resources within
Yuba County, respectively. The project site is not located with an active mining area or a mineral
resource zone in Exhibit GS-5. The project is expected to have no impact on mineral resources.
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XIII. NOISE Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant ~ With Significant Impact
Would the project result in: Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local ] ] ] X
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels? [ [ O X
¢) For a project located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public [] [] H X

airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) through c¢) The proposed project is limited to a legal subdivision and does not involve
construction, equipment operation, vehicle trips, or any other noise-generating activities. The
existing agricultural use of the property would continue following subdivision. The project site is
not located within two miles of a public airport. No new noise-sensitive land uses (e.g.,
residences, schools) are proposed as part of this application. There would be no impact.
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING Less Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant ~ With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact p
Incorporated
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, [ [ X [
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing [ ] ] ] X

elsewhere?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) The project does not involve the construction of homes or any infrastructure that would be
required to foster population growth near the project area and there would not be an increase to
the population. Therefore, there would be a less than significant impact to population growth

b) The project does not involve the removal of housing/businesses or the relocation of people
who currently utilize the site and would not require the construction of replacement housing.
Therefore, the project would have no impact to existing housing or the need for replacement.
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES Less  Than
Potentially  Significant Less Than
Significant ~With Significant Impact
Would the project result in: Impact Mitigation Impact p
Incorporated
Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
a) Fire protection? O] ] ] X
b) Police protection? U] O] O] X
c) Schools? ] Ol Ol X
d) Parks? ] ] ] X
e) Other public facilities? ] ] ] X

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) through e) The proposed project creates four agricultural parcels and does not involve
construction of new structures, new residents, or intensification of land use. No new demand for
fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities would result from the
subdivision itself. The existing improvements on the property are already served by existing
public services. There would be no impact
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XV. RECREATION Less  Than
Potentially ~ Significant Less Than
Significant ~With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact p
Incorporated

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

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 0 0 ] X
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) and b) The proposed project does not include the construction of any housing and would not
increase the demand for parks or recreational facilities. The project also does not include the
construction of any new recreational facilities. Therefore, the project would have no impact to
parks or recreational facilities
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XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Less Than
Potentially ~ Significant Less Than
Significant ~With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact P
Incorporated

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, ] ] ] X
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with H ] X ]
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

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

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ] ] Il X

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) The project is not located in an area where any plan, ordinance, or policy specifically
measures the effectiveness of the performance of a circulation system, including multi-modal
transportation (mass transit and non-motorized travel). As a result, the project will have no
impact on circulation system performance.

b) Yuba County has not yet adopted specific VMT analysis guidelines. The project’s
transportation impact assessment follows the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, which uses metrics such as VMT per
capita and per employee. Projects generating fewer than 110 trips per day are generally assumed
to have less-than-significant impacts. Therefore impacts on VMT will be less than significant.

¢) The proposed subdivision does not involve any changes to roadway design, alignment, or
access, and the existing gravel access road connecting the property to Browns Valley Road
would remain unchanged; any incompatibility between future residential access and ongoing
farm equipment use on neighboring agricultural parcels would be addressed at the time of
individual parcel development through County road standards and site-specific review and would
be considered less than significant.

d) The proposed subdivision does not modify any existing roads, gates, or access points, and the
existing gravel access roads connecting the property to Browns Valley Road would remain
available for emergency vehicle access; any future development on individual parcels would be
required to comply with County and fire district emergency access standards at that time. There
would be no impact.
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES Less Than
Potentially ~ Significant Less
Significant ~With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact p
Incorporated
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical ] [] % H
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k)?

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 0 ] X 0
resources as defined in Public Resources Code  section
5020.1(k), or

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In [] [] X []
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) i)-ii) The lead agency, Yuba County Planning Department, initiated AB 52 consultation
by routing the project to all California Native American tribes that have requested notification of
discretionary projects within Yuba County, including the United Auburn Indian Community
(UAIC) and Enterprise Rancheria. Neither the UAIC nor Enterprise Rancheria responded to the
AB 52 notification within the 30-day statutory response period. As no tribe requested formal
consultation, the AB 52 consultation process is considered complete. No tribal cultural resources
were identified through the records search or pedestrian survey conducted as part of this project,
and no mitigation measures were requested by any consulting tribe. Therefore, the project would
result in a less than significant impact.
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Less Than
Potentially ~ Significant Less Than
Significant ~With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact p
Incorporated

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new
or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water
drainage, electric = power, natural gas, or [] [] [] X
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future development [ ] ] ] X
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

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

has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected [ ] U] Ol X
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 0 0 ] X
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 0 0 0 X
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) through e) The proposed project is a subdivision of agricultural land and does not involve
construction of new structures, new residents, or intensification of land use. The existing
improvements on the property are served by an on-site domestic well and individual septic
system, which would remain in service. No new water supply, wastewater treatment, or solid
waste disposal capacity is required as part of this subdivision. There would be no impact..
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XX. WILDFIRE Less Than
Potentially ~ Significant Less Than
Significant ~With Significant Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact p
Incorporated
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response ] ] [] X

plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 0 0 ] X
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c¢) Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may [ ] ] ] X
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or
ongoing impacts to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including down slope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope [ [ [ X
instability, or drainage changes?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) through d) The project site is located in the Sacramento Valley floor and is not within a Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zoneas designated by CAL FIRE. The property consists of flat
agricultural land with no significant slopes. The proposed subdivision does not involve
construction, infrastructure installation, or any activity that would exacerbate wildfire risk,
impair emergency response, or expose people to post-fire hazards. There would be no impact.
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

NOTE: If there are significant environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated and no feasible
project alternatives are available, then complete the mandatory findings of significance and
attach to this initial study as an appendix. This is the first step for starting the environmental
impact report (EIR) process.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No

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

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

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? [ [ X [

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

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

a) The proposed project is a legal subdivision of an existing 171.8-acre cattle ranch into four
agricultural parcels without any ground-disturbing activities. Potentially suitable habitat for
Giant Garter Snake and Western Spadefoot Toad exists within on-site drainages, the perennial
pond, seasonal wetlands, and vernal pools. With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.1 and
4.2, impacts to special-status species are expected to be avoided or minimized. No archaeological
resources were identified within the project area; however, Mitigation Measures 5.1 and 5.2
ensure appropriate response to any inadvertent discovery of paleontological or historic-era
resources.Yuba County Planning Department initiated AB 52 consultation with the United
Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) and Enterprise Rancheria, neither of which responded within
the statutory response period, thereby completing the AB 52 consultation process with no tribal
cultural resources identified and no mitigation measures requested, and therefore the impact will
result in a less than significant impact.

b) The proposed subdivision is limited in scope and does not involve physical development. The
creation of four agricultural parcels in an area of predominantly agricultural land uses is not
anticipated to result in cumulatively considerable environmental effects. Mitigation Measure 2.1
ensures that the agricultural character of the individual parcels is protected through a recorded
agricultural conservation deed restriction, reducing the potential for cumulative conversion of
farmland. (Yuba County does not participate in the Williamson Act program, so no Williamson

Yuba County Planning Department
TPM26-0003
June 2026
APN: 006-100-140
Page 39 of 40



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Act-related mitigation is applicable.) Future development on individual parcels would be subject
to separate environmental review. The impact will result in a less than significant impact.

¢) The proposed subdivision does not involve activities that would cause direct or indirect
adverse effects on human beings. The property is located within a Moderate fire hazard severity
zone in a State Responsibility Area but is not within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, and
no construction or new occupants are proposed at this time. The impact will result in a less than
significant impact.

REFERENCES

Galea Biological Consulting (Frank Galea, Certified Wildlife Biologist). Biological
Assessment for Minor Subdivision, Russell Property, Browns Valley Road, Yuba County.
APN #006-100-140-000. February 2026.

GEI Consultants, Inc. (Andrea Nardin, MA; Amy Wolpert, MA; Caitlin Rankin, PhD, RPA;
Andrew Young, MA; Madeline Bowen, MA). Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation
Report, Yuba Ranch Cultural Survey Project, Yuba County, California. December 3, 2025.
M.H.M. Inc. Tentative Parcel Map No. 2026-00 , Yuba Ranch, Yuba County, California.
March 2026.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB). February 2026.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC).
Accessed 2025-2026.

California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of
California. Accessed 2025-2026.

California Department of Conservation. Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP). Important Farmland Map, Yuba County. Current edition.

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 7.5-Minute Topographic Quadrangle, Browns Valley, CA.
1949, rev. 1976.

Yuba County 2030 General Plan. County of Yuba Planning Department.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, California Code of Regulations,
Title 14, Division 6.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). Yuba
County, California.

Yuba County Planning Department
TPM26-0003

June 2026

APN: 006-100-140

Page 40 of 40



