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INITIAL STUDY/ADDENDUM
NOVEMBER 2024

10.

BACKGROUND
Project Title: Dixon Innovation Center Project

Lead Agency Name and Address:  City of Dixon Community Development Department
600 East A Street
Dixon, CA 95620

Contact Person and Phone Number: Raffi Boloyan
Community Development Director
(707) 678-7000

Project Location: Southwest of the Pedrick Road/
Interstate 80 (1-80) Intersection

Dixon, CA 95620

Assessor’s Parcel Number: 0111-010-080

Project Sponsor's Name and Address: Buzz Oates Construction, Inc.
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 900
Sacramento, CA 95814

Existing General Plan Designation: Industrial
Existing Zoning Designation: General Industrial (IG-NESP)
Existing Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan Designation: Highway Commercial
Proposed Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan Designation: General Industrial

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

The approximately 37.57-acre project site, identified by Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN)
0111-010-080, is located southwest of the intersection of Pedrick Road and Interstate 80
(I-80) in the City of Dixon, and is located within the City of Dixon Northeast Quadrant
Specific Plan (NQSP). The project site was previously used for agricultural purposes but
is currently undeveloped and consists of disked grasses. Surrounding land uses include
a truck and trailer dealership to the north; undeveloped land and industrial uses to the
east, across Pedrick Road; undeveloped land to the south, across from future Professional
Drive, which is the subject site for the proposed The Campus Project (also was known as
Dixon 257 Project); and agricultural land to the west, across 1-80. The City of Dixon
General Plan designates the project site as Industrial and the site is zoned General
Industrial (IG). The NQSP designates the site as Highway Commercial.
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11. Project Description Summary:

The Dixon Innovation Center Project (proposed project) consists of program-level land
use entitlements that are intended to bring the NQSP land use designation for the project
site into conformity with the site’s existing (recently updated) General Plan and zoning
designations. More specifically, the proposed project includes a request to amend the
NQSP to create a new General Industrial land use designation and to redesignate the
site’s NQSP land use designation from Highway Commercial to General Industrial. The
industrial development potential identified for the project site is approximately 563,826
square feet (sf). This environmental analysis will also consider the potential environmental
effects associated with off-site backbone sewer and water infrastructure improvements
required to serve future industrial development on the project site, in the event that such
infrastructure is not constructed by The Campus (Dixon 257) Project.

B. INTRODUCTION

This Initial Study/Addendum identifies and analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed project. The information and analysis presented in this document is organized in
accordance with the order of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) checklist in
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.

Project Background
The project site is within the NQSP, which consists of approximately 643 acres located in the

northeast portion of the City of Dixon. The NQSP and associated Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) were adopted and certified in August 1994. The NQSP EIR was prepared as a program-
level EIR, pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. The NQSP designates the project
site as Highway Commercial.

The City of Dixon adopted the General Plan Update and certified the General Plan Environmental
Impact Report (General Plan EIR) on May 18, 2021. The General Plan EIR was prepared as a
program-level EIR, pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. As part of the General
Plan Update, the City redesignated the project site from Highway Commercial to Industrial.

Rationale for the Preparation of an Addendum

In the case of a project proposal requiring discretionary approval by the City for which the City
has adopted an EIR for the overall project, the City must determine whether a subsequent EIR is
required. The CEQA Guidelines provide guidance in this process by requiring an examination of
whether, since the certification of the EIR, changes in the approved project or circumstances
under which the approved project would be undertaken have occurred to such an extent that the
proposal may result in a new significant impact (not previously identified in the certified EIR) or
substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant impact. If so, the City would
be required to prepare a subsequent EIR. The examination of impacts is the first step taken by
the City in reviewing the CEQA treatment of the project. The following review proceeds with the
requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 as discussed in detail below.

For the purposes of this Initial Study/Addendum, the checklist to document evaluation of the
proposed industrial project will be based, generally, on the Appendix G format. Modifications will
be made to the checklist sections, generally consisting of additional questions related to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15162. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an addendum to an adopted
EIR may be prepared if only minor technical changes or additions are required, and none of the
conditions identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 are present. The following identifies the
standards set forth in Section 15162(a):
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1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions
of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects;

2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or
negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects; or

3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous
EIR was certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any
of the following:

a) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
previous EIR or negative declaration;

b) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous EIR [or negative declaration];

c) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would
in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation
measure or alternative; or

d) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more
significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

The following discussion confirms that the project has been evaluated for significant impacts
pursuant to CEQA. The determination in this document is that the project’s impacts have been
considered in a previous CEQA document (i.e., the NQSP EIR) that was certified by the City of
Dixon and deemed a sufficient and adequate analysis of the environmental impacts of the Dixon
Innovation Center Project. The discussion concludes that the conditions set forth in Section 15162
are not triggered by the modified project. As such, an addendum is the appropriate environmental
document for the proposed project, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.

Use of a Prior Environmental Document

In Friends of College of San Mateo Gardens v. San Mateo County Community College District
(2016) 1 Cal.5th 937, 951, the California Supreme Court held that a lead agency, in considering
a proposed change to a previously-approved project, has the responsibility for deciding whether
the environmental document for the original project retains “some relevance” to the decision-
making process for the proposed change. “[W]hether an initial environmental document remains
relevant despite changed plans or circumstances—like the question whether an initial
environmental document requires major revisions due to changed plans or circumstances—is a
predominantly factual question. It is thus a question for the agency to answer in the first instance,
drawing on its particular expertise.” (Id. at p. 952.) On this factual issue, lead agencies are entitled
to considerable deference from reviewing courts: “‘a court should tread with extraordinary care’
before reversing an agency’s determination, whether implicit or explicit, that its initial
environmental document retains some relevance to the decision-making process.” (Id. at p. 953.)
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Here, considering the quality of the certified Final EIR, the nature of the underlying program level
project approved in 1994, and the programmatic nature of the proposed changes to that approved
project, the City of Dixon has determined that the EIR certified for the Northeast Quadrant Specific
Plan remains relevant to the proposal at hand, which does not alter the approved project footprint.

Based on the analysis set forth below, moreover, the City has also concluded that the proposed
project change will not trigger the need for either a subsequent EIR or a supplement to the
previously-certified 1994 Final EIR. For these reasons, the City has prepared this addendum to
the 1994 EIR in order to evaluate the proposed project. The proposed modifications to the site’s
NQSP land use designation would result in impacts similar to those identified in the 1994 EIR.

C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The following provides a description of the project site’s current location and setting, as well as
the proposed project components.

Project Location and Setting
The approximately 37.57-acre project site, identified by APN 0111-010-080, is located southwest

of the intersection of Pedrick Road and |-80 in the City of Dixon, and is located within the City of
Dixon NQSP (see Figure 1). The project site was previously used for agricultural purposes but is
currently undeveloped and consists of disked grasses. Surrounding land uses include a truck and
trailer dealership to the north; undeveloped land and industrial uses to the east, across Pedrick
Road; undeveloped land to the south, across from future Professional Drive, which is site of the
proposed The Campus (Dixon 257) Project; and agricultural land to the west, across 1-80 (see
Figure 2). The City of Dixon General Plan designates the project site as Industrial and the site is
zoned IG. The NQSP designates the site as Highway Commercial.

Project Components

The scope of this project is to align the land use designation for the project site in the NQSP to
match the recently updated General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, which changed the land use
and zoning for this site from Highway Commercial to Industrial. The proposed project includes a
SPA to create the General Industrial land use designation and to modify the site’s existing NQSP
land use designation from Highway Commercial to General Industrial. The proposed General
Industrial NQSP land use designation would allow for the development of a variety of large and
small scale industrial, warehouse, and distribution uses, and would be generally consistent with
the 1G zoning designation as defined in Chapter 18.06, Industrial Districts, of the City of Dixon
Municipal Code. As such, development within the proposed General Industrial NQSP land use
designation would allow for development with a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.6, minimum
lot size of 40,000 sf, and maximum height of 10 feet within 200 feet of a residential district, or 75
feet otherwise. Following approval of the proposed SPA, the project site’s NQSP land use
designation would be consistent with the site’s City of Dixon General Plan land use and zoning
designations. Additionally, the project includes the addition of a new Section 7 for Industrial
development, addressing development standards, site planning, building design and related
aspects for industrial development. No specific development is proposed as part of this project.
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Figure 1
Regional Project Location
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Future buildout of the project site would include the development of industrial uses, consistent
with the permitted uses and standards established by the existing General Plan and zoning
designations, as well as the proposed NQSP land use designation. Although a site plan has not
been prepared at this time, consistent with the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed
project,’ this environmental analysis considers a future development potential for the project site
of approximately 563,826 sf of industrial uses. In addition, future buildout of the project site would
include the widening of the northern half of the future right-of-way (ROW) of Professional Drive
along the site’s southerly boundary (i.e., Pedrick Road to the southwestern corner of the project
site).

As discussed above, the proposed The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is located immediately south
of the project site. The Campus (Dixon 257) Project proposes multiple utilities improvements,
including the development of water supply and sewer infrastructure extensions from the existing
lines in Vaughn Road, the development of a stormwater retention basin, and the construction of
a 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) municipal well. Should The Campus (Dixon 257) Project be
approved prior to approval of the currently proposed project, such utilities improvements would
be developed as part of The Campus (Dixon 257) Project. However, if The Campus (Dixon 257)
Project is not approved, or if construction of The Campus (Dixon 257) Project does not commence
such that the off-site water, sewer, and drainage utilities would be built in time for the proposed
project to rely on them, the Dixon Innovation Center project applicant could elect to proceed with
building the necessary off-site utilities infrastructure improvements described above. As a result,
the environmental analysis included for said off-site utilities in The Campus (Dixon 257) EIR is
incorporated by reference in this document.

With respect to water supply infrastructure, if The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is not approved,
or said project is approved but its associated water infrastructure will not be installed in sufficient
time for the proposed project to proceed, the Dixon Innovation Center applicant would construct
a 1,500-gpm municipal well south of the project site. In addition, a 12-inch water main would be
extended south from the project site to connect to the existing 10-inch water main within Vaughn
Road (see Figure 3).

With respect to sanitary sewer infrastructure, the proposed project would include the development
of a sanitary sewer lift station in the southwest corner of the project site. In addition, if The Campus
(Dixon 257) Project is not approved, or said project is approved but its associated sewer
infrastructure will not be installed in sufficient time for the proposed project to proceed, the Dixon
Innovation Center applicant would construct an off-site sewer line extension south to the existing
sanitary sewer main within Vaughn Road (see Figure 4).

The proposed sewer infrastructure would serve the project site as well as the surrounding parcels
to the north, west, and south of the project site. As such, the required sewer infrastructure
improvements would include the installation of an eight-inch sewer line originating north of the
project site, north of 1-80, and would extend south within Pedrick Road before branching west into
a 10-inch sewer line within the future Professional Drive, which would run along the site’s southern
boundary, before discharging into the aforementioned on-site lift station. From the lift station, the
sewer line would vary in size and extend south to the existing 18-inch sewer line within Vaughn
Road.

" Flecker Associates. Traffic Impact Analysis for Dixon Innovation Center. November 27, 2023.
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Figure 3
Potential Water Infrastructure
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Figure 4
Potential Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure
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With respect to storm water drainage, if The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is approved prior to
approval of the proposed project, and its storm water infrastructure is in place when the project
applicant is ready to proceed with development, then the proposed project’s on-site storm drain
infrastructure would connect to the off-site retention basin constructed as part of The Campus
(Dixon 257) Project. However, if The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is not approved or said project
is approved but its associated storm water infrastructure will not be installed in sufficient time for
the proposed project to proceed, future buildout of the currently proposed project would include
the construction of an on-site retention basin located in the western portion of the project site. The
retention basin would provide a minimum of 44.3 acre-feet of storage with a percolation rate of
two inches per day.

Requested Entitlements
The proposed project would require approval of the proposed SPA to create the General Industrial

land use designation and to redesignate the site’s existing NQSP land use designation from
Highway Commercial to General Industrial.

D. BASELINE FOR THE ANALYSIS

In cases where an approved project has already undergone environmental review, and the
environmental document has been certified by the lead agency, the lead agency can restrict its
review to the incremental effects of the modified project, rather than having to reconsider the
overall impacts of the project as if it were proposed for the first time. In other words, if the project
under review constitutes a modification of a previously approved project previously subjected to
environmental review, then the “baseline” for purposes of CEQA is adjusted such that the
originally approved project is assumed to exist.? Thus, the environmental baseline for this analysis
consists of the maximum buildout potential of the project site under the site’s existing Highway
Commercial NQSP land use designation. Under the Highway Commercial NQSP land use
designation, which allows for a maximum FAR of 0.25, the project site would be developed with
a maximum of 376,685 sf of commercial uses.?

E. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

On the basis of the following Initial Study/Addendum, the City has determined that the proposed
park project is consistent with the NQSP EIR. All project impacts have been determined to be less
than significant, or can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level given required compliance with
mitigation measures specified by the NQSP EIR. Therefore, none of the environmental factors
below are affected.

O Aesthetics O Agriculture and Forest O  Air Quality
Resources
O Biological Resources O Cultural Resources O Energy
O Geology and Soils O Greenhouse Gas Emissions O Hazards and Hazardous Materials
O Hydrology and Water O Land Use and Planning O Mineral Resources
Quality

N

See Michael H. Remy et al. Guide to CEQA, 11" Edition. Point Arena: Solano Press Books (2007), p. 207; Stephen
L. Kostka and Michael H. Zischke. Practice Under the Environmental Quality Act, Second Edition (Vol. 1). Oakland:
Continuing Education of the Bar (2018), p. 12-32; Benton v. Board of Supervisors (13 Dist. 1991) 226 Cal. App. 3d
1467.

8 34.59 * 43,560 sf *0.25 = 376,685 sf. Note that the site acreage used here to calculate the development potential
of the site pursuant to the existing NQSP land use designation of Highway Commercial is based on an earlier
version of the applicant’'s SPA exhibit. This former exhibit originally proposed to redesignate 34,59 acres as
General Industrial and the remaining acreage for utilities. Rather, the entire 37.57 acres would be redesignated to
General Industrial. By using the smaller acreage of 34,59, the development potential serving as the baseline for
this analysis (376,685 sf) is less than it otherwise could be (409,137 sf). Thus, the analysis in this Addendum is
conservative.
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O Aesthetics O Agriculture and Forest O  Air Quality
Resources

O Noise O Population and Housing O Public Services
[0 Recreation [0 Transportation [0 Tribal Cultural Resources
O Utilities and Service O Wildfire O Mandatory Findings of

Systems Significance
F. SOURCES
The following documents are referenced information sources used for the purpose of this Initial
Study/Addendum:

1. Brusca Associates, Inc. Pedrick Road at 180 Property Phase | ESA. March 17, 2022.

2. Brusca Associates, Inc. Pedrick Road Property Phase | ESA. September 30, 2020.

3. California Department of Conservation. California Important Farmland Finder. Available
at: https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dIrp/ciff/. Accessed October 2024.

4. California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. Solano County: Fire Hazard
Severity Zones In SRA. Available at:
https://cdnverify.osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/5wwijs5hp/fhsz_county_sra_11x17_2022_solano
_ada.pdf. Accessed October 2024.

5. California Department of Transportation. California State Scenic Highway System Map.
Available at:
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8
e8057116f1aacaa. Accessed June 2022.

6. California State Water Resources Control Board. Phase Il Small Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System (MS4) Program. Available at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/phase_ii_municipal.
html. Accessed October 2024.

7. Dixon Unified School District Board of Education. Developer Fee Justification Study, 2022.
June 2022.

8. DKS Associates. Dixon Innovation Center VMT Assessment Draft R.2. October 22, 2024.

9. ENGEO Incorporated. Pedrick Road Warehouse, Dixon, California Geotechnical
Exploration. June 21, 2022.

10. Federal Emergency Management Agency. Flood Insurance Rate Map 06095C0200F,
Effective August 2, 2012. Available at:
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=Dixon%2C%20CA. Accessed
October 2024.

11. HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. Dixon 257 Development Project Cultural Resources
Assessment. April 2023.

12. HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. Dixon 257 Project Biological Resources Assessment.
April 2023.

13. Madrone Ecological Consulting. Biological Resources Assessment: Dixon Innovation
Center (Pedrick Road). November 2023.

14. Morton & Pitalo, Inc. Supplemental Sewer Capacity Analysis. February 2024.

15. Morton & Pitalo, Inc. Supplemental Water Capacity Analysis. February 2024.

16. Morton & Pitalo. Dixon Innovation Center Drainage Study. February 28, 2024.

17. Placer County Air Pollution Control District. 2017 CEQA Handbook: Chapter 4, Analyzing
Operations Criteria Pollutant Emissions. 2017.

18. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. CEQA Guide: Chapter 4,
Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions. October 2020.

19. Solano Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agency. Solano Subbasin Groundwater

Sustainability Plan. November 30, 2021.
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20. Tom Origer and Associates. Cultural Resources Study for the Dixon Innovation Center
Project, Dixon, Solano County, California. September 13, 2023.

21. Weather Spark. Climate and Average Weather Year Round in Dixon, California. Available
at: https://weatherspark.com/y/1121/Average-Weather-in-Dixon-California-United-States-
Year-Round. Accessed November 2024.

22. Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District. Handbook for Assessing and Mitigating Air
Quality Impacts. July 11, 2007.
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G.

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this Initial Study/Addendum:

[

[l

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

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 applicant. 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” 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.

As demonstrated in this Initial Study Checklist, the City has determined that the proposed
modified project does not present a legal or evidentiary basis for the preparation of a
Supplemental or Subsequent EIR pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 and
that an Addendum to the 1994 EIR, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164,
is the appropriate environmental document for the proposed project.

Signature Date

Raffi Boloyan, Community Development Director  City of Dixon

Printed Name For
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H. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

The purpose of the comparison is to evaluate the categories in terms of any “changes” or “new
information” that may result in a changed environmental impact evaluation. A “no” answer does
not necessarily mean that potential impacts do not exist relative to the environmental category,
but that a relevant change would not occur in the condition or status of the impact due to its
insignificance or its treatment in a previous environmental document. The following impact
evaluation categories will be used to evaluate the proposed park project as compared to the
NQSP EIR:

Where Impact Was Analyzed in the Previous CEQA Documents: This column provides a
reference to the page(s) of the NQSP EIR where information and analysis may be found relative
to the environmental issue listed under each topic.

Do Proposed Changes Involve New or More Severe Impacts? Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(1)
of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether the changes represented by the current
project will result in new significant impacts that have not already been considered and mitigated
by a previous EIR or that substantially increase the severity of a previously identified significant
impact. If a “yes” answer is given and more severe significant impacts are specified, additional
mitigations will be specified in the discussion section including a statement of impact status after
mitigation.

Any New Circumstances Involving New or More Severe Impacts? Pursuant to Section
15162(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether there have been changes to
the project site or the vicinity (environmental setting) that have occurred subsequent to the
certification of an EIR, which would result in the current project having significant impacts that
were not considered or mitigated by that EIR or which substantially increase the severity of a
previously identified significant impact.

Any New Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification? Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3)(A-
D) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether new information of substantial
importance which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable
diligence at the time the previous environmental documents were certified as complete is
available, requiring an update to the analysis of the previous environmental documents to verify
that the environmental conclusions and mitigation measures remain valid. If the new information
shows that: (A) the project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the prior
environmental documents; or (B) that significant effects previously examined will be substantially
more severe than shown in the prior environmental documents; or (C) that mitigation measures
or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially
reduce one or more significant effects or the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt
the mitigation measure or alternative; or (D) that mitigation measures or alternatives which are
considerably different from those analyzed in the prior environmental documents would
substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative, the question would be
answered ‘Yes' requiring the preparation of a subsequent EIR or supplement to the EIR. However,
if the additional analysis completed as part of this Environmental Checklist Review finds that the
conclusions of the prior environmental documents remain the same and no new significant
impacts are identified, or identified significant environmental impacts are not found to be
substantially more severe, the question would be answered ‘No’ and no additional EIR
documentation (supplement to the EIR or subsequent EIR) would be required.
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New

| . AESTH ET | CS . Analyzed in Changes Involve Circulmstances Infor(nation
Would the project: Proious CEQA  NegOLMOre Injing Newor - Reaung ew
' Document(s)? Impacts? Impacts? Verification?
a. Have a substantial adverse effectona Pgs. 4-135 to
scenic vista? 4-136 of No No No
NQSP EIR
b. Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and N/A No No No
historic buildings within a State scenic
highway?
c. Innon-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 Pg. 4-136 of No No No
publicly accessible vantage point). If NQSP EIR
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 adversel Pgs. 4-136 to
9 g y
affect day or nighttime views in the 4-137 of No No No
NQSP EIR

a.

area?

Discussion

Although the NQSP EIR does not specifically identify any scenic vistas or address
potential impacts to such resources, the NQSP EIR concluded that although buildout of
the NQSP would result in the elimination of existing views of agricultural uses, because
the NQSP area is surrounded by agricultural uses, the loss of such views would not be
considered significant.

The proposed project would not alter the assessment made in the NQSP EIR because
although the proposed SPA would change the site’s NQSP land use designation from CH
to IG, both the anticipated and proposed uses are urban in nature. As such, the proposed
project would not result in the development of any lands that were not previously analyzed
for urban uses. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial
modifications such that the proposed project would have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista.

Based on the above information, the currently proposed project would not result in new
significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts related to scenic vistas
than were previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would
be consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR did not address potential impacts related to substantially damaging scenic
resources, including, but not limited to rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
State scenic highway. However, according to the California Department of
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Transportation’s (Caltrans) Scenic Highway System Lists,* the nearest officially
designated State scenic highway to the project site is State Route (SR) 160, the nearest
point of which is located approximately 16 miles to the east. In addition, while SR 128 is
considered to be eligible for designation as a State scenic highway, SR 128 is located
approximately eight miles west of the project site. As such, the currently proposed project
would not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway. Thus, the proposed
project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially more severe significant
impacts than were previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR.

C. The NQSP EIR determined that compliance with the siting and design requirements and
review procedures established in the NQSP to ensure visual compatibility and aesthetic
appropriateness of development within the NQSP area would ensure that impacts related
to substantially degrading the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings would be less than significant. While the proposed project would change the
types of uses proposed, and such changes could lead to changes in visual character that
might ultimately be different, the resulting impacts would be not more severe than what
was previously anticipated. In addition, the NQSP includes recommended design element
features along the 1-80 Corridor to soften the visual image of projects, with recommended
setbacks varying from 35 to 200 feet. No specific design-level plans are being processed
at this time for the project; thus, the City will review future development applications to
ensure consistency with the 1-80 Corridor recommendations in the NQSP. Should the
project include construction of a retention basin on-site, rather than tying into the off-site
basin within The Campus (Dixon 257) project, the basin would be located along the
western property edge, adjacent to 1-80. This retention basin could serve as part of the
recommended buffer, as the NQSP clearly anticipates a variety of features that could
achieve the recommended setback, including but not limited to, earth mounding, berms,
retaining walls, screen structures, and parking areas. Therefore, the currently proposed
project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially more severe significant
impacts than what were previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Thus, the proposed project
is consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

d. The NQSP EIR analyzed the potential of buildout of the NQSP to create new sources of
substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.
The EIR concluded that while the NQSP includes a set of lighting guidelines intended to
provide safety and security as well as mitigate nighttime glare, implementation of
Mitigation Measures VR-A through VR-D would be required to reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level.

The currently proposed project would involve the introduction of new sources of light and
glare associated with interior light spilling through windows, exterior lighting on the
proposed structures, outdoor lighting on the internal drive aisles and within parking areas,
and light reflected off windows. However, since the NQSP EIR was certified, lighting
technology has improved considerably including LED components, lower spillover, and
programmable levels. As such, the proposed lighting is anticipated to have a lesser impact
than what was previously anticipated in the NQSP EIR. In addition, the proposed project
would be subject to the 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, Part 6
California Code of Regulations [CCRY]), which regulates outdoor lighting characteristics of

4 California Department of Transportation. California State Scenic Highway System Map. Available at:
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057 116f1aacaa.
Accessed June 2022.
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new development such as maximum power and brightness, shielding, and controls to turn
lighting on and off.

In addition, Mitigation Measures VR-A through VR-D would still be applicable to the
proposed project. Mitigation Measure VR-A would require that bare metallic surfaces such
as pipes, vents, and gutters be painted or concealed from view, and that all flashing and
sheet metal be treated to match adjacent materials; similarly, Mitigation Measure VR-B
would require that primary roofing materials be non-reflective. In addition, Mitigation
Measure VR-C would disallow monolithic glass structures, and Mitigation Measure VR-D
would require building mass colors to be of varied hues that minimize glare.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure(s) from the NQSP EIR would continue to apply to the proposed

project:

Mitigation Measure VR-A: Bare metallic surfaces such as pipes, vents, gutters, and
flashings shall be painted or concealed from view in a manner harmonious to the structure.
All flashing and sheet metal must be treated to match the adjacent materials.

Mitigation Measure VR-B: Primary roofing materials shall be non-reflective.

Mitigation Measure VR-C: Monolithic glass structures shall not be allowed unless used
as a portion of a building to highlight an entry.

Mitigation Measure VR-D: Building mass colors shall be of varied hues that minimize
glare with bright colors limited to use around doors, trims, awnings, and other pedestrian-
oriented features.

New Mitigation Measures
None Required.
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Would the project:
a.

AGRICULTURE AND
FORESTRY
RESOURCES.

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in
Previous CEQA

Document(s)?

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
New or More
Severe
Impacts?

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New or
More Severe
Impacts?

Any New
Information
Requiring New
Analysis or
Verification?

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

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 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?
Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location
or nature, could individually or
cumulatively result in loss of Farmland
to non-agricultural use?

Pg. 4-13 No No No

Pg. 4-18 No No No

N/A No No No

N/A No No No

Pg. 4-14 No No No

Discussion
a,b,e. The NQSP EIR determined that although development of the NQSP area with commercial

and industrial uses would be consistent with the Dixon General Plan, such development
would result in the conversion of approximately 623 acres of Farmland, including
approximately 60 acres under a Williamson Act contract. The NQSP EIR concluded that
mitigation to reduce the significance of such impacts would be infeasible, and would
remain significant and unavoidable.

With respect to the currently proposed project, according to the California Department of
Conservation’s California Important Farmland Finder tool, the project site is solely
comprised of Grazing Land.® In addition, the project site is not subject to a Williamson Act
contract. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related to the conversion
of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, to a non-
agricultural use and further review is not required for this topic.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously

5

California
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dIrp/ciff/. Accessed October 2024.

Department of Conservation. California Important Farmland Finder. Available at:
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analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Thus, the proposed project is consistent with the conclusions
of the NQSP EIR.

c,d. Impacts to forest land, timberland, or land zoned Timberland Production were not
addressed in the NQSP EIR. Nonetheless, the project site consists of disked grasses. The
City of Dixon General Plan designates the project site as Industrial and the site is zoned
IG-NESP. The NQSP designates the site as CH. The project site is not considered forest
land (as defined in PRC Section 12220[qg]), timberland (as defined by PRC Section 4526),
and is not zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section
51104[g]). Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact with regard to
conversion of forest land or any potential conflict with forest land, timberland, or
Timberland Production zoning.

Prior Mitigation Measures
None Required.

New Mitigation Measures
None Required.
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Where Impact Do Proposed Any New Any New

| | | Al R QUAL | TY Was Analyzed in Changes Involve Circumstances Information

: ] Previous CEQA New or More Involving New or Requiring New

Would the project Documents? e M e
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation Pgs. 4-45 No No No

of the applicable air quality plan? to 4-47
b. Resultin a cumulatively considerable

net increase of any criteria pollutant for Pas. 4-47

which the project region is non- t% 4_50 No No No

attainment under an applicable federal

or state ambient air quality standard?
c. Expose sensitive receptors to

substantial pollutant concentrations? Pg. 4-50 No No No
d. Resultin other emissions (such as

those leading to odors) adversely N/A No No No

affecting a substantial number of
people?

Discussion

a,b.

The NQSP EIR determined that construction of the NQSP area could result in emissions
that could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.
However, with implementation of mitigation, such impacts would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level. However, the NQSP EIR determined that a significant and
unavoidable impact would occur resulting from increased long-term regional emissions of
criteria pollutants, primarily associated with mobile sources, that would exceed the Yolo-
Solano Air Quality Management District’'s (YSAQMD) significance thresholds of 10 tons
per year (TPY) for reactive organic gas (ROG), 10 TPY for nitrogen oxides (NOx), and 80
pounds per day for particulate matter 10 microns in diameter (PM1o). The NQSP EIR also
concluded that even with implementation of mitigation, the generation of local mobile-
source carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations would result in a significant and unavoidable
impact.

For this Addendum, air quality impacts were assessed to determine if the proposed project
could involve more severe air quality impacts than those that were analyzed in the
previous CEQA document for the planned Highway Commercial uses.

Regulatory Setting

Areas not meeting federal and State AAQS are designated as nonattainment areas, which
are required to have an air quality plan containing strategies and control measures to
attain the AAQS. The NQSP area, including the project site, is located within the
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) and is within the jurisdictional boundaries of the
YSAQMD. The SVAB is designated nonattainment for the federal particulate matter 2.5
microns in diameter (PM25) and PM+o standards, as well as for both the federal and State
ozone standards.

Due to the nonattainment designations of the area, YSAQMD has developed plans to
attain the State and federal standards for ozone and particulate matter. The plans include
the 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan, the PM2 s Implementation/Maintenance Plan, and the
2012 Triennial Assessment and Plan Update. Adopted YSAQMD rules and regulations,
as well as the thresholds of significance, have been developed with the intent to ensure
continued attainment of AAQS, or to work towards attainment of AAQS for which the area
is currently designated nonattainment, consistent with applicable air quality plans. Thus,
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by exceeding the YSAQMD’s mass emission thresholds for operational or construction
emissions of ROG, NOx, or PM+g, a project would be considered to conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the YSAQMD’s air quality planning efforts. The YSAQMD mass
emission thresholds for operational and construction emissions are shown in Table 1
below.

Table 1
YSAQMD Thresholds of Significance
Construction Operational
Pollutant Thresholds Thresholds
ROG 10 tons/yr 10 tons/yr
NOx 10 tons/yr 10 tonsl/yr
PMi1o 80 Ibs/day 80 Ibs/day

Source: YSAQMD. Handbook for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. July 11, 2007.

Method of Analysis

To analyze emissions from construction and operations of the proposed uses, emissions
were quantified using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) software
version 2022.1.1.28 — a Statewide model designed to provide a uniform platform for
government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify air
quality emissions, including GHG emissions, from land use projects. The model applies
inherent default values for various land uses, including construction data, vehicle mix, trip
length, average speed, etc. Where project-specific information is available, such
information should be applied in the model. It should be noted that the modeling for both
the approved and proposed land uses included the potential off-site utilities infrastructure
improvements, as they would be needed to serve the site under either scenario. All
CalEEMod results are included as Appendix A.

Pursuant to the site’s existing NQSP land use designation, buildout of the project site was
originally anticipated to include Highway Commercial uses. For the purpose of the
CalEEMod modeling, the approved land use for the 37.57-acre site was assumed to
result in the development of 376,685 sf of Highway Commercial uses. The modeling
prepared for the approved conditions scenario assumed the foregoing land uses, as well
as the following:

e Construction was assumed to start in June 2025;

e Construction would occur over a four-year period; and

e Trip rates were adjusted based on the trip generation rates that were provided for
the proposed project by DKS Associates.®

For the proposed project, it was assumed that buildout of the project site could result in
approximately 563,826 sf of General Industrial uses. The emissions modeling included
the following assumptions:

e Construction was assumed to start in June 2025;
e Construction would occur over a four-year period; and
e Trip rates were adjusted based on the trip generation rates that were provided for

6

DKS Associates. Dixon Innovation Center VMT Assessment Draft R.2. October 22, 2024.
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the proposed project by DKS Associates.”

The estimated emissions associated with construction and operations of the proposed
project as compared to the approved conditions are presented and discussed in further
detail below.

Construction Emissions

According to the CalEEMod results, the approved conditions and the proposed project
would result in maximum criteria air pollutant emissions during construction as shown in
Table 2.

Table 2
Incremental Change in Construction Emissions
ROG NOx PMaio
(tons/yr) (tons/yr) (Ibs/day)
Approved Conditions 0.63 1.81 21.7
Proposed Project 0.74 0.49 20.2
Difference 0.11 -1.32 -1.5
Threshold of Significance 10 10 80
Exceeds Threshold? NO NO NO
Source: CalEEMod, October 2024 (see Appendix A).

As shown in Table 2, the proposed project could result in slightly reduced emissions as
compared to the approved conditions, with the exception of ROG emissions; however,
construction emissions associated with the proposed project would be well below the
applicable thresholds of significance for all criteria pollutants. Most importantly, the net
increase in criteria pollutant emissions associated with the proposed project as compared
to the existing conditions would be well below all applicable thresholds of significance.
As a result, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to
construction emissions of criteria pollutants.

Operational Emissions

According to the CalEEMod results, the approved conditions and the proposed project
would result in maximum criteria air pollutant emissions during operations as shown in
Table 3.

As shown in the table, operational emissions associated with the proposed project would
be above the applicable threshold of significance for PM1,. However, emissions of ROG
and NOy associated with the proposed project would be below the thresholds of
significance. However, as previously discussed, under subsequent CEQA review, the
analysis appropriately considers the approved conditions as the environmental baseline
for determining impact significance. Although newly calculated proposed project PM+
emissions would exceed the 82 Ibs/day YSAQMD threshold of significance, emissions of
PM1o would occur at a level below what could be anticipated for the approved conditions
in the 1994 EIR. Because the proposed project's emission of PM+o would be less than
that of the 1994 EIR, new mitigation measures are not required beyond those identified
in the 1994 EIR, which would result in PM4o emissions below the 82 Ibs/day YSAQMD
threshold of significance.

7

DKS Associates. Dixon Innovation Center VMT Assessment Draft R.2. October 22, 2024.
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Table 3
Incremental Change in Operational Emissions
ROG NOx PMao
(tons/yr) (tons/yr) (Ibs/day)
Approved Conditions 10.5 9.56 99.2
Proposed Project 8.48 8.66 85.9
Difference -2.02 -0.9 -13.3
Threshold of Significance 10 10 80
Exceeds Threshold? NO NO NO
Source: CalEEMod, October 2024 (see Appendix A).

Conclusion

Given all of the above, the proposed project would not result in any new significant
impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant
impact related to air quality. Although the proposed project would result in emissions of
PMy, that exceed the YSAQMD threshold, emissions of PM1o would be below what was
anticipated for the previously approved uses.

Considering the anticipated level of PM1 emissions, mitigation sufficient to reduce PM1q
emissions below the YSAQMD’s threshold of significance is currently available. Overall,
the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially more
severe significant impacts related to conflicting with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan.

The NQSP EIR found that even with implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-M through
AQ-V, buildout of the NQSP area would result in a significant and unavoidable impact
related to the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others, due to the
types of population groups or activities involved. Heightened sensitivity may be caused by
preexisting health problems, proximity to the emissions source, and/or duration of
exposure to air pollutants. Children, pregnant women, the elderly, and those with existing
health problems are especially vulnerable to the effects of air pollution. Accordingly, land
uses that are typically considered to be sensitive receptors include residences, schools,
childcare centers, playgrounds, retirement homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and
medical clinics. The nearest existing sensitive receptors to the project site are the single-
family residences located approximately 1,000 feet west of the project site, across 1-80.

The major pollutant concentrations of concern are localized CO emissions and Toxic Air
Contaminant (TAC) emissions, which are addressed in further detail below.

Localized CO Emissions

Localized concentrations of CO are related to the levels of traffic and congestion along
streets and at intersections. High levels of localized CO concentrations are only expected
where background levels are high, and traffic volumes and congestion levels are high. The
YSAQMD recommends the use of screening thresholds to assess a project’s potential to
create an impact through the creation of CO hotspots. A violation of the CO standard could
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occur if either of the following criteria is true of any street or intersection affected by the
mitigated project:®

e The project would reduce peak-hour level of service (LOS) on one or more streets
or at one or more intersections to an unacceptable LOS (typically LOS E or F); or

o The project would increase a traffic delay by 10 or more seconds on one or more
streets or at one or more intersections in the project vicinity where a peak hour
LOS of F currently exists.

If either or both of the above criteria are met by the mitigated project, YSAQMD
recommends performing a full CO Protocol Analysis. However, following approval of
Senate Bill (SB) 743, CEQA documents can no longer rely on LOS for determining
significance conclusions. Because the YSAQMD’s current guidance for determining
localized CO impacts relies only on LOS, and LOS cannot be used for determining
significance conclusions, this analysis relies on the guidance of nearby air districts.

Pursuant to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District's (SMAQMD’s)
CEQA Guidelines, emissions of CO are generally of less concern than other criteria
pollutants, as operational activities are not likely to generate substantial quantities of CO,
and the SVAB has been in attainment for CO for multiple years.® Additionally, the Placer
County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), which has authority over a portion of the
SVAB and is located within proximity to the YSAQMD, has a screening level for localized
CO impacts. According to the PCAPCD screening levels, a project could result in a
significant impact if the project would result in CO emissions from vehicle operations in
excess of 550 Ibs/day.'® Per CalEEMod estimates calculated for the proposed project,
operations of the proposed project would result in maximum CO emissions of 375 Ibs/day,
which is well under the PCAPCD screening level.

Therefore, based on the guidance of the SMAQMD and PCAPCD, the proposed project
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of localized CO and
impacts related to localized CO emissions would be less than significant.

TAC Emissions

Another category of environmental concern is TACs. The California Air Resources
Board’s (CARB) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective
(Handbook) provides recommended setback distances for sensitive land uses from major
sources of TACs, including, but not limited to, freeways and high traffic roads, distribution
centers, and rail yards. The CARB has identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) from
diesel-fueled engines as a TAC; thus, high volume freeways, stationary diesel engines,
and facilities attracting heavy and constant diesel vehicle traffic are identified as having
the highest associated health risks from DPM. Such TACs include, but are not limited to,
benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene, and xylene. Health risks associated with TACs are a
function of both the concentration of emissions and the duration of exposure, where the

Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District. Handbook for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. July 11,
2007.

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. CEQA Guide: Chapter 4, Operational Criteria Air
Pollutant Emissions. October 2020.

Placer County Air Pollution Control District. 2017 CEQA Handbook: Chapter 4, Analyzing Operations Criteria
Pollutant Emissions. 2017.

Page 24
November 2024



higher the concentration and/or the longer the period of time that a sensitive receptor is
exposed to pollutant concentrations would correlate to a higher health risk.

The proposed project would involve components that would result in emissions of TACs.
In particular, implementation of the proposed project would result in emissions related to
project construction, and the use of heavy-duty diesel trucks to transport goods to and
from the site. Each source of TACs is discussed in further depth below.

Construction Emissions

Construction-related activities have the potential to generate concentrations of TACs,
specifically DPM, from on-road haul trucks and off-road equipment exhaust emissions.
However, construction would be temporary and would occur over a relatively short
duration in comparison to the operational lifetime of the proposed project. Only portions
of the site would be disturbed at a time throughout the construction period, with operation
of construction equipment occurring intermittently throughout the course of a day rather
than continuously at any one location on the project site. Operation of construction
equipment within portions of the overall development area would allow for the dispersal
of emissions, and would ensure that construction activity is not continuously occurring in
the portions of the project site closest to existing receptors.

Pursuant to the City’s Noise Ordinance, construction activities would be limited to the
hours of 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM Monday through Saturday and 9:00 AM through 6:00 PM
Sunday. In addition, all construction equipment and operation thereof would be regulated
per the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation. The In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle
Regulation includes emissions reducing requirements such as limitations on vehicle
idling, disclosure, reporting, and labeling requirements for existing vehicles, as well as
standards relating to fleet average emissions and the use of Best Available Control
Technologies. Furthermore, the prevailing wind direction in the City of Dixon is primarily
from the west and, thus, construction-related DPM would be directed away from the
nearest residential areas and associated sensitive receptors.

Due to the temporary nature of construction and substantial distance to the closest
sensitive receptors, the project would not result in any one nearby sensitive receptor
being exposed to high concentration of DPM associated with construction for an extended
period of time.

Operational Emissions

The CARB Handbook considers industrial uses involving heavy-duty diesel truck traffic
as a source of substantial TAC emissions. The proposed project could consist of the
future development of approximately 563,826 sf of industrial uses, which would involve
the use of heavy-duty diesel trucks during project operations. However, the nearest
sensitive receptor to the project site is a single-family residence located approximately
1,000 feet west of the project site. DPM is a highly dispersive gas, and concentrations of
DPM decline rapidly with distance. Based on the CARB’s Handbook, an 80 percent drop-
off in pollutant concentrations occurs at approximately 1,000 feet from a distribution
center. In addition, the prevailing wind direction in the project area is from the west;
therefore, any emissions of TACs produced by the proposed project would not typically

" Weather Spark. Climate and Average Weather Year Round in Dixon, California. Available at:
https://weatherspark.com/y/1121/Average-Weather-in-Dixon-California-United-States-Year-Round. Accessed
November 2024.
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be blown toward the nearest sensitive receptors, which are located to the west of the
project site.'> Therefore, the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations during operations.

Conclusion

Based on the above, the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or
substantially more severe significant impacts related to exposure to substantial pollutant
concentrations than what were analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed
project remains consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

d. The NQSP EIR did not analyze the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to create
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. Pollutants of principal
concern include emissions leading to odors, emissions of dust, or emissions considered
to constitute air pollutants. Air pollutants have been discussed in sections “a” through “c”
above. Therefore, the following discussion focuses on emissions of odors and dust.

Odors

According to the YSAQMD, common types of facilities that are known to produce odors
include, but are not limited to, wastewater treatment facilities, chemical or fiberglass
manufacturing, landfills, auto body shops, composting facilities, food processing facilities,
refineries, dairies, and asphalt or rendering plants.’® While offensive odors rarely inflict
physical harm, the YSAQMD notes that odors can still generate considerable distress
among the public because of their unpleasant nature, which in turn, potentially leads to
citizen complaints to local governments and the YSAQMD. Manifestations of a person’s
reaction to odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to
physiological (e.g., circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache).
The presence of an odor impact is dependent on a number of variables, including: the
nature of the odor source; the frequency of odor generation; the insensitivity of odor; the
distance of odor source to sensitive receptors; wind direction; and sensitivity of the
receptor.

Diesel fumes from construction equipment are often found to be objectionable; however,
construction is temporary and construction equipment would operate intermittently
throughout the course of a day, would be restricted to daytime hours, and would only occur
over portions of the improvement area at a time. In addition, all construction equipment
and operation thereof would be regulated per the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle
Regulation. Project construction would also be required to comply with all applicable
YSAQMD rules and regulations, particularly associated with permitting of air pollutant
sources. The aforementioned regulations would help to minimize air pollutant emissions
as well as any associated odors related to operation of construction equipment.
Considering the short-term nature of construction activities, as well as the regulated and
intermittent nature of the operation of construction equipment, construction of the
proposed project would not be expected to create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

The YSAQMD regulates objectionable odors through Rule 2.5 (Nuisance), which prohibits
any person or source from emitting air contaminants or other material that result in any of

2 lbid.
3 Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District. Handbook for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. July 11,
2007.
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the following: cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number
of persons or to the public; endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such
persons or the public; or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business
or property. Rule 2.5 is enforced based on complaints. If complaints are received, the
YSAQMD is required to investigate the complaint, as well as determine and ensure a
solution for the source of the complaint, which could include operational modifications.
Thus, although not anticipated, if odor complaints are made during construction or
operation of the project, the YSAQMD would ensure that such odors are satisfactorily
addressed. Furthermore, the approved Highway Commercial uses could result in greater
potential to generate odors than the proposed General Industrial uses. Highway
Commercial uses such as fast-food restaurants generate food odors from cooking, oil and
grease waste, and refuse that could reasonably be expected to exceed any odors that
could be generated from the proposed uses.

Dust

All projects within the YSAQMD are required to implement construction mitigation
measures, such as a dust control program. The dust control program would ensure that
water or dust palliatives would be applied to exposed surfaces, grading operations would
not take place during periods of high winds, and construction-related trucks would be
covered at the end of the day. In addition, the project would be required to comply with
YSAQMD Rule 2.11, Particulate Matter Concentration, and Rule 2.19, Particulate Matter
Process Emission Rate, as well as the best management practices (BMPs) noted in Policy
NE-5.3 of the City’s General Plan, which serve to reduce air pollutant emissions
associated with the construction and operation of development projects.

Implementation of all applicable YSAQMD rules would ensure that construction of the
proposed project would not result in substantial emissions of dust. Following project
construction, vehicles operating within the project site would be limited to paved areas of
the site. Thus, project operations would not include sources of dust that could adversely
affect a substantial number of people.

Conclusion

Based on the above, the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or
substantially more severe significant impacts related to exposure to substantial pollutant
concentrations than what were analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed
project remains consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures from the NQSP are still applicable to the proposed project to
address the exceedance of the YSAQMD PMyo threshold.

Mitigation Measure AQ-M: Convenient access, such as shuttle services, to public transit
systems shall be provided to encourage shoppers, employees and visitors to use mass
transit, thereby reducing vehicle emissions.

Mitigation Measure AQ-N: Information shall be provided at various locations within the
project site about carpool, vanpool, or transit use facilities. Incentives, such as parking
stalls for carpool and vanpool vehicles shall also be exercised.

Mitigation Measure AQ-O: Employee trip reduction and other applicable transportation
control measures shall be developed. An annual report shall be prepared to document
and demonstrate employee trip reduction.
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¢ Mitigation Measure AQ-R: Parking lots, drive-through facilities, and egress/ingress areas
shall be designed to reduce vehicle idling. Slow-moving or idling vehicles produce more
emissions.

¢ Mitigation Measure AQ-S: Secure, convenient indoor or outdoor bike storage racks shall
be provided at commercial centers, office buildings, and other places of employment.

New Mitigation Measures
None Required.
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Would the project: Document(s)?

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

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

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on
state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, Pgs. 4-58
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct to 4-59
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the
movement of any resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with

Pgs. 4-58
to 4-61

established resident or migratory wildlife N/A
corridors, or impede the use of wildlife
nursery sites?
e. Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological N/A

resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?
f.  Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Conservation Community Plan, N/A
or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?

Discussion

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
New or More
Severe
Impacts?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New or
More Severe
Impacts?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Any New
Information
Requiring New
Analysis or
Verification?

No

No

No

No

No

No

a. The NQSP EIR analyzed the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to substantially
impact a candidate, sensitive, or special-status plant or wildlife species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). According to the NQSP EIR, special-status
plant species were determined to be absent from the NQSP area and to not have the
potential to occur within the NQSP. Therefore, the NQSP EIR did not further address
potential impacts to special-status plant species. According to the Biological Resources
Assessment (BRA) prepared for the project site by Madrone Ecological Consulting
(Madrone) (see Appendix B),™ the agricultural lands within the project site lack the

4 Madrone Ecological Consulting. Biological Resources Assessment: Dixon Innovation Center (Pedrick Road).
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necessary habitat constituents to provide potential habitat for special-status plant species.
Therefore, consistent with the NQSP EIR, future development of the project site would not
result in any adverse impacts to special-status plant species.

Should The Campus (Dixon 257) Project not be approved, or said project is approved but
its associated water and sewer infrastructure will not be installed in sufficient time for the
proposed project to proceed, the proposed project be required to complete off-site water
and sewer infrastructure improvements. However, according to BRA prepared for The
Campus (Dixon 257) Project (Dixon 257 BRA), ' special-status plant species do not have
the potential to occur within the development footprint of such utilities infrastructure
improvements, and special-status plant species were not observed. Therefore, the
potential off-site utilities improvements that could be associated with the proposed project
would not result in any adverse impacts to special-status plant species.

With respect to special-status wildlife species, the NQSP EIR identified three special-
status wildlife species with the potential to occur within the NQSP area: California tiger
salamander, Swainson’s hawk, and burrowing owl. The NQSP EIR concluded that
although buildout of the NQSP area could result in potential impacts to the foregoing
special-status wildlife species, implementation of mitigation would ensure that such
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

The BRA determined that future development of the project site would not have the
potential to impact aquatic species such as California tiger salamander. Similarly, The
Campus (Dixon 257) BRA concluded that California tiger salamander does not have the
potential to occur within the development footprint of the potential off-site utilities
improvements. As such, the proposed project would not have the potential to result in
adverse impacts to the California tiger salamander.

Similar to the determination of the NQSP EIR, the BRA prepared for the project site found
that the only special-status wildlife species with the potential to occur within the project
site are Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl, as well as other nesting raptors (e.g., white-
tailed kite) and songbirds. Although development of the project site is not currently
proposed, future development of the site could result in the destruction of habitat or
individuals of the foregoing species. The potential off-site utilities improvements could
result in similar impacts.

Impacts to nesting migratory birds would be addressed through the project’s required
compliance with Policy NE-1.13 of the Dixon General Plan, as follows:

¢ In new development, avoid disturbance to and loss of bird nests in active use by
scheduling vegetation removal and new construction during the non-nesting
season (typically September 1- February 15) or by conducting a pre-construction
survey by a qualified biologist to confirm nests are absent or to define appropriate
buffers until any young have successfully fledged the nest.

While General Plan policies provide guidance for protection of special-status species and
migratory birds, additional performance standards should be provided to ensure clarity of
mitigation requirements. New mitigation measures are provided below for this purpose,
based on the recommendations in the BRA for the proposed project. In addition, while the

5 HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. Dixon 257 Project Biological Resources Assessment. April 2023.
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NQSP includes broad mitigation requirements for protected wildlife, the City, as lead
agency, recognizes the need to improve upon the measure language to provide additional
clarity and greater ease of tracking successful implementation. Modified mitigation
measures are provided below for this purpose.

Based on the above, given implementation of the modified and new mitigation measures
defined below, the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or
substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously analyzed in the
NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would remain consistent with the conclusions
of the NQSP EIR.

Riparian habitat, as well as other sensitive natural communities, have not been identified
within the NQSP area. As such, the NQSP EIR did not address potential impacts related
to potentially substantial adverse effects on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFW or
USFWS. The BRA prepared for the proposed project confirmed that riparian habitat and/or
other sensitive natural communities do not occur within the project site, and The Campus
(Dixon 257) BRA also confirmed that such resources do not occur within the footprint of
the potential off-site utilities improvements.

Based on the above, the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or
substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously analyzed in the
NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would remain consistent with the conclusions
of the NQSP EIR.

As shown in Figure 4.5.1, Biological Resources, of the NQSP EIR, the only aquatic
resource identified within the NQSP area by the NQSP EIR is the approximately 5.3-acre
seasonal freshwater marsh located in the western portion of the NQSP area (not on the
project site). The NQSP EIR determined that implementation of Mitigation Measures B-A,
B-B, and B-C, which generally require avoidance of the seasonal freshwater marsh and
replacement mitigation at a 1:1 ratio of any of the wetland that is destroyed during
construction, would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. The seasonal
freshwater marsh is located southwest of the project site and west of the development
footprint of the potential off-site utilities infrastructure improvements. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in any impacts to the seasonal freshwater marsh, and
Mitigation Measures B-A, B-B, and B-C do not apply to the proposed project.

According to the protocol-level aquatic resources delineation conducted in 2022 as part of
the BRA, the project site does not contain any aquatic resources. However, according to
The Campus (Dixon 257) BRA, and the Draft Environmental Impact Report for The
Campus Project (see Impact 3.4-7, pg. 3.4-40), a total of 1.17 acres of ditches were
identified in The Campus (Dixon 257) Project site, a portion of which could be impacted
by the potential off-site utilities improvements associated with the proposed project.
Although the aquatic features have not been formally verified by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), they are likely to be classified as a water of the U.S. and/or water of
the State. A preliminary jurisdictional determination (SPK-2021-00634) was issued May
11, 2023 by the USACE that states the 1.17 acres of ditches are considered potential
jurisdictional aquatic resources (“waters of the United States”) regulated under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act. Therefore, if The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is not approved,
or said project is approved but its associated water and sewer infrastructure will not be
installed in sufficient time for the proposed project to proceed, the proposed project would
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be required to complete off-site utilities infrastructure improvements that could have a
substantial adverse affect on state or federally protected wetlands through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. However, implementation of Mitigation
Measure V-4, as defined below, incorporated by reference from The Campus Project EIR
(i.e., Mitigation Measure 3.4-7), would reduce the potential impact to a less-than-
significant level.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. As such, the proposed project would remain consistent with
the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Wildlife corridors link areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are otherwise separated by
rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human disturbance. This fragmentation of habitat
can also occur when a portion of one or more habitats is converted into another habitat;
for instance, when woodland or scrub habitat is altered or converted into grasslands after
a disturbance such as fire, mudslide, or construction activities. Wildlife corridors mitigate
the effects of this fragmentation by: (1) allowing animals to move between remaining
habitats thereby permitting depleted populations to be replenished and promoting genetic
exchange; (2) providing escape routes from fire, predators, and human disturbances, thus
reducing the risk of catastrophic events (such as fire or disease) on population or local
species extinction; and (3) serving as travel routes for individual animals as they move
within their home ranges in search of food, water, mates, and other needs.

The NQSP EIR did not include any discussion of potential impacts related to interference
with the movement of wildlife species or with established wildlife corridors. Furthermore,
project site is located within an agricultural area that is surrounded by agricultural fields,
industrial areas, and roadways. As such, although wildlife may disperse through the
project site on a local level, neither the project-specific BRA nor The Campus (Dixon 257)
BRA identified potential wildlife migration corridors within the project site or within the
development footprint of the potential off-site utilities infrastructure improvements.
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact to wildlife
movement within the project area.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. As such, the proposed project would remain consistent with
the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR did not include any discussion of potential impacts related to conflicting
with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance. Neither the project site nor the development footprint of
the potential off-site utilities infrastructure improvements contain any trees, and, thus,
would not require any tree removal. As such, no impact would occur.

As discussed above, since certification of the NQSP EIR, the City of Dixon has participated
in the Solano HCP which establishes a framework for complying with State and federal
endangered species regulations while accommodating future urban growth, development
of infrastructure, and ongoing operations and maintenance activities associated with flood
control, irrigation facilities, and other public infrastructure undertaken by or under the
permitting authority/control of the Plan Participants within Solano County over the next 30
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years. As the HCP was being prepared when the NQSP was being considered, the EIR
includes Mitigation Measure B-E, which requires the proposed project to participate in the
HCP. Participation in the Solano HCP would include pre- construction surveys, and
adherence to the requirements of the HCP. The HCP is still in draft form and not yet
adopted, as the Environmental Impact Statement has not been completed. Compliance
with Mitigation Measure B-E would ensure that the proposed project would not result in
conflicts with an adopted HCP or other approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. As such, the proposed project would remain consistent with
the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measure(s) from the NQSP EIR would apply to the proposed project, but

only if the Solano Countywide Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) is adopted prior to
issuance of grading permits for the proposed project:

¢ Mitigation Measure B-E: Future development shall participate in a County-wide Habitat
Management Plan.

Modified Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measure(s) from the NQSP EIR have been modified to apply to the
proposed project:

o Mitigation Measure B-D: A breeding survey shall be conducted between-Apriland-July

in accordance with guidelines set by the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee
(SHTAC 2000) in order to:
o Determine if the species nest on the project site; and
o To develop-appropriate-mitigation comply with the following generally accepted
mitigation replacement ratio—which—may—include—a—+1replacementratioof for
impacted foraging habitat based on CDFW Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for
mgacts to Swainson’s Hawk g2014l4h|s—replaeement—habﬂa{—shemd—melade

Pursuant to California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) guidelines, the

applicant shall preserve an equal acreage of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat as
is proposed for development (approximately 37.57 acres) (i.e., a 1:1 ratio). The
preserved habitat shall be at a location approved by the CDFW. Preservation may
occur through either:

o Payment of a mitigation fee to an established mitigation bank, or similar
habitat development and management company, or the City of Dixon
through a negotiated agreement (subject to approval by CDFW) between
the City and the applicant. The monies shall be held in a trust fund, and
used to purchase mitigation credits to offset the loss of suitable foraging
habitat for Swainson’s hawk. The credits would become incorporated into
the mitigation bank, owned and operated by the habitat development and
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management company, and protected in perpetuity (consistent with CDFW
guidelines); or

e Purchase of conservation easements or fee title of lands with suitable

Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat (consistent with CDFW guidelines).

If mitigation lands or a conservation easement have not been acquired prior to
issuance of the building permit or grading permits, whichever occurs first, the City
shall hold the applicant's contribution in a separate, interest-bearing account until
the appropriate lands are identified (through consultation with CDFW and the Cit
and acquired by the City or preserved through other methods acceptable to the
CDFW. The foregoing funds shall be used to compensate for the loss of
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.

New Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure(s) would be required to reduce impacts to biological resources
to a less-than-significant level:

Mitigation Measure IV-1: If construction occurs during the breeding season (February 1
through August 31), a pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a
qualified biologist (Project Biologist) throughout the portion of the project site proposed for
construction and all accessible areas within a 500-foot radius of proposed construction
areas, no more than seven days prior to the initiation of construction. If there is a break in
construction activity of more than seven days, then subsequent surveys shall be
conducted.

(¢}

O

If an active raptor nest is found, no construction activities shall take place within
500 feet of the nest until the young have fledged. If active songbird nests are found,
a 100-foot no disturbance buffer will be established until the young have fledged.
These no-disturbance buffers may be reduced if a smaller, sufficiently protective
buffer is proposed by the Project Biologist and approved by the City after taking
into consideration the natural history of the species of bird nesting, the proposed
activity level adjacent to the nest, the nest occupants’ habituation to existing or
ongoing activity, and nest concealment (i.e., whether there are visual or acoustic
barriers between the proposed activity and the nest). The Project Biologist can visit
the nest as needed to determine when the young have fledged the nest and are
independent of the site or the nest can be left undisturbed until the end of the
nesting season.
Survey Report. A report summarizing the survey(s) shall be provided to the City
within 30 days of the completed survey and is valid for one construction season. If
no nests are found, no further mitigation is required.
Increases to Buffers and Completion of Nesting
> If construction activities will continue within the no-disturbance buffer, then
the Project Biologist will be required to monitor the nest. That monitoring
will include observations about the bird’s behaviors relative to the
construction activities. Should construction activities cause a nesting bird
to do any of the following in a way that would be considered a result of
construction activities: vocalize, make defensive flights at intruders, get up
from a brooding position, or fly off the nest, then the exclusionary buffer
shall be increased such that activities are far enough from the nest to stop
this agitated behavior. The revised no-disturbance buffer will remain in
place until the chicks have fledged or as otherwise determined by a
qualified biologist in consultation with the City.
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» Construction activities without monitoring may only resume within the no-
disturbance buffer after a follow-up survey by the Project Biologist has been
conducted and a report has been prepared indicating that the nest (or
nests) are no longer active, and that no new nests have been identified.

Mitigation Measure IV-2: A targeted burrowing owl nest survey shall be conducted of all
accessible areas within 500 feet of the proposed construction area within 15 days prior to
construction activities utilizing 60-foot transects as outlined in the Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012) (Staff Report). If an active burrowing owl nest
burrow (i.e., occupied by more than one adult owl, and/or juvenile owls are observed) is
found within 250 feet of a construction area, construction shall cease within 250 feet of
the nest burrow until the Project Biologist determines that the young have fledged or it is
determined that the nesting attempt has failed. If the applicant desires to work within 250
feet of the nest burrow, the applicant shall consult with CDFW and the City to determine if
the nest buffer can be reduced.

(¢}

(¢}

If construction begins during the non-nesting season, (September 1 through the
14 February), the applicant shall conduct a survey for burrows or debris that
represent suitable nesting habitat for burrowing owls within areas of proposed
ground disturbance. If overwintering owls are located and cannot be avoided, the
applicant may exclude any burrowing owls observed and collapse any burrows or
remove the debris in accordance with the methodology outlined in the Staff Report.
In accordance with the Staff Report, prior to burrow exclusion and/or closure, a
Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan must be developed and approved by CDFW. As
outlined in the Staff Report, components of this plan shall include but not be limited
to:

» Confirm by site surveillance that the burrow(s) is empty of burrowing owls
and other species preceding burrow scoping;

» Type of scope and appropriate timing of scoping to avoid impacts;

» Occupancy factors to look for and what will guide determination of vacancy
and excavation timing (one-way doors should be left in place 48 hours to
ensure burrowing owls have left the burrow before excavation, visited twice
daily and monitored for evidence that owls are inside and can’t escape i.e.,
look for sign immediately inside the door).

» How the burrow(s) will be excavated. Excavation using hand tools with
refilling to prevent reoccupation is preferable whenever possible (may
include using piping to stabilize the burrow to prevent collapsing until the
entire burrow has been excavated and it can be determined that no owls
reside inside the burrow);

» Removal of other potential owl burrow surrogates or refugia on site;

» Photographing the excavation and closure of the burrow to demonstrate
success and sufficiency;

» Monitoring of the site to evaluate success and, if needed, to implement
remedial measures to prevent subsequent owl use to avoid take; and

» How the impacted site will continually be made inhospitable to burrowing
owls and fossorial mammals (e.g., by allowing vegetation to grow tall,
heavy disking, or immediate and continuous grading) until development is
complete.

If any nesting burrowing owls are found during the breeding season pre-
construction survey, mitigation for the permanent loss of burrowing owl foraging
habitat (defined as all areas of suitable habitat within 250 feet of an active nest
burrow) shall be accomplished at a 1:1 ratio. The mitigation provided shall be
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consistent with recommendations in the CDFW 2012 Staff Report and may be
accomplished within the Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat mitigation area if
burrowing owls have been documented utilizing that area, or if the Project Biologist
and the City determine that the area is suitable. The Staff Report recommendations
for mitigation land for burrowing owls are as follows:

» Where habitat will be temporarily disturbed, restore the disturbed area to
pre-project condition including decompacting soil and revegetating.
Permanent habitat protection may be warranted if there is the potential that
the temporary impacts may render a nesting site (nesting burrow and
satellite burrows) unsustainable or unavailable depending on the time
frame, resulting in reduced survival or abandonment. For the latter potential
impact, see the permanent impact measures below.

» Mitigate for permanent impacts to nesting, occupied and satellite burrows
and/or burrowing owl habitat such that the habitat acreage, number of
burrows and burrowing owls impacted are replaced based on the
information provided in Appendix A. Note: A minimum habitat replacement
recommendation is not provided here as it has been shown to serve as a
default, replacing any site-specific analysis and discounting the wide
variation in natal area, home range, foraging area, and other factors
influencing burrowing owls and burrowing owl population persistence in a
particular area.

» Mitigate for permanent impacts to nesting, occupied and satellite burrows
and burrowing owl habitat with (a) permanent conservation of similar
vegetation communities (grassland, scrublands, desert, urban, and
agriculture) to provide for burrowing owl nesting, foraging, wintering, and
dispersal (i.e., during breeding and non-breeding seasons) comparable to
or better than that of the impact area, and (b) sufficiently large acreage,
and presence of fossorial mammals. The mitigation lands may require
habitat enhancements including enhancement or expansion of burrows for
breeding, shelter and dispersal opportunity, and removal or control of
population stressors. If the mitigation lands are located adjacent to the
impacted burrow site, ensure the nearest neighbor artificial or natural
burrow clusters are at least within 210 meters (Fisher et al. 2007).

» Permanently protect mitigation land through a conservation easement
deeded to a nonprofit conservation organization or public agency with a
conservation mission, for the purpose of conserving burrowing owl habitat
and prohibiting activities incompatible with burrowing owl use. If the project
is located within the service area of a Department approved burrowing owl
conservation bank, the project proponent may purchase available
burrowing owl conservation bank credits.

» Develop and implement a mitigation land management plan to address
long-term ecological sustainability and maintenance of the site for
burrowing owls (see Management Plan and Artificial Burrow sections
below, if applicable).

» Fund the maintenance and management of mitigation land through the
establishment of a long-term funding mechanism such as an endowment.

» Habitat should not be altered or destroyed, and burrowing owls should not
be excluded from burrows, until mitigation lands have been legally secured,
are managed for the benefit of burrowing owls according to Department-
approved management, monitoring and reporting plans, and the
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endowment or other long-term funding mechanism is in place or security is
provided until these measures are completed.

» Mitigation lands should be on, adjacent or proximate to the impact site
where possible and where habitat is sufficient to support burrowing owls
present. Where there is insufficient habitat on, adjacent to, or near project
sites where burrowing owls will be excluded, acquire mitigation lands with
burrowing owl! habitat away from the project site. The selection of mitigation
lands should then focus on consolidating and enlarging conservation areas
located outside of urban and planned growth areas, within foraging
distance of other conserved lands. If mitigation lands are not available
adjacent to other conserved lands, increase the mitigation land acreage
requirement to ensure a selected site is of sufficient size. Offsite mitigation
may not adequately offset the biological and habitat values impacted on a
one to one basis. Consult with the Department when determining offsite
mitigation acreages.

» Evaluate and select suitable mitigation lands based on a comparison of the
habitat attributes of the impacted and conserved lands, including but not
limited to: type and structure of habitat being impacted or conserved;
density of burrowing owls in impacted and conserved habitat; and
significance of impacted or conserved habitat to the species range-wide.
Mitigate for the highest quality burrowing owl habitat impacted first and
foremost when identifying mitigation lands, even if a mitigation site is
located outside of a lead agency’s jurisdictional boundary, particularly if the
lead agency is a city or special district.

» Select mitigation lands taking into account the potential human and wildlife
conflicts or incompatibility, including but not limited to, human foot and
vehicle traffic, and predation by cats, loose dogs and urban-adapted
wildlife, and incompatible species management (i.e., snowy plover).

» Where a burrowing owl population appears to be highly adapted to heavily
altered habitats such as golf courses, airports, athletic fields, and business
complexes, permanently protecting the land, augmenting the site with
artificial burrows, and enhancing and maintaining those areas may
enhance sustainability of the burrowing owl population onsite. Maintenance
includes keeping lands grazed or mowed with weedeaters or push mowers,
free from trees and shrubs, and preventing excessive human and human-
related disturbance (e.g., walking, jogging, off-road activity, dog-walking)
and loose and feral pets (chasing and, presumably, preying upon owls) that
make the environment uninhabitable for burrowing owls.

» Ifthere are no other feasible mitigation options available and a lead agency
is willing to establish and oversee a Burrowing Owl Mitigation and
Conservation Fund that funds on a competitive basis acquisition and
permanent habitat conservation, the project proponent may participate in
the lead agency’s program.

e Mitigation Measure IV-4 (Mitigation Measure 3.4-7 from The Campus Project DEIR):
The project proponent shall implement the following measure to avoid or minimize impacts

on potentially jurisdictional waters only if the project constructs the off-site water and sewer
infrastructure improvements in lieu of these improvements being completed by other
parties:
o Before any activities that would result in discharge, fill, removal, or hydrologic
interruption of any of the water features occur within the project site, the project
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proponent shall obtain an approved jurisdictional delineation (AJD) from the
USACE.

For any impacts on jurisdictional features, the project proponent shall obtain the
appropriate CWA Section 404 and or 401 permits. All permit conditions including
required avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures included as conditions
of the permit shall be followed.

Section 404 authorization from the USACE and a Section 401 Water Quality
Certification from the RWQCB shall be required prior to the start of construction
that would impact any waters of the U.S. Any waters of the U.S. or jurisdictional
wetlands that would be lost or disturbed shall be replaced or rehabilitated on a “no-
net-loss” basis in accordance with the USACE mitigation guidelines and City of
Dixon requirements. Habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and/or replacement shall
be at a location and by methods agreeable to the agencies.

If a 404 permit is required for the proposed project, then water quality concerns
during construction shall be addressed in the Section 401 water quality certification
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. A Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall also be required during construction activities.
SWPPPs are required in issuance of a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) construction discharge permit by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency. Implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) during
construction is standard in most SWPPPs and water quality certifications.
Examples of BMPs include stockpiling of debris away from regulated wetlands and
waterways; immediate removal of debris piles from the site during the rainy
season; use of silt fencing and construction fencing around regulated waterways;
and use of drip pans under work vehicles and containment of fuel waste throughout
the site during construction.

If the ditches are determined to not be subject to federal jurisdiction, then these
features may still be subject to waste discharge requirements under the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Section 13260(a) of the Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act (contained in the California Water Code) requires any person
discharging waste or proposing to discharge waste, other than to a community
sewer system, within any region that could affect the quality of the waters of the
State (all surface and subsurface waters) to file a report of waste discharge. The
discharge of dredged or fill material into the ditches may constitute a discharge of
waste that could affect the quality of waters of the State. A report of waste
discharge shall be filed for impacts to non-federal waters, if required.
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V. CULTURAL szgep':ﬁallr; zpeac;:tin Cr?;ngg;plzii?ve Cirﬁ:%s’\tl:r\?::es Irﬁg?/m'\;?ivc‘)ln
R ESO U RC ES . Previous CEQA New or More Involving New or Requlrlng New
Would the project DocumeriG  Sevee,  MoreSmere navaeos
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource Pg.4-66 No No No
pursuant to Section 15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a unique Pgs.4-65 to No No No
archaeological resource pursuant to 4-66
Section 15064.57
c. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of dedicated N/A No No No

a.

cemeteries.

Discussion

The NQSP EIR assessed the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and determined that two structures, the Dudley House
and the Vaughn House, are eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR). Although buildout of the NQSP area has the potential to significantly
impact the foregoing resources, the NQSP EIR concluded that implementation of
Mitigation Measures C-B and C-C would be adequate to reduce potential impacts to a
less-than-significant level. Neither the Dudley House nor the Vaughn House are located
within the project site or the footprint of the potential off-site utilities infrastructure
improvements, and, thus, Mitigation Measures C-B and C-C would not apply to the
proposed project.

A Cultural Resources Study (CRS) was prepared for the currently proposed project by
Tom Origer and Associates (Origer).'® As part of the CRS, the Northwest Information
Center (NWIC) conducted a records search of the California Historical Resources
Information System (CHRIS) on August 24, 2023 to determine if additional historical
resources have been found on-site since the NQSP EIR was certified. In addition, an
intensive field survey of the project site was completed on September 7, 2023; additional
historical resources were not identified. Overall, the CRS concluded that the project site
does not contain known historical resources and is unlikely to contain previously
unrecorded historical resources.

As discussed previously, should The Campus (Dixon 257) Project not be approved, or
said project is approved but its associated water and sewer infrastructure will not be
installed in sufficient time for the proposed project to proceed, the proposed project would
be required to complete off-site utilities infrastructure improvements. The potential for the
development footprint of the potential off-site utilities infrastructure improvements to
contain known and/or unrecorded historical resources was assessed in a Cultural
Resources Assessment (Dixon 257 CRA) prepared by HELIX Environmental Planning,
Inc (HELIX)."” According to The Campus (Dixon 257) CRA, there is a moderate to high
potential for The Campus (Dixon 257) project site to contain previously unrecorded historic
era cultural resources. The moderate to high cultural potential is associated with the
graveled-over area in the western central portion of the project site, which could overlap

16

17

Tom Origer and Associates. Cultural Resources Study for the Dixon Innovation Center Project, Dixon, Solano
County, California. September 13, 2023.
HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. Dixon 257 Development Project Cultural Resources Assessment. April 2023.
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with the alignment and construction work area for the off-site water and sewer utilities. The
moderate to high potential is suggested by: (1) the identification of indicators of a historic
structure or structures in the vicinity within early 20th-century maps analyzed in the
Cultural Resources Assessment and within mid- to late-20th-century historic aerial
photographs analyzed in the Cultural Resources Assessment, and (2) by the identification
of “Dixon 257 Structural Remain” which consists of historical structural remnants within
the graveled-over area, in the form of a three-sided wall feature, likely a subterranean
feature associated with a structure, which possessed an inscription of “3-25-1969 R. J.”
presumably dating the remnants to the mid-20th century. While no other traces of historic-
era materials were found in the graveled-over area during the pedestrian survey, and while
the presence of these remnants alone likely does not constitute a cultural resource worthy
of consideration for the CRHR or NRHP, the presence of the remnants of a structure over
50 years in age, along with cartographic and aerial photographic evidence suggesting that
an above ground structure once stood in this area during the latter half of the 20th century,
suggests that there is a moderate to high potential to find additional historic era features
and/or artifacts within the vicinity of the gravel-covered area.

Mitigation Measures V-1 and V-2 (incorporated by reference from The Campus Project
EIR (i.e., Mitigation Measures 3.5-1(a) and (b)), would reduce the potential impact to a
less-than-significant level, consistent with the conclusion of The Campus Project EIR (pg.
3.5-17).

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. As such, the proposed project would remain consistent with
the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR assessed the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and determined that although
surface-level archaeological resources were not identified, likely due to the long history of
agriculture in the area, construction activities could potentially disturb or destroy significant
buried archaeological resources. Therefore, the NQSP EIR concluded that
implementation of Mitigation Measure C-A, which requires consultation with a qualified
archaeologist if buried archaeological resources are discovered during construction,
would be required to reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.

The project-specific CRS did not identify known archaeological resources within the
project site based on a records search by the California Historical Resources Information
Center, and an intensive pedestrian field survey.

According to The Campus Project EIR (Impact 3.5-2), the findings of the Cultural
Resources Assessment concluded that the project site possesses a moderate to high
potential to contain previously unrecorded precontact cultural resources. Areas of
particular concern include the locations of two (now filled in) historic drainages, which run
from west to east across the entire span of the project site, and the gravel-covered area
located within the western central portion of the project site. The two drainages are
highlighted as having a moderate to high potential to contain precontact resources through
both the noted presence of significant precontact resources located along drainages found
elsewhere in the Dixon area and project vicinity as well as the presence of two isolated
finds (Dixon 257 Isolate 1 and 2) encountered within the western portion of the project
site’s southern historic drainage during the pedestrian survey. The presence of these
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resources at the ground surface within the historic drainage points towards the possibility
for additional precontact resources to be located beneath the ground surface.

Given that the historic drainages span the entire Dixon 257 project site, the westernmost
portion of the historic drainages overlaps the water and sewer infrastructure alignments.
As discussed previously, should The Campus (Dixon 257) Project not be approved, or
said project is approved but its associated water and sewer infrastructure will not be
installed in sufficient time for the proposed project to proceed, the proposed project would
be required to complete off-site utilities infrastructure improvements. Therefore, Mitigation
Measure 3.5-2 of The Campus Project EIR is hereby incorporate by reference to
satisfactorily address this potential impact; Mitigation Measure 3.5-2 requires
implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.5-1(a) and (b), which are already incorporated
as new Mitigation Measures V-1 and V-2 below.

In addition, for the proposed project, while known archaeological resources have not been
identified on-site, the potential for discovery of previously unrecorded archaeological
resources cannot be dismissed, the significance of which could be adversely affected by
project buildout. However, implementation of Modified Mitigation Measure C-A from the
NQSP EIR, as defined below, would ensure the potential impact would be less-than-
significant consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. As such, the proposed project would remain consistent with
the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR did not specifically address the potential for the disturbance of human
remains within the NQSP area. However, the CRS did not identify known human remains
or cemeteries within the project site, and The Campus (Dixon 257) CRA did not identify
such remains within the development footprint of the potential off-site utilities infrastructure
improvements. Nonetheless, implementation of Mitigation Measure V-3, incorporated by
reference from The Campus Project EIR, would be required to ensure that impacts related
to the proposed project’s potential to disturb human remains, including those interred
outside of dedicated cemeteries, is reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. As such, the proposed project would remain consistent with
the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures

None required.

Modified Mitigation Measures

The following modified mitigation measure(s) from the NQSP EIR would apply to the proposed

Mitigation Measure C-A: if archaeological remains are uncovered during construction,
work within 100 feet of the discovery shall be halted immediately and the project contractor
shall notify the applicant, who shall Gconsultant with a qualified archaeologist-if-buried

a#ehaeelegreakdepe&%s—a%e—d%eeve#ed—d&mg—eens%meﬂen The City shall require that the
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applicant include a standard inadvertent discovery clause in every construction contract
to inform contractors of this requirement. Any previously undiscovered resources found
during construction shall be recorded on appropriate California Department of Parks and

Recreation forms and evaluated for significance in terms of California Environmental
uality Act criteria by a qualified archaeoloqgist. Potentially significant archaeoloqical

resources consist of but are not limited to stone, bone, fossils, wood, or shell artifacts or
features, including hearths, structural remains, or historic dumpsites. If the resource is
determined to be significant under CEQA, the City and a qualified archaeologist shall
determine whether preservation in place is feasible. Such preservation in place is the
preferred mitigation. If such preservation is infeasible, the qualified archaeologist shall
prepare and implement a research design and archaeological data recovery plan for the

resource. The archaeologist shall also conduct appropriate technical analyses, prepare a
comprehensive written report and file it with the appropriate information center (California

Historical Resources Information System), and provide for the permanent curation of the
recovered materials.

New Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure(s) from The Campus Project DEIR would be required to reduce
impacts to cultural resources to a less-than-significant level:

Mitigation Measure V-1 (Mitigation Measure 3.5-1(a) from The Campus Project
DEIR): The project proponent shall implement the following measure to avoid or minimize
impacts on potential historic resources only if the project constructs the off-site water and
sewer infrastructure improvements in lieu of these improvements being completed by
other parties:

The project proponent shall develop and implement an Archaeological Monitoring
Program, whereby the project proponents shall retain the services of an experienced
archaeologist who will be present on-site to observe ground-disturbing activities requiring
grubbing, grading, trenching, or excavation within the development footprint of the
potential off-site utilities infrastructure improvements. The Archaeological Monitor will be
given access to inspect all ground surface and subsurface modifications, excavations,
installations, equipment parking, and any other construction-related activities in the vicinity
of the development footprint of the potential off-site utilities infrastructure improvements.

The archaeological monitoring will consist of on-the-ground and close observation by an
experienced archaeologist for any kind of archaeological or cultural remains that might be
exposed during ground- disturbing construction activities. Construction activities will be
monitored by following the construction equipment as it removes or modifies soils and
vegetation, and may involve walking cuts or excavations after the machinery has passed,
or standing to the side and observing the soil removal activity. The archaeologist on-site
will be given “stop work authority” so that in the event that they observe a change in soil
conditions and/or artifacts or structural remains, they shall bring all construction activities
within a 164 ft radius of the area to a stop so that they may further assess the find. Further
ground disturbances in the vicinity of the find will remain stopped while an assessment is
underway and until the archaeologist on-site can provide recommendations for treatment
of the discovery. If a potentially significant find cannot be avoided by the project, the
retained archaeologist, who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional
Qualifications Standards, will develop an evaluation plan in consultation with the City that
contains a research design to guide assessments of the resource’s significance and
scientific potential.
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Mitigation Measure V-2 (Mitigation Measure 3.5-1(b) from The Campus Project
DEIR): The project proponent shall implement the following measure to avoid or minimize
impacts on potential historic resources only if the project constructs the off-site water and
sewer infrastructure improvements in lieu of these improvements being completed by
other parties:

The project proponent shall develop and implement a Worker Awareness Training
Program, where all construction personnel involved in ground-disturbing activities shall be
trained in the recognition of possible cultural resources and the protection of such
resources. The training program will inform all construction personnel of the procedures
to be followed upon the discovery of archaeological materials, including Native American
artifacts. Construction personnel will be instructed that cultural resources must be avoided
and that all travel and construction activity must be confined to designated roads and
areas. The training will include a review of the local, state, and federal laws and regulations
related to cultural resources, as well as instructions on the procedures to be implemented
should unanticipated resources be encountered during construction, including stopping
work in the vicinity of the find and contacting the appropriate environmental compliance
specialist.

Mitigation Measure V-3 (Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 from The Campus Project DEIR):
If an inadvertent discovery of human remains is made at any time during project-related
construction activities or project planning, the following performance standards shall be
met before implementing or continuing actions such as construction that may result in
damage to or destruction of human remains. In accordance with the California Health and
Safety Code (HSC), if human remains are encountered during ground-disturbing activities,
the City shall immediately halt potentially damaging excavation in the area of the remains
and notify the Solano County Coroner and a qualified archaeologist (meeting the
Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards for Archeology) to
determine the nature of the remains. The coroner is required to examine all discoveries of
human remains within 48 hours of receiving notice of a discovery on private or state lands
(HSC Section 7050.5[b]).

If the human remains are of historic age and are determined by the Solano County Coroner
to be not of Native American origin, the City will follow the provisions of HSC Section 7000
et seq. regarding the disinterment and removal of non—Native American human remains.

If the coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, he or she must
contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by phone within 24 hours of
making that determination (HSC Section 7050[c]). After the coroner’s findings have been
made, the archaeologist and the NAHC-designated Most Likely Descendant, in
consultation with the landowner, shall determine the ultimate treatment and disposition of
the remains. The responsibilities of the City for acting upon notification of a discovery of
Native American human remains are identified in Public Resources Code Section 5097.9
et seq.
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VI.

Where Impact Do Proposed Any New Any New

EN ERGY Was Analyzed in Changes Involve Circumstances Information

. Previous CEQA New or More Involving New or Requiring New
Would the pl’OjeCt: Severe More Severe Analysis or
Document(s)? el
Impacts? Impacts? Verification?

a.

Result in potentially significant

environmental impact due to wasteful,

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption N/A No No Yes
of energy resources, during project

construction or operation?

Conflict with or obstruct a state or local

plan for renewable energy or energy N/A No No Yes
efficiency?

Discussion

a,b.

Because Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines did not previously include a specific section
on energy, the NQSP EIR did not include a specific analysis of the potential energy-related
impacts of buildout of the NQSP area; however, as efficient use of energy was included in
Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, increased energy demand associated with buildout
of the NQSP area was evaluated within Section 4.9.7, Electricity and Natural Gas, of the
NQSP EIR.

Through existing infrastructure, electrical services are provided by the Pacific Gas &
Electric Company (PG&E). During construction, the proposed project would be subject to
regulations required by the CARB. During operations, the proposed project would be
subject to the 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards and the 2022 CALGreen
standards, as applicable.

Construction Energy Use

Future development of the project site, as well as the potential off-site utilities
infrastructure improvements, would involve on-site energy demand and consumption
related to use of oil in the form of gasoline and diesel fuel for construction worker vehicle
trips, hauling and materials delivery truck trips, and operation of off-road construction
equipment. In addition, diesel-fueled portable generators may be necessary to provide
additional electricity demands for temporary on-site lighting, welding, and for supplying
energy to areas of the site where energy supply cannot be met via a hookup to the existing
electricity grid. However, all construction equipment and operation thereof would be
regulated per the CARB In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation. The In-Use Off-Road
Diesel Vehicle Regulation is intended to reduce emissions from in-use, off-road, heavy-
duty diesel vehicles in California by imposing limits on idling, requiring all vehicles to be
reported to CARB, restricting the addition of older vehicles into fleets, and requiring fleets
to reduce emissions by retiring, replacing, or repowering older engines, or installing
exhaust retrofits. In addition, as a means of reducing emissions, construction vehicles are
required to become cleaner through the use of renewable energy resources. The In-Use
Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation would therefore help to improve fuel efficiency for
equipment used in construction of the proposed project. Technological innovations and
more stringent standards are being researched, such as multi-function equipment, hybrid
equipment, or other design changes, which could help to further reduce demand on oil
and limit emissions associated with construction.

Based on the above, the temporary increase in energy use occurring during future
development of the project site, as well as the potential off-site utilities infrastructure
improvements, would not result in a significant increase in peak or base demands or
require additional capacity from local or regional energy supplies. In addition, future
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development would be required to comply with all applicable regulations related to energy
conservation and fuel efficiency, which would help to reduce the temporary increase in
demand. Furthermore, regulations pertaining to energy use, including, but not limited to,
State and federal vehicle standards, are much more stringent than the regulations in place
at the time the NQSP EIR was prepared. Therefore, construction energy usage related to
the proposed project would be less than what was anticipated in the NQSP EIR for
Highway Commercial uses.

Operational Energy Use

Energy use associated with operation of the proposed project would be typical of industrial
uses, requiring electricity for interior and exterior building lighting, heating, ventilation, and
air conditioning (HVAC), electronic equipment, machinery, appliances, security systems,
and more. Operational energy use associated with the future proposed general industrial
uses would not be anticipated to differ substantially than operational energy demand from
the planned Highway Commercial uses for the site. Maintenance activities during
operations, such as landscape maintenance, could involve the use of electric or gas-
powered equipment. In addition to on-site energy use, the proposed project would result
in transportation energy use associated with employee vehicle trips generated by the
proposed project.

All on-site structures would be subject to all relevant provisions of the most recent update
of the California Building Standards Code (CBSC), including the Building Energy
Efficiency Standards. Adherence to the most recent CALGreen Code and the Building
Energy Efficiency Standards would ensure that the proposed structures would consume
energy efficiently through the incorporation of such features as door and window interlocks
and high efficiency outdoor lighting. In addition, since the NQSP EIR was developed,
lighting technology including LED components and programmable lighting, has improved
considerably. As such, the proposed lighting is anticipated to consume less energy than
what was previously anticipated in the NQSP EIR. In addition, electricity supplied to the
project by PG&E would comply with the State’s RPS, which requires investor-owned
utilities, electric service providers, and community choice aggregators to increase
procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 60 percent of total procurement
by 2030. Thus, a portion of the energy consumed during project operations would originate
from renewable sources.

With regard to transportation energy use, the proposed project would comply with all
applicable regulations associated with vehicle efficiency and fuel economy. Furthermore,
regulations pertaining to energy usage, such as State and federal vehicle standards, are
much more stringent than the regulations that were in place at the time the NQSP EIR
was prepared. Therefore, operational energy usage from future buildout of the project site
would be less than what was anticipated in the NQSP EIR.

Conclusion

Based on the above information, the currently proposed project would involve energy use
associated with construction activities and operations; however, the proposed project
would comply with all applicable State energy standards, which would ensure that
construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy resources or conflict with or obstruct a State or
local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Furthermore, as discussed above,
regulations pertaining to energy usage are much more stringent than the regulations that
were in place at the time the NQSP EIR was prepared. Therefore, energy usage from
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buildout of the proposed project would be less than what was anticipated in the NQSP
EIR, and impacts related to energy use would be less than significant.

Prior Mitigation Measures
None Required.

New Mitigation Measures
None Required.
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Where Impact Do Proposed Any New Any New

VIlI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  wasAnayzedin Changesinvolve  Circumstances —_ Information
. . Previous CEQA ew or More Involving New or Requiring New
Would the project:

Document(s)? Severe More Severe Analysis or

Impacts? Impacts? Verification?

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
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

i Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv. Landslides?

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

c. Belocated 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 18-1B 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 wastewater disposal systems N/A No No No
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

f.  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or N/A No No No
unique geologic feature?

Pgs. 4.26

and 4.27 No No No

Pg. 4-25 No No No

N/A No No No

Pg. 4-26 No No No

Discussion

ai.-aiv. The NQSP EIR analyzed the potential of buildout of the NQSP area to expose people or
structures to groundshaking and liquefaction due to a possible seismic event along active
faults in the area, but did not specifically address impacts related to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving the 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, or landslides. Nonetheless, the NQSP EIR concluded that with incorporation
of Mitigation Measures G-E through G-G, and applicable regulatory requirements, all
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
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According to the Geotechnical Exploration prepared for the project site by ENGEO
Incorporated (ENGEO) (see Appendix C),'® the project site is not located within an
earthquake fault zone as currently designated by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone
Act. However, the NQSP EIR concluded that because the area could be subject to
significant ground shaking associated with the San Andreas Fault system, located
approximately 60 miles west of the NQSP area, Mitigation Measures G-E through G-G
would be required to mitigate the effects of potential hazards associated with seismic
ground shaking; the proposed project would be required to comply with the foregoing
mitigation measures. Compliance with such would ensure that potential impacts related to
seismic hazards associated with future buildout of the project site, as well as the potential
off-site utilities infrastructure improvements, would be less than significant.

Liquefaction, which occurs when saturated, loose materials (e.g., sand or silty sand) are
weakened and transformed from a solid to a near-liquid state as a result of increased pore
water pressure, more often occurs in areas underlain by young alluvium where the
groundwater table is higher than 50 feet below ground surface (bgs). According to the
Geotechnical Exploration, based on the groundwater being over 50 feet bgs, the potential
for liquefaction at the site is low during seismic shaking. Similarly, both the project site and
the development footprint of the potential off-site utilities infrastructure improvements are
flat and do not contain slopes and, thus, are unlikely to be subject to seismically induced
landslides.

Based on the above information, the currently proposed project would not result in new
significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were
previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

b. The NQSP EIR analyzed the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to result in substantial
soil erosion or the loss of topsoil, and concluded that with incorporation of Mitigation
Measures G-A and G-B, impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Future
development of the project site, as well as the potential off-site utilities infrastructure
improvements, would be subject to the foregoing measures, which require the preparation
of an erosion control plan and that disturbed areas not be left exposed during the winter
rainy season. Furthermore, future site-specific development would be evaluated for
conformance with the CBSC, Dixon General Plan, Municipal Code, and other regulations
that address construction activities and soil erosion. Each phase of project construction
disturbing one acre or more of soil would be required to obtain coverage under the
Construction General Permit prior to issuance of a grading permit. The Construction
General Permit requires development and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and monitoring plan, which must include erosion-control and
sediment- control BMPs that would meet or exceed measures required by the
Construction General Permit to control stormwater quality degradation due to potential
construction-related pollutants. Future construction associated with the proposed project
would also be required to implement construction site control BMPs in compliance with
the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (MS4).
Project construction activities would also be subject to the City’s grading control ordinance,
which controls land disturbances, landfill, soil storage, pollution, and erosion and
sedimentation resulting from new development and redevelopment, and establishes
procedures for the issuance, administration and enforcement of permits for such activities;
and storm water control ordinance, which addresses City requirements for stormwater

8 ENGEO Incorporated. Pedrick Road Warehouse, Dixon, California Geotechnical Exploration. June 21, 2022.
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management and discharge control, including controlling erosion, sedimentation, and
other pollutant runoff. Given compliance with the foregoing requirements, as well as
Mitigation Measures G-A and G-B, potential impacts associated with erosion and loss of
topsoil would be less than significant.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR does not specifically address potential impacts related to being located on
a geologic unit or soil that is unstable. However, as discussed above, neither the project
site nor the disturbance footprint of the potential off-site utilities infrastructure
improvements are located on or near a slope and, thus, would not be subject to landslide
or lateral spreading. In addition, according to the Geotechnical Exploration, the risk of
liquefaction, subsidence, and collapse at the project site is negligible. Furthermore, while
the disturbance footprint of the potential off-site utilities infrastructure improvements may
be underlain by alluvium that could be susceptible to collapse if the soils were exposed to
excessive moisture, as discussed above, future improvements would be evaluated for
conformance with the CBSC, Dixon General Plan, Municipal Code, and other regulations
related to geologic conditions, compliance with which would ensure that impacts related
to such would be less than significant.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Expansive soils are soils which undergo significant volume change with changes in
moisture content. Specifically, such soils shrink and harden when dried and expand and
soften when wetted, potentially resulting in damage to building foundations. Placement of
buildings on unstable soils can result in structural failure. The NQSP EIR determined that
the NQSP area has a moderate to high potential for shrink/swell behavior and, thus,
development could result in risks to life or property. However, the NQSP EIR concluded
that implementation of Mitigation Measures G-C and G-D, which require a geotechnical
investigation of on-site soils for shrink/swell behavior and avoidance of such hazards,
would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Consistent with the requirements of Mitigation Measure G-C, a Geotechnical Exploration
has been conducted for the project site; as such, Mitigation Measure G-C would not be
required for the proposed project. The Geotechnical Exploration concluded that expansive
clay with medium to high shrink/swell potential underlies the majority of the project site.
As such, future development of the project site could be subject to risks to life or property
related to expansive soils.

However, the proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable CBSC
standards to ensure the structural integrity of the proposed structures. In addition, the
Geotechnical Exploration includes recommendations to address potential impacts related
to expansive soils and settlements, including measures pertaining to foundations,
pavements, fill compaction, acceptable fill, slope gradients, and the completion of a
design-level geotechnical report that would involve additional subsurface exploration
based on the development layout. Implementation of Mitigation Measure G-D, as modified
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below, would ensure that the site-specific recommendations of the Geotechnical
Exploration are implemented, and that impacts related to expansive soils are reduced to
a less-than-significant level.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Because development within the NQSP area would obtain wastewater treatment and
sewer services from connections to the existing sewer infrastructure in the vicinity, and
septic systems would not be developed as part of future development, impacts related to
septic systems were not evaluated in the NQSP EIR.

The currently proposed project would either connect to the sewer infrastructure
constructed as part of The Campus (Dixon 257) Project or, if The Campus (Dixon 257)
Project is not approved, or said project is approved but its associated sewer infrastructure
will not be installed in sufficient time for the proposed project to proceed, the currently
proposed project would include off-site sewer infrastructure connections to the existing
sewer main in Vaughn Road to the south. The proposed project would not include
installation of septic tanks or construction of alternative wastewater systems. Therefore,
the currently proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially
more severe significant impacts than what were previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR. As
such, the proposed project would remain consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP
EIR.

The NQSP EIR did not explicitly assess the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to
directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature. Future buildout of the project site, as well as the potential off-site utilities
infrastructure improvements, would involve construction activities such as grading,
excavation, and other ground-disturbing activities with the potential to result in the
accidental destruction or disturbance of paleontological resources. As discussed in the
Dixon General Plan EIR, numerous paleontological resources have been discovered
throughout the Sacramento Valley and Solano County regions, including Vacaville and
Putah Creek, and while paleontological resources have not been discovered within the
City, there is potential that resources could be found in the future.

The project site, as well as the development footprint of the potential off-site utilities
infrastructure improvements, is currently vacant/undeveloped, consisting primarily of
farmland, and has undergone extensive previous grading. While the project is not
anticipated to directly or indirectly impact previously undiscovered paleontological
resources, there is the potential for project excavation activities to encounter
paleontological resources. However, the General Plan includes Mitigation Measure GEO-
1, with which the project would be required to comply. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 requires
halting work if paleontological resources are discovered during construction, and proper
treatment of said resources.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.
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Prior Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure(s) from the NQSP EIR would apply to the proposed park project:

Mitigation Measure G-A: An erosion control plan shall be prepared prior to construction.
This plan shall include standards for permanent erosion control design, requirements for
full establishment of vegetation, and emphasize drought-tolerant and climate-adapted
vegetation.

Mitigation Measure G-B: Disturbed areas of the project site that are not actively under
construction during the winter rainy season shall not be left exposed for more than one
month.

Mitigation Measure G-E: All structures and new building constructed within the project
area shall conform to the lates seismic structural standards of the Uniform Building Code
(UBC) as a minimum standard.

Mitigation Measure G-F: Plans for individual buildings subject to public occupancy shall
be accompanied by an investigative report prepared for a geologist specialized in
engineering. This report shall identify underlying geology including depth of water table
depth to bedrock, and presence and characteristics of sand lenses. Necessary structural
measures to adequately respond to the degree of probable risk attributable to these
underlying formations shall be recommended.

Mitigation Measure G-G: No public or private electrical, water, wastewater or gas lines
shall be permitted to cross identified potential ground failure areas without sufficient
precautionary emergency provisions for: rapid shut-off, minimum disruption of service, and
any adverse impact on adjoining and surrounding uses in the event of seismic-induced
ground failure.

Modified Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure(s) from the NQSP EIR have been modified to apply to the
proposed project:

Mitigation Measure G-D: In conjunction with the submittal of improvement plans, the
project applicant shall submit a Design-Level Geotechnical Report for the proposed

project, prepared by a licensed geotechnical engineer. Hazards associated with
shrink/swell soils shall be avoided through proper construction methods which include site

drainage, and responsive grading, excavation and foundation design. Potential adverse
effects due to soils with high shrink/swell are avoidable if these soils are identified prior to
the design and construction, and appropriate design and construction methods are

applied. The findings and recommendations contained in the Design-Level Geotechnical
Report shall be incorporated into the project plans. Proof of compliance with all
recommendations specified in the Design-Level Geotechnical Report shall be subject to
review and approval by the City Engineer.

New Mitigation Measures
None required.
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V | | | . G R E E N H O U S E GAS Where Impact Do Proposed Any New Any New

) Changes Involve Circumstances Information
Was Analyzed in 9

EMI SS | ONS Previous CEQA New or More Involving New or Requiring New
. ] ) Document(s)? Severe More Severe Analysis or

Would the project: ’ Impacts? Impacts? Verification?
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions,

either d|r_ect.I)_/ or |n_d|rectly, that may N/A No No No

have a significant impact on the

environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy

or regulation adopted for the purpose of N/A No No No

reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gasses?

Discussion

a,b.

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions were not addressed in the 1994 EIR. However,
potential impacts related to GHG emissions do not constitute “new information of
substantial importance” as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15162, as GHG
emissions were known as potential environmental issues before 2002, when the original
Granite Lakes Estates EIR was certified.’® In Citizens for Responsible Equitable
Environmental Development (CREED) v. City of San Diego (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 515,
the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, concluded that the issue of GHG emissions
and climate change could have been raised at the time that the original EIR was prepared
(in 1994). For this reason, the lead agency was not required to prepare a Supplemental
or Subsequent EIR. In the CREED case, the court noted that scientists and the
government have been aware that GHG emissions could trigger climatic changes as early
as the 1970’s, or before. Specifically, the Court of Appeal noted that in Massachusetts v.
E.P.A. (2007) 549 U.S. 497, 507, the United States Supreme Court stated the following:

“In the late 1970's, the Federal Government began devoting serious
attention to the possibility that carbon dioxide emissions associated with
human activity could provoke climate change. In 1978, Congress enacted
the National Climate Program Act, 92 Stat. 601, which required the
President to establish a program to ‘assist the Nation and the world to
understand and respond to natural and man-induced climate processes
and their implications[.]' [citation] President Carter, in turn, asked the
National Research Council, the working arm of the National Academy of
Sciences, to investigate the subject. The Council's response was
unequivocal: ‘If carbon dioxide continues to increase, the study group finds
no reason to doubt that climate changes will result and no reason to believe
that these changes will be negligible. A wait-and-see policy may mean
waiting until it is too late.”™

The Court of Appeal concluded by stating that “[t]he effect of GHG emissions on climate
could have been raised in 1994 when the City considered the FEIR.” In Concerned Dublin
Citizens v. City of Dublin (2013) 214 Cal.App.4™" 1301, the Court of Appeal for the Fourth
Appellate District adopted this reasoning as its own, reaching exactly the same conclusion
on similar facts.

19

As explained in a series of cases, most recently in Concerned Dublin Citizens v. City of Dublin (2013) 214 Cal.

App. 4" 1301. Also see, Citizens of Responsible Equitable Development v. City of San Diego (2011) 196

Cal.App.4th 515.

Page 52
November 2024



Again, in Citizens Against Airport Pollution v. City of San Jose (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 788,
the Court of Appeal, Sixth Appellate District, considered whether the lack of GHG and
climate change analysis in a 1997 EIR and 2003 SEIR precluded adoption of an
addendum. The court relied on previous case law to conclude that the potential
environmental impact of GHG emissions was known or could have been known at the time
of certification of the 1997 EIR and 2003 SEIR. The court thus upheld the eighth
addendum that the City of San Jose had prepared after having completed the 1997 and
2003 EIRs.

The conclusions that were made in the CREED, Dublin Citizens, and Citizens Against
Airport Pollution cases can also be made regarding the 1994 NQSP EIR. Under the law,
as set forth in these cases, the City may not undertake the preparation of a Supplemental
or Subsequent EIR based solely on issues relating to climate change. Thus, the overall
creation of GHG emissions from future development within the project site cannot under
the law constitute a new significant impact or new information of substantial importance.

Furthermore, in addition to the City’s General Plan Update, a number of regulations have
been enacted since the 1994 EIR was certified for the purpose of, or with an underlying
goal for, reducing GHG emissions, such as the California Green Building Standards Code
(CALGreen Code) and the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards Code. The
2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards is a portion of the CBSC, which expands upon
energy efficiency measures from the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Such
regulations have become increasingly stringent since the 1994 EIR was certified. The
proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable regulations associated
with GHG emissions, including the CALGreen Code and California Building Energy
Efficiency Standards Code.

In summary, based on the above, no new analysis is required to be completed for the
modified project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subdivision (a), the City
finds that “none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a
subsequent EIR have occurred.”

Prior Mitigation Measures
None Required.

New Mitigation Measures
None Required.
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1X.

HAZARDS AND
HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS.

Would the project:

a.

a.

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

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in
Previous CEQA

Document(s)?

Pgs. 4-143
to 4-144

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
New or More
Severe
Impacts?

No

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New or
More Severe
Impacts?

No

Any New
Information
Requiring New
Analysis or
Verification?

No

materials?

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

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

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, would
it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety
hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area?
Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

Expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to the risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires?

Pgs. 4-142

to 4-143 No No No

N/A No No No

N/A No No No

N/A No No No

N/A No No No

N/A No No No

Discussion

The NQSP EIR analyzed the potential for future uses within the NQSP area to use and
store hazardous materials and determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measure
PH-E, which requires the preparation of a hazardous waste reduction program for all
businesses handling hazardous waste, would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant
level.

Although the project site is intended for future development of industrial uses, specific
tenants have not been identified at this time, nor is a specific development proposal under
consideration as part of the project. Operations associated with the proposed project
would be typical of other industrial uses in the City, and would be governed by the uses
permitted for the site pursuant to the site’s Industrial land use and zoning designations.
Given that the proposed project includes a SPA, following implementation of the proposed
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project, the project site’s NQSP land use designation would be General Industrial, which
would allow for the development of a variety of large and small scale industrial, warehouse,
and distribution uses, and would be generally consistent with the IG zoning designation
as defined in Chapter 18.06, Industrial Districts, of the City of Dixon Municipal Code.

The potential use and storage of hazardous materials associated with future buildout of
the project site, as well as the potential off-site utilities infrastructure improvements, would
be subject to the provisions of the California Health and Safety Code, as well as
regulations by the County’s Hazardous Materials Program (HMP), which is a part of the
Solano County Department of Resource Management’s Environmental Health Services
Division. The HMP is the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) for all cities and
unincorporate areas within the County. The Unified Program is a statewide program
overseen by the California EPA (CalEPA) that delegates the responsibility of applying
regulatory standards established by State agencies to local agencies through inspections,
permitting, and enforcement activities. The Unified Program encompasses regulatory
standards from the Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (OES), Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC), Office of the State Fire Marshal (OSFM), the State Water
Resources Control Board, and CalEPA. The HMP regulates all of the program elements
in the County by issuing permits, inspecting facilities, investigating complaints, and
performing enforcement as necessary.

Pursuant to the requirements established by the HMP, any future tenants of the project
site that would use or store hazardous materials would be required to prepare a Hazardous
Materials Business Plan (HMBP) to ensure impacts related to such operations would not
occur. The HMBP is required for businesses with hazardous materials on-site and must
detail the quantity of such materials stored on the premises, spill prevention and control
measures, and an emergency response plan to address potential incidents related to such
materials such as a release, fire, and/or disaster. In addition, pursuant to Section 6.03.040
of the City of Dixon Municipal Code, any future tenant of the project site who uses or
handles a hazardous material would be required to submit a completed disclosure form
prepared by the City’s Fire Department.

Overall, the proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable provisions of
the California Health and Safety Code, as well as all applicable provisions set forth by the
County’s HMP, including the preparation of a HMBP. Compliance with such would ensure
that impacts related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials would
be less-than-significant. As such, Mitigation Measure PH-E would not be applicable to the
proposed project.

Based on the above information, the currently proposed project would not result in new
significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were
previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR analyzed the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials into the
environment, specifically related to the presence of underground storage tanks (USTs)
within the area as well as the use and disposal of pesticides and herbicides. The NQSP
EIR concluded that implementation of Mitigation Measures PH-A, PH-B, and PH-C would
reduce potential impacts related to such to a less-than-significant level.
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A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared for the proposed project
by Brusca Associates, Inc. (Brusca) for the purpose of identifying potential recognized
environmental conditions (RECs) associated with the project site (see Appendix D).2° The
Phase | ESA was prepared in conformance with the general scope and limitations of the
American Society for Testing and Materials’ ASTM Standard Practice E1527-13. Past and
current uses of the project site and surrounding properties were evaluated by reviewing
available historical map coverage, aerial photographs, and chain of title documents, as
well as conducting personal interviews and site reconnaissance. According to the Phase
| ESA, the project site has been used for agricultural uses since at least the 1930s, but
has remained otherwise undeveloped. The Phase | ESA (pg. 9) notes that previous
agricultural chemical applications to farmland typically do not seriously impair the soil
chemistry. Pesticide contamination is most commonly attributable to the rinsing of
equipment after field application, when rinsing occurs in one place over a period of time.
Such rinsing activities are usually performed at a farming headquarters or at an airport
supporting crop dusting aircraft; research has revealed no evidence of any previous crop
dusting or farm headquarters facilities on the subject property. Furthermore,
organochlorine soil contamination is typically a concern for residential development
because occupants could be continually exposed to harmful effects. Any future on-site
development would be industrial in nature and no residential development would be
allowed on-site.?"

As such, the Phase | ESA did not identify any existing, controlled or historical RECs in
connection with the project site, and Mitigation Measures PH-A, PH-B, and PH-C would
not apply to the currently proposed project.

It is noted that a Phase | ESA prepared for The Campus (Dixon 257) Project identified
potential RECs within The Campus (Dixon 257) Project, specifically an abandoned landfill
and a former 10,000-gallon diesel aboveground storage tank (AST).?> The abandoned
landfill was fully excavated and all refuse was removed, and the AST was removed; the
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) prepared a letter dated
September 23, 2020 indicating that further environmental work related to the AST is not
necessary. As such, neither of the foregoing factors are considered to be an REC. In
addition, the disturbance footprint of the potential off-site utilities infrastructure
improvements would not overlap with either the abandoned landfill or the AST. Therefore,
neither future development of the project site nor development of the potential off-site
utilities infrastructure improvements would create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
likely release of hazardous materials into the environment.

20
21

22

Brusca Associates, Inc. Pedrick Road at 180 Property Phase | ESA. March 17, 2022.

Moreover, in California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th
369 (CBIA), the California Supreme Court held that “agencies subject to CEQA generally are not required to
analyze the impact of existing environmental conditions on a project's future users. But when a proposed project
risks exacerbating those environmental hazards or conditions that already exist, an agency must analyze the
potential impact of such hazards on future users. In those specific instances, it is the impact of the project on the
environment — and not the impact of the environment on the project — that compels an evaluation of how future
residents or users could be affected by exacerbated conditions.” (Id. at pp. 377-378.). Potential pesticide-related
effects would be considered the environment’s effect on the proposed project.

Brusca Associates, Inc. Pedrick Road Property Phase | ESA. September 30, 2020.
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Future construction activities associated with the proposed project would involve the use
of heavy equipment, which would contain fuels and oils, and various other products such
as concrete, paints, and adhesives. Small quantities of potentially toxic substances (e.g.,
petroleum and other chemicals used to operate and maintain construction equipment)
would be used at the project site and transported to and from the site during construction.
However, as noted above, the project contractor would be required to comply with all local
City and County ordinances regulating the handling, storage, and transportation of
hazardous and toxic materials. Compliance with such regulations would ensure that the
proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release
of hazardous materials into the environment during construction activities, particularly
associated with construction equipment.

Based on the above information, the currently proposed project would not result in new
significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were
previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR did not address potential impacts related to emitting hazardous emissions
or handling hazardous materials within 0.25-mile of an existing or proposed school.
However, schools were not located within 0.25-mile of the NQSP area at the time the
NQSP EIR was certified; nor have additional schools been constructed within 0.25-mile of
the project site since the NQSP EIR was certified. Thus, the currently proposed project
would not result in new significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts
than what were previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project
would be consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR did not address potential impacts related to being located on a site which
is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5. However, according to the Phase | ESA, the project site is not included
on the DTSC Cortese list. Other components of the Cortese List include the list of leaking
underground storage tank sites from the California State Water Resources Control Board’s
(SWRCB’s) GeoTracker database, the list of solid waste disposal sites identified by the
SWRCB, and the list of active Cease and Desist Orders (CDO) and Cleanup and
Abatement Orders (CAO) from the SWRCB. According to the Phase | ESA, the project
site is not located on the Cortese List. In addition, according to the Phase | ESA prepared
for The Campus (Dixon 257) Project, the disturbance footprint of the potential off-site
utilities infrastructure improvements would not overlap with any site listed on the Cortese
List. Therefore, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant impacts
or substantially more severe significant impacts beyond what were analyzed in the NQSP
EIR, and the proposed project is consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR did not address potential impacts related to being located within an airport
land use plan or being located within two miles of an airport. However, an airport was not
located within two miles of the NQSP area at the time the NQSP EIR was certified; a new
airport has not been constructed within two miles of the project site since the NQSP EIR
was drafted. Thus, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.
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f. The NQSP EIR did not address potential impacts related to impairing implementation of
or physically interfering with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan. Future development of the project site would not impair or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Fire
and emergency services at the project site are provided by the Dixon Fire Department.
Development of the project would be required to comply with applicable City codes and
regulations pertaining to emergency response and evacuation plans. Future project-
related development would also include improvements to the half sections of Pedrick Road
and Professional Drive along its frontage, which could improve emergency access through
the area. Prior to construction of future development, proposed site plans would be
required to undergo review by the Dixon Fire Department to ensure that adequate
emergency access would be maintained within the area. The proposed project would also
be required to comply with all applicable codes and ordinances for emergency access,
including resolving any deficiencies in access that could preclude emergency evacuation
or emergency response identified by the fire department. During project operation, the City
and/or County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) would be implemented and emergency
response and evacuation would occur dependent upon the emergency situation,
consistent with the respective EOPs. Therefore, the project would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan; impacts would be less than significant.

Based on the above information, the currently proposed project would not result in new
significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were
previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

g. Issues related to wildfire hazards are further discussed in Section XX, Wildfire, of this Initial
Study/Addendum. The NQSP EIR did not address potential impacts related to wildfire.
However, according to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s (CAL
FIRE) Fire and Resource Assessment Program, the project site is located within a Local
Responsibility Area (LRA) — Incorporated.?® CAL FIRE has determined that the County
does not contain Very High Fire Hazard (VHFH) Severity Zones in LRAs. Furthermore,
future development within the project site would be required by law to incorporate
California Building Code and California Fire Code requirements into all development
phases. Fire reduction measures include fire sprinklers, fire resistant coatings,
construction and maintenance of fuel breaks, management of fire-prone vegetation along
streets, maintenance of clearances around structures, providing minimum street widths
and turning radii, limiting the lengths of cul-de-sacs and dead-end streets, limiting
excessive street grades, and requiring at least two access roads in and out of developed
areas. Compliance with California Building Code regulations, California Fire Code
requirements, and other state and local fire safety requirements would minimize wildland
fire risks at the project site, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Based on the above information, the currently proposed project would not result in new
significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were
previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

23 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. Solano County: Fire Hazard Severity Zones In SRA.
Available at: https://cdnverify.osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/5wwjs5hp/fhsz_county_sra_11x17_2022_solano_ada.pdf.
Accessed October 2024.
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Prior Mitigation Measures
None Required.

New Mitigation Measures

None Required.
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X.

HYD RO LOGY AND Where Impact Do Proposed Any New Any New

Changes Involve Circumstances Information

WATER QUALITY V;’f;vfszz'gggr New or More Involving New or  Requiring New
) Severe More Severe Analysis or

Would the project: Document(s)? Impacts? Impacts? Verification?

a.

Violate any water quality standards or

waste discharge requirements or Pgs. 4-34

otherwise substantially degrade surface to 4-35

or ground water quality?

Substantially decrease groundwater

supplies or interfere substantially with

groundwater recharge such that the N/A No No No

project may impede sustainable

groundwater management of the basin?

Substantially alter the existing drainage

pattern of the site or area, including

through the alteration of the course of a

stream or river or through the addition

of impervious surfaces, in a manner
which would:

i Result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site;

ii. Substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in
flooding on- or offsite;

iii. Create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or

iv.  Impede or redirect flood flows?

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche

zones, risk release of pollutants due to N/A No No No

project inundation?

Conflict with or obstruct implementation

of a water quality control plan or

sustainable groundwater management
plan?

No No No

Pg. 4-34 No No No

N/A No No No

Discussion
a.

The NQSP EIR analyzed the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to result in changes
to the quality of runoff and determined that various pollutants generated by human activity,
such as fertilizers and fine sediments, could accumulate on impervious surfaces and be
subsequently washed off and transported into surface water courses during a storm event,
which would result in a potentially significant impact. However, the NQSP EIR concluded
that implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ-C, which requires the development of a
surface water quality control plan prior to commencement of on-site grading, would
adequately reduce the potential impact to a less-than-significant level.

Future development associated with the proposed project would be subject to compliance
with multiple regulations that have been instituted subsequent to the certification of the
NQSP EIR. Water quality degradation is regulated by the federal NPDES Program,
established by the Clean Water Act (CWA), which controls and reduces pollutants to water
bodies from point and non-point discharges. In California, the NPDES permitting program
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is administered by the SWRCB through nine RWQCBs. As discussed in Section VII,
Geology and Soils, of this Initial Study/Addendum, Section 16.04.040 of the City’s
Municipal Code requires new development within the City that disturbs one or more acres
of land to comply with the NPDES General Construction Permit. Compliance with the
Construction General Permit would include the preparation of a SWPPP, which would
incorporate  BMPs to control sedimentation, erosion, and hazardous materials
contamination of runoff during construction. Additionally, Section 16.04.040 of the
Municipal Code necessitates that projects subject to the NPDES Construction General
Permit prepare an Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) plan incorporating BMPs to
control sedimentation, erosion, and hazardous materials contamination of runoff during
construction. Although development of the project site is not currently proposed, future
development of the site could include industrial uses well in excess of one acre. Therefore,
future development of the project site would be subject to the State NPDES General
Permit conditions. Furthermore, because the potential off-site utilities infrastructure
improvements would result in the disturbance of over one acre, such development would
also be subject to the State NPDES General Permit conditions.

Following future development of the project site, impervious surfaces on the project site
could contribute incrementally to the degradation of downstream water quality during
storm events. During the dry season, vehicles and other urban activities may release
contaminants onto the impervious surfaces, where they would accumulate until the first
storm event. During the initial storm event, or first flush, the concentrated pollutants would
be transported via stormwater runoff from the site to the stormwater drainage system and
eventually a downstream waterway. Typical urban pollutants that would likely be
associated with the proposed project include sediment, herbicides and pesticides, oil and
grease, nutrients, metals, bacteria, and trash. In addition, stormwater runoff could cause
soil erosion if not properly addressed and provide a more lucrative means of transport for
pollutants to enter the waterways.

The City of Dixon is listed by the RWQCB as a NPDES Phase Il program municipality. As
such, permanent stormwater management measures for development in the City must be
designed in accordance with the State’s Phase Il Small MS4 General Permit, the
development standards of which have been adopted by reference in Section 16.06.120 of
the City’s Municipal Code. The Phase Il Small MS4 General Permit requires that
permanent stormwater control measures be incorporated into the proposed project to
ensure that new development does not result in the discharge of polluted water or the
increase in sources of polluted runoff. Regulated projects under the Phase Il Small MS4
General Permit are required to divide the project area into drainage management areas
(DMAs) and implement and direct water to appropriately-sized temporary control
measures (TCMs), consistent with the sizing standards in Section E.12.e.(ii)(c) of the
Provisions for all Small MS4 Permittees.?* TCMs are designed after the inclusion of Site
Design Measures (SDMs) consistent with the standards of Section E.12.b. and
E.12.e.(ii)(d). Baseline Hydromodification Measures are implemented consistent with the
prescriptive standards of Section E.12.e.(ii)(f). Regulated projects must additionally
include source control BMPs where possible. Future development of the project site
associated with the proposed project would be required to comply with the applicable
standards set forth in Section 16.06.120 of the City’s Municipal Code.

24

California State Water Resources Control Board. Phase Il Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4)

Program. Available at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/phase_ii_municipal.html. Accessed October
2024.
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b,e.

In addition, all future development of the project site would operate in accordance with the
post-construction provisions contained in Section 16.04.040 of the Municipal Code, which
requires a Post-Construction ESC plan. The Post-Construction ESC plan must include
sufficient engineering analysis to show that the proposed post-construction stormwater
management measures are capable of controlling runoff from the project site in
compliance with the CWA, all applicable standards and regulations set forth by Chapter
16.04 of the Municipal Code, and such standards and specifications as may be adopted
by the City pursuant to Chapter 16.04. The Post-Construction ESC plan must include a
statement of the proposed BMPs that would be used to secure the project following
completion of construction; provisions for maintenance of all permanent stormwater
management facilities; and a landscaping plan for management of vegetation at the site
after construction is completed. Additionally, the project would be required to file a
Stormwater BMP Operations and Maintenance Agreement with the City, prior to the
approval of a grading permit.

As previously discussed, if The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is approved prior to approval
of the proposed project, and its storm water infrastructure is in place when the project
applicant is ready to proceed with development, then the proposed project’s on-site storm
drain infrastructure would connect to the off-site retention basin constructed as part of The
Campus (Dixon 257) Project. However, if The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is not approved
or said project is approved but its associated storm water infrastructure will not be installed
in sufficient time for the proposed project to proceed, future buildout of the currently
proposed project would include the construction of an on-site retention basin located in
the western portion of the project site. The retention basin would address peak flow runoff
from the site, as further discussed below, and provide water quality treatment for storm
water runoff.

Based on the above, through required compliance with federal, State, and local
regulations, and NQSP Mitigation Measure WQ-C, the proposed project would not violate
any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality during construction and operations. Therefore,
the currently proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially
more severe significant impacts beyond what were analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Thus, the
proposed project is consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR did not specifically address the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that development would impede sustainable groundwater management of
the basin. Nonetheless, it is noted that the City of Dixon is entirely dependent on
groundwater drawn from the Solano Groundwater Subbasin. The groundwater levels of
the Solano Groundwater Subbasin have been stable in each year since the 1980s, with
low levels in the dry season and high levels in the wet season; however, the State has
designated the subbasin as a medium-priority groundwater basin. As such, the subbasin
is subject to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), which requires the
formation of local groundwater sustainability agencies that must assess conditions in local
water basins and adopt locally based groundwater sustainability plans for at least 10 years
for basins that cannot demonstrate sustainable yields. As a result, subsequent to the
certification of the NQSP EIR, the City became a participant in the Solano Subbasin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (SSGSA), operating under a Joint Powers Authority
(JPA) governance structure. The SSGSA is required to complete and maintain a plan for
long-term sustainability of the subbasin. The Solano Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability
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Plan was approved by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) on January
18, 2024.25 Compliance with SGMA legislation, which requires regularly demonstrating
that the subbasin is not over-drafted, would ensure that groundwater draws from the
Solano Groundwater Subbasin are carefully managed and sustainably used. As a result,
buildout of the NQSP area, including future development of the project site, would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies from increased demand.

Furthermore, overall infiltration into the aquifer would remain robust through compliance
with existing regulations, such as the incorporation of BMPs and low-impact development
(LID) techniques in projects. LID refers to systems and practices that use or mimic natural
processes that result in the infiltration, evapotranspiration, or use of stormwater in order
to protect water quality and associated aquatic habitat. LIDs include biofiltration to capture
and infiltrate stormwater runoff consistent with the City’s required compliance with NPDES
permitting. Through compliance with existing federal, State, and local programs and
regulations, buildout of the NQSP area would result in a less-than-significant impact
related to substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or substantial interference with
groundwater recharge such that a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level would occur.

Although a site plan for the project site is not currently available, future development of
the proposed project would be subject to all such regulations. In addition, as discussed
previously, if The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is approved prior to approval of the
proposed project, on-site storm drain infrastructure would connect to a retention basin
constructed as part of The Campus (Dixon 257) Project. However, if The Campus (Dixon
257) Project is not approved or said project is approved but its associated storm water
infrastructure will not be installed in sufficient time for the proposed project to proceed,
future buildout of the currently proposed project would include the development of an on-
site storm drain system that would collect and convey flows to an on-site retention basin
located in the western portion of the project site. The retention basin would provide a
minimum of 44.3 acre-feet of storage with a percolation rate of two inches per day. As
such, the proposed project would include LID techniques that would allow for groundwater
recharge.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR determined that because the conversion of predominantly agricultural land
to urban uses would have the potential to result in increases in the quantity of surface
water runoff, and because of limited downstream flow capabilities at the time the NQSP
EIR was certified, buildout of the NQSP was concluded to be dependent on improvements
to the City-wide drainage system or on-site drainage facilities. The NQSP EIR concluded
that implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ-A, which would require the preparation of
a hydraulic analysis to confirm that future development would not result in flooding, as well
as Mitigation Measure WQ-B, which requires stormwater drainage infrastructure to
adequately accommodate runoff from 10-year and 100-year storm events, impacts related
to altering the existing drainage pattern of the NQSP area would be less than significant.

25 Solano Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agency. Solano Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan.
November 30, 2021.
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The project site consists of undeveloped land. Future development of the proposed project
would include impervious surfaces, which would alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site. As discussed above, future development of the project site would be required to
comply with Section 16.04.040 of the Municipal Code and the City’s Engineering Design
Standards, which would ensure BMPs are incorporated in the Post-Construction ESC and
that on-site stormwater runoff is diverted to DMAs for on-site retention and treatment prior
to discharge to the City’s stormwater system. It is noted that the City’s stormwater system
has undergone significant improvements since the certification of the NQSP EIR. As
required by the City’s Engineering Design Standards pertaining to drainage design, the
proposed stormwater system would be designed not to affect the existing drainage
patterns on adjacent properties.

A Drainage Study has been prepared for the proposed project by Morton & Pitalo (see
Appendix E).?8 According to the Drainage Study, based on the assumption that 85 percent
of the project site would be developed with impervious surfaces, the proposed on-site
retention basin would be adequately sized to accommodate stormwater flows during the
100-year storm event, and increases in peak flow and water surface elevations would not
occur upstream or downstream of the project site. The Dixon Innovation Center storm
drainpipe system would be tied into the storm drain system constructed with The Campus
(Dixon 257) project when available.

Therefore, the proposed project is not anticipated to substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion,
siltation, or flooding on- or off-site, create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff. This will be confirmed through implementation of
NQSP EIR Mitigation Measures WQ-A and WQ-B at such time that future site-specific
development proposals are submitted to the City for the project site.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

According to the NQSP EIR, because the NQSP is not located within a 100-year
floodplain, further discussion was not provided in the EIR regarding risk of flooding,
including flooding risk from rising sea levels associated with climate change, or of risk of
inundation by mudflow, seiche, or tsunami.

The currently proposed project would be constructed within the footprint of the previously
analyzed NQSP area. Based on current FEMA mapping, the project site is located within
Zone X, defined as an area of minimal flood hazard.?” Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in new significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts
than what were previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR. As such, the proposed project
would be consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure(s) from the NQSP EIR would apply to the proposed project:

26 Morton & Pitalo. Dixon Innovation Center Drainage Study. October 25, 2022.
27 Federal Emergency Management Agency. Flood Insurance Rate Map 06095C0200F, Effective August 2, 2012,
Available at: https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=Dixon%2C%20CA. Accessed October 2024.
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¢ Mitigation Measure WQ-A: Prior to commencement of on-site grading, the project shall
demonstrate, via a detailed hydraulic analysis of post development topographic and
drainage conditions, that the final project design would not substantially cause flooding to
adjacent or downstream parcels or conveyance facilities. The project proponent shall
participate in city-wide drainage improvements in order to increase downstream flow
capacities to accommodate this project.

¢ Mitigation Measure WQ-B: Final detention basin(s) design, conveyance facilities, and
management of the proposed facilities on-site shall, as demonstrated by the hydraulic
analysis of the project proponent and approved by the City of Dixon, adequately
accommodate runoff from a 10-year and 100-year storm event. Ultimate development of
the entire site must be considered, although drainage infrastructure construction could be
phased as needed.

e Mitigation Measure WQ-C: Prior to commencement of on-site grading, the project
sponsor shall develop a surface storm water quality control plan, to be implemented and
approved by the City of Dixon. The plan shall include, but not necessarily be limited to
reducing runoff contaminant concentrations by:

o0 Installing sediment and grease traps at all catch basins or within storm drain lines;

0 Properly maintaining sediment and grease traps, with responsibility for maintenance
assigned to site operations to be established by the project sponsors prior to
completion of construction of the first phase of development;

o0 Incorporating infiltration facilities (porous pavement or grass swales) within the
project to reduce peak flow of runoff;

0 Reducing source pollution causes through practices such as minimal use of fertilizer,
pesticides and herbicides, proper application of water for landscape irrigation,
keeping roadway sand parking lots free of litter and sediments, proper methods and
locations for disposal of automobile hazardous wastes; and

o Maximizing distances between inlets and outlets perhaps using elongated basin
shapes.

New Mitigation Measures
None Required.
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Do Proposed Any New Any New
X1. LAND USE AND WWhere Impactl Changes Involve Circumstances Information
as Analyzed in ) -
P LAN N | N G . Previous CEQA New or More Involving New or Requiring New
3 Document(s)? Severe More Severe Analysis or
Would the project: ’ Impacts? Impacts? Verification?
a. Physically divide an established
ysically N/A No No No
community?
b. Cause a significant environmental
impact due to a conflict with any land
; : Pgs. 4-14
use plan, policy, or regulation adopted to 4-18 No No No

a.

for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

Discussion

The NQSP EIR did not specifically address potential impacts related to physically dividing
an established community. However, the project site is surrounded by agricultural and
industrial uses, and is not located near an existing residential development. Therefore,
future buildout of the project site would not physically divide an established community,
and no impact would occur.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR assessed the potential for the NQSP to cause a significant environmental
impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect specifically related to the
NQSP’s consistency with Solano County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)
Guidelines for Annexation. According to the NQSP EIR, within implementation of
Mitigation Measure LU-B, which required the NQSP to be reviewed and approved by the
Solano County LAFCo prior to annexation to the City of Dixon, impacts related to conflicts
with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect would be less than significant. The NQSP was
approved in 1995, and the Plan area annexed into the City; therefore, Mitigation Measure
LU-B would not be applicable to the proposed project.

The proposed project would require approval of the proposed SPA to create the General
Industrial land use designation and to modify the site’s existing NQSP land use
designation from Highway Commercial to General Industrial. The new General Industrial
NQSP land use designation would allow for the development of a variety of large and
small scale industrial, warehouse, and distribution uses, and would be generally consistent
with the |G zoning designation as defined in Chapter 18.06, Industrial Districts, of the City
of Dixon Municipal Code. Furthermore, this project would bring the NQSP into
conformance with the Dixon General Plan 2040 and Zoning Ordinance, as it is currently
not in conformance. As such, development within the proposed General Industrial NQSP
land use designation would allow for development with a maximum floor area ratio (FAR)
of 0.6, minimum lot size of 40,000 sf, and maximum height of 10 feet within 200 feet of a
residential district, or 75 feet otherwise. Future development of the project site would be
consistent with the requirements of the site’s land use and zoning designations. Therefore,
the proposed park project would not cause a significant environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect.
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Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures
None Required.

New Mitigation Measures

None Required.
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Was Analvzed in Changes Involve Circumstances Information
R ESO U RC ES . Previous )(IZEQA Ne\év or More In\’\//lolving New or R(unilring New
. i Document(s)? evere ore severe nfaly3|_s or
Would the project: Impacts? Impacts? Verification?
a. Resultin the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be
. . N/A No No No
of value to the region and the residents
of the state?
b. Resultin the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local N/A No No No
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

Discussion

a,b. The NQSP EIR did not include a specific analysis of future buildout of the NQSP area’s
potential impacts to mineral resources. However, according to the City of Dixon General
Plan EIR, other than a few existing idle oil wells, mineral resources have not been identified
in the General Plan Planning Area. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the
loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the State or in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures
None Required.

New Mitigation Measures
None Required.
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X | | | NO | SE Was Analyzed in Changes Involve Circumstances Information

X - Previous CEQA New or More Involving New or Requiring New
Would the pl’OjeCt result in: Document(s)? Severe More Severe Analysis or
Impacts? Impacts? Verification?

a. Generation of a substantial temporary

or permanent increase in ambient noise

levels in the vicinity of the project in Pgs. 4-107 No No No

excess of standards established in the to 4-109

local general plan or noise ordinance, or

applicable standards of other agencies?
b. Qene_ratlon of excessive gro_undborne N/A No No No

vibration or groundborne noise levels?
c. 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 N/A No No No

a.

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

Discussion

The NQSP EIR analyzed the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to generate a
substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established by the City of Dixon, and concluded that
implementation of Mitigation Measures N-A and N-B would be required to ensure impacts
related to temporary short-term exposure to construction generated noise would be less-
than-significant, and Mitigation Measure N-C would be required to reduce impacts related
to long-term increases in traffic, area, and stationary source noise levels at nearby
sensitive receptors to less than significant. The following provides a discussion of noise
associated with construction and operation of the proposed project.

Construction Noise

The NQSP EIR’s analysis of potential noise impacts associated with buildout of the NQSP
area accounted for noise generated during construction activities. Implementation of the
proposed project would generate noise during construction by the use of construction
equipment. Table 4.8.2 in the NQSP EIR provides the typical construction operations that
would be required to develop the NQSP area, and the estimated sound generated by such
equipment from a distance of 50 feet. According to the NQSP EIR, noise levels for the
construction operations in Table 4.8.2 would range from 78 to 89 decibels (dBA) at 50
feet. Based on the noise levels presented in the NQSP EIR, the NQSP EIR concluded that
sensitive receptors are not located close enough to the NQSP area to be adversely
impacted by short-term construction noise.

Nonetheless, the NQSP EIR included Mitigation Measure N-A, which requires all
contractors to comply with local, State, and federal noise regulations, including fitting all
equipment with mufflers, as well Mitigation Measure N-B, which requires construction
activities to not take place between 7:00 PM and 7:00 AM on weekdays and Saturday or
Sunday or holidays, to reduce impacts related to construction noise to a less-than-
significant level. Though the project site similarly lack nearby sensitive receptors, the
proposed project would be required to comply with Mitigation Measures N-A and N-B.
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The proposed project would not cause any additional construction noise that would exceed
what was already evaluated in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, additional noise control
mitigation measures would not be required for construction noise, beyond those already
outlined in the NQSP EIR, and proposed project would not result in any changes, new
circumstances, or new information that would involve new significant impacts or
substantially more severe significant impacts from what has been anticipated in the NQSP
EIR.

Project Operational Noise

According to the NQSP EIR, operation of future development within the NQSP area
would result in a potentially significant increase in traffic noise on local roadways.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure N-C, which requires future development to comply
with the City of Dixon’s noise standards or provide site-specific mitigation measures to
ensure that noise thresholds are not exceeded, would reduce impacts related to
operational noise to a less-than-significant level.

As discussed in Section XVII, Transportation, of this Initial Study/Addendum, according to
the VMT Assessment prepared for the proposed project by DKS Associates (see Appendix
F),28 the proposed project is estimated to generate 7,014 total daily trips. Buildout of the
project site under currently approved conditions is estimated to generate 12,308 total daily
trips. Because the proposed project would result in a reduction of approximately 5,294
total daily trips, operational traffic noise associated with the proposed project would
significantly decrease as compared to what was anticipated for the site in the NQSP EIR.
Nonetheless, the proposed project would still be subject to compliance with Mitigation
Measure N-C.

With respect to operational stationary noise sources, the NQSP EIR does not specifically
analyze this issue, presumably given the lack of sensitive receptors surrounding the Plan
area. In terms of the current project site, there is a similar lack of sensitive receptors in the
immediate vicinity. Thus, stationary noise sources associated with future on-site industrial
development (e.g., loading docks, on-site truck circulation, parking lot noise) would not
expose sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of the City of Dixon’s noise standards.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

b. The NQSP EIR did not analyze the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to result in the
generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. The currently
proposed project would be constructed within the footprint of the previously analyzed
highway commercial component of the NQSP. As such, operation of the future industrial
uses within the project site would not cause any additional vibration impacts beyond what
was already evaluated in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, additional vibration control mitigation
measures would not be required, and the proposed project would not result in any
changes, new circumstances, or new information that would involve new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts from what has been anticipated
for buildout of the NQSP in the NQSP EIR.

28 DKS Associates. Dixon Innovation Center VMT Assessment Draft R.2. October 22, 2024.
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Based on the above information, the currently proposed project would not result in new
significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were
previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR did not address potential impacts related to being located within an airport
land use plan or being located within two miles of an airport. However, an airport was not
located within two miles of the NQSP area at the time the NQSP EIR was certified; a new
airport has not been constructed within two miles of the project site since the NQSP EIR
was drafted. Thus, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measure(s) from the NQSP EIR would apply to the proposed project:

Mitigation Measure N-A: All contractors shall comply with local, state and federal noise
regulations, including fitting all equipment with mufflers according to the manufacturer's
specifications.

Mitigation Measure N-B: Construction activities shall not take place between 7:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays and Saturday, and shall not be permitted on Sunday or on
federal holidays.

Mitigation Measure N-C: Future development shall comply with the City of Dixon.
Development criteria in the NQSP shall be required to demonstrate conformance with the
City's noise standard or site specific mitigation measures to ensure that noise thresholds
are not exceeded.

New Mitigation Measures

None Required.
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. Changes Involve Circumstances Information
Was Analyzed in 9

H O U S IN G Previous CEQA New or More Involving New or Requiring New
) Severe More Severe Analysis or

Would the project: Document(s)? Impacts? Impacts? Verification?

a.

a.

Induce substantial unplanned

population growth in an area, either

directly (for example, by proposing new

homes and businesses) or indirectly N/A No No No
(e.g., through projects in an
undeveloped area or extension of
major infrastructure)?

Displace substantial numbers of
existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Pg. 4-14 No No No

Discussion

Because residential development is not proposed in the NQSP area, the NQSP EIR did
not specifically address impacts related to inducing substantial population growth in an
area, either directly or indirectly. The proposed project would include a SPA to change the
NQSP land use designation of the project site from Highway Commercial to General
Industrial, and would not include any residential or commercial development. As such,
although future development would be altered from what was anticipated for the site in the
NQSP EIR, the potential population increase associated with new employment
opportunities would be generally consistent with what was anticipated in the NQSP EIR.
In addition, although the proposed project may include the development of off-site utilities
infrastructure improvements, such utilities would be required to serve the commercial and
industrial development anticipated in the NQSP EIR both on-site and in the project site
vicinity. As such, the potential off-site utilities infrastructure improvements would not be
considered to indirectly induce unplanned population growth. Therefore, the project would
not directly or indirectly induce population growth.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts beyond what were analyzed in
the NQSP EIR. Thus, the proposed project is consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP
EIR.

According to the NQSP EIR, approval of the NQSP would result in the conversion of 11
residential parcels to a commercial or light industrial use. Because existing residences
within the NQSP area are associated with existing agricultural uses and are not the
predominant land use, and because relatively few people would be displaced by approval
of the NQSP, the NQSP EIR concluded that impacts related to such would be less than
significant.

The project site is currently undeveloped and does not include existing housing or other
habitable structures. As such, the proposed project would not displace a substantial
number of existing housing or people and would not necessitate the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, the currently proposed project would not
result in new significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts beyond
what were analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Thus, the proposed project is consistent with the
conclusions of the NQSP EIR.
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Prior Mitigation Measures
None Required.

New Mitigation Measures
None Required.
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES.
Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically

altered governmental facilities, need for Where Impact Do Proposed Any New Any New
new or physically altered governmental ~ was Analyzedin ~ Changes involve va'gcl‘vji’:gsﬁgjvezr Rggﬁ{r'i?fg"ﬁgw
facilities, the construction of which could ~ erews SFas Severe More Severe Analysis or
cause significant environmental impacts, ' Impacts? Impacts? Verification?
in order to maintain acceptable service

ratios, response times or other

performance objectives for any of the

public services:

a. Fire protection? Pgs. 4-121 No No No

b. Police protection? to 4-125 No No No

c. Schools? and 4-126 No No No

d. Parks? to 4-127 No No No

e. Other Public Facilities? No No No

Discussion

a,b.

The NQSP EIR analyzed the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to result in an
increased need for fire protection and police protection services and determined that due
to the increased number of employees that would occur following buildout of the area, a
potentially significant impact could occur. With respect to fire protection services, the
NQSP EIR concluded that implementation of Mitigation Measures PS-I, PS-J, and PS-K,
which require the payment for new fire protection facilities, the submission of a plan
showing all fire hydrant locations, and the preparation of an emergency response plan,
impacts related to fire protection would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Similarly, the NQSP EIR concluded that implementation of Mitigation Measures PS-L and
PS-M, which require project applicants to pay fair share fees for the provision of additional
police protection facilities, and for project applicants to provide on-site private security staff
to serve future projects, impacts related to the provision of police protection services would
be less than significant.

The Dixon Fire Department (DFD) provides emergency fire, rescue, and medical services
to the City and the Dixon Fire Protection District, a 320-square-mile area. The fire station
is located at 205 Ford Way, approximately two miles south of the project site, and is
manned by 21 career and 10 volunteer/reserve personnel. A new fire station, Fire Station
82, is planned to be constructed at the corner of Pitt School Road and Lavender Lane,
which would respond to service calls in the southern and western portions of the city. The
addition of Station 82 to the City Fire Department would then allow trucks and personnel
from the existing fire station to respond more rapidly to service calls in the northern and
eastern portions of the City, including the NEQSP area.

The General Plan EIR concluded that the City’s fire protection infrastructure maintains
acceptable service ratios, response times, and other performative objectives related to fire
protection. Based on the relatively short distance between the fire station and project site,
the DFD would be able to respond to service calls from the project site within an
acceptable time frame. Furthermore, individual development projects, including the
proposed project, would be subject to Fire Department review and approval and would be
required to pay the City’s standard public safety impact fees (Policies PSF.1-5 and PSF.1-
6). Revenues generated through impact fees on new development would pay for any new
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fire facilities deemed necessary by the City, all of which would be required to undergo
analysis of all potential environmental impacts under CEQA. As such, Mitigation Measures
PS-I, PS-J, and PS-K would not be applicable to the proposed project.

The Dixon Police Department (DPD) provides law enforcement service within the City
limits and is based at 201 West A Street, approximately three miles south of the project
site. The DPD is manned by 28 sworn police officers, two administrative staff, and three
community service officers, and maintains 21 police vehicles, one K9 unit, two police
motorcycles, an off-road utility vehicle and two distinctively marked police vehicles for
community service officers. The DPD strives to have a response time of less than five
minutes to Priority 1 calls, which typically relate to incidents involving an immediate threat
to life, danger of serious physical injury, or danger of major property damage. Given the
short distance from the police station to the project site, the DPD would be able to respond
to service calls from the project site within the five-minute response time. In addition,
Section 4.07.060 of the Municipal Code establishes police facilities impact fees for
development within the City, which must be paid as part of the issuance of a building
permit. The proposed project would be subject to all applicable impact fees. Revenues
generated through impact fees on new development would pay for any new police facilities
deemed necessary by the City, all of which would be required to undergo analysis of all
potential environmental impacts under CEQA. As such, Mitigation Measures PS-L and
PS-M would not apply to the proposed project.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts beyond what were analyzed in
the NQSP EIR related to the need for new or physically altered fire protection facilities or
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP
EIR.

According to the NQSP EIR, although development of the NQSP area would not include
residential uses and, thus, would not directly increase student enrollment at any existing
educational facilities, the anticipated commercial and industrial uses would indirectly
impact the capacity of educational facilities and should contribute to its fair share to fund
such facilities. As such, the NQSP EIR concluded that implementation of Mitigation
Measure MS-N, which requires payment of developer fees, would reduce impacts related
to school facilities to a less-than-significant level. The NQSP EIR concluded that
construction of the anticipated commercial and industrial uses would not significantly
increase the need for additional public parks and recreational facilities, and impacts
related to such would be less than significant.

Future development of the project site would be industrial in nature, and, therefore, would
not include any development that would result in direct population growth such that
demand for schools, parks, or other public facilities would increase. The nearest park to
the project site is Conejo Park, located approximately two miles southwest of the project
site. The proposed project would not bring school-age children to the area; thus, an impact
to schools would not occur with implementation of the proposed project. Nonetheless, the
project would be subject to payment of School Impact Mitigation Development Fees to
fund local school services. Pursuant to the Dixon Unified School District (DUSD)
Developer Fee Justification Study, the proposed project would be required to pay $0.78
per square foot for new industrial construction.?® Proposition 1A/SB 50 prohibits local

29

Dixon Unified School District Board of Education. Developer Fee Justification Study, 2022. June 2022.
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agencies from using the inadequacy of school facilities as a basis for denying or
conditioning approvals of any “...] legislative or adjudicative act...involving ...the
planning, use, or development of real property” (Government Code 65996(b)). Satisfaction
of the Proposition 1A/SB 50 statutory requirements by a developer is deemed to be “full
and complete mitigation.” Therefore, Mitigation Measure MS-N would not apply to the
currently proposed project.

Furthermore, the project would be subject to payment of the City’s park facility fee in
accordance with Section 4.07.040 of the City’s Municipal Code. Therefore, the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant impact related to the need for new or physically
altered schools, parks, or other public facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts beyond what were analyzed in
the NQSP EIR related to the need for new or physically altered fire protection facilities or
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP
EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures
None Required.

New Mitigation Measures
None Required.
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Where Impact Was Do Proposed Any New Any New

XV | RECR EAT | ON Analvzed i Changes Involve Circumstances Information
- - ) Provi yzeCEanA New or More Involving New or Requiring New
Would the prOJect: E;ewous H(s)? Severe More Severe Analysis or
ocument(s)? Impacts? Impacts? Verification?
a. Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities Pgs. 4-126 to No No No
such that substantial physical 4-127
deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?
b. Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
. . - Pgs. 4-126 to
expansion of recreational facilities 4-127 No No No

which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

Discussion

a,b.

The NQSP EIR concluded that construction of the anticipated commercial and industrial
uses would not significantly increase the need for additional public parks and recreational
facilities, and impacts related to such would be less than significant.

As discussed previously, future development of the project site would be industrial in
nature, and, therefore, would not include any development that would result in an increase
in the use of existing parks. The nearest park to the project site is Conejo Park, located
approximately two miles southwest of the project site. Furthermore, the project would be
subject to payment of the City’s park facility fee in accordance with Section 4.07.040 of
the City’s Municipal Code. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in new
significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts beyond what were
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Thus, the proposed project is consistent with the conclusions
of the NQSP EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures

None Required.

New Mitigation Measures

None Required.
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Where Impact Do Proposed . Any New Any Ne_w
XV' | . TRAN SPO RTAT | O N . Was Analyzed in Changes Involve C|rculmstances Informatlon
Would the project Provous CEQA  Neworlore - Imeking Newor - Recuing e
' Document(s)? Impacts? Impacts? Verification?
a. Conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance, or policy addressing the Pgs. 4-85
circulation system, including transit, and 4-94 to No No No
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 4-95
facilities?
b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision N/A No No Yes
(b)?
c. Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or N/A No No No
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
d. Resultin inadequate emergency N/A No No No

a.

access?

Discussion

The Draft EIR for Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan was released prior to 2020 when the
CEQA Guidelines were updated to shift the analysis for transportation impacts from Level
of Service (LOS) to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Prior case law in California has
uniformly concluded that projects subject to supplemental review under CEQA did not
need to address new subject matter, even though the prior EIR being updated did not
address the new subject matter (greenhouse gases for these cases). (Reference Citizens
for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of San Diego (2011) 196
Cal.App.4i 525, 530-532; Citizens Against Airport Pollution v. City of San Jose (2014) 227
Cal.App4th 788, 806-808; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15007(b)(c).) This case law
can apply to VMT analysis as the CEQA Guidelines expressly states that it (VMT analysis)
“shall apply prospectively as described in Section 15007.” If a document meets the
requirements in effect at the time of public review, the document does not need to conform
to any new content. Therefore, there is no requirement to conduct VMT analysis for the
modified project as the Final EIR was released well before VMT was adopted as a metric
for analysis requirements.

Please refer to Question ‘b’ for further discussion of VMT.

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities

The NQSP EIR concluded that because the area was not served by transit facilities at the
time the EIR was published, no impact would occur related to such. Similarly, the NQSP
EIR concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measure T-I, which requires roadway
improvements to be designed to ensure safe and efficient movement of bicyclists and
pedestrians, as well as Mitigation Measure T-J, which requires buildout of the NQSP area
to include a bikeway and pedestrian trail system for public use, potential impacts related
to such would be less than significant.

Consistent with the analysis in the NQSP EIR, the project site is not currently served by
public transit, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities do not exist in the project site vicinity.
Due to the industrial nature of future development associated with the proposed project,
as well as the potential off-site utilities infrastructure improvements, the proposed project
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is unlikely to generate new pedestrian and bicycle trips to the project site. In fact, the
proposed project would generate fewer pedestrian and bicycle trips than the commercial
uses anticipated for the site in the NQSP EIR; it is reasonably anticipated that the
proposed industrial uses would only generate employee trips, rather than potential
customer trips. Nonetheless, the proposed project would still be subject to compliance
with Mitigation Measures T-I and T-J from the NQSP EIR.

Conclusion

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts beyond what were analyzed in
the NQSP EIR. Thus, the proposed project is consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP
EIR.

b. As noted above, there is no requirement to conduct VMT analysis for the modified project
as the Final EIR was released well before VMT was adopted as a metric for analysis
requirements. Nevertheless, for informational purposes, DKS Associates prepared a VMT
Assessment for the proposed project (see Appendix F).3° The VMT Assessment was
prepared consistent with the City of Dixon’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines
(TIA Guidelines) and utilized the City of Dixon traffic model.

The analysis compares two scenarios given that the proposed project is being reviewed
pursuant to CEQA’s subsequent revisions provisions: the “Approved Conditions” would
consist of buildout of the project site with 377,000 sf of Highway Commercial uses,
consistent with the site’s existing NQSP land use designation. The Approved Conditions
is estimated to generate 600 retail jobs. The “Proposed Project” would consist of the
proposed General Industrial uses, and would generate an estimated 2,080 office-service
jobs. The Proposed Project scenario also assumes full buildout of the project site with the
proposed industrial uses by 2025, as well as the widening of southbound Pedrick Road to
two lanes and the construction of Professional Drive along the project site frontage.

In addition, while The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is still being reviewed by the City of
Dixon, the VMT Assessment considered its effects on VMT in the area for informational
purposes.

Table 4 below presents the total daily VMT for each of the aforementioned scenarios.

Table 4
VMT Comparison
Scenario Total Daily VMT
Approved Conditions (Without The 139.003
Campus/Dixon 257 Project) '
Approved Conditions (With The 125 415
Campus/Dixon 257 Project) ’
Proposed Project (Without The 119.962
Campus/Dixon 257 Project) ’
Proposed Project (With The 108.161
Campus/Dixon 257 Project) ’

Source: DKS Associates, October 2024 (see Appendix F).

30 DKS Associates. Dixon Innovation Center VMT Assessment Draft R.2. October 22, 2024.
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c,d.

As shown in Table 4, , the Proposed Project scenario would result in less total daily VMT
than the Approved Conditions scenario, both with and without consideration of The
Campus (Dixon 257) Project. VMT does not constitute a new significant impact or
significant new information under CEQA, for reasons stated above, but for informational
purposes, as shown in Table 4, the modified project is expected to result in lower overall
VMT upon buildout.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts beyond what were analyzed in
the NQSP EIR.

The NQSP EIR does not explicitly address potential impacts related to the potential to
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use or to result in
inadequate emergency access.

Although site plans are not currently available for the proposed project, as stated above,
the project would include the widening of southbound Pedrick Road to two lanes and the
construction of Professional Drive along the project site frontage. The proposed roadway
improvements, as well as all development related to site entrances and exits, would be
required to conform with applicable design standards and requirements contained in the
Municipal Code and the City’s Engineering Design Standards. Compliance with such
would ensure that the proposed project would not substantially increase hazards due to
design features or incompatible uses, and emergency access to the site would be
adequate.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts beyond what were analyzed in
the NQSP EIR. Thus, the proposed project is consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP
EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure(s) from the NQSP EIR would apply to the proposed project:

Mitigation Measure T-I: Ensure Safety in the Design of Road Improvements. Design and
implementation of roadway improvements shall ensure safe and efficient movement of
bicyclists and pedestrians, including sidewalk paths, bicycle lanes and signalized
crosswalks at major intersections, in accordance with City standards.

Mitigation Measure T-J: Implementation of the project includes a bikeway and pedestrian
trail system for public use.

New Mitigation Measures
None Required.
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XVI1I1l. TRIBAL CULTURAL

RESOURCES.

Would the project cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a

tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Where Impact Do Proposed Any New Any New
H ; ) Changes Involve Circumstances Information
Re_sources Code section 21074 as either V';I?;ngaslyczggg New or More Involving New or Requiring New
a site, feature, place, cultural landscape Document(s)? Severe More Severe Analysis or
’ Impacts? Impacts? Verification?

that is geographically defined in terms of

the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American
Tribe, and that is:

a.

Listed or eligible for listing in the

California Register of Historical

Resources, or in a local register of N/A No No No
historical resources as defined in Public

Resources Code section 5020.1(k).

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 applying the N/A No No No
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of

Public Resources Code Section 5024.1,

the lead agency shall consider the

significance of the resource to a

California Native American tribe.

Discussion

a,b.

Because Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines did not previously include a specific section
on tribal cultural resources, the NQSP EIR did not include a specific analysis of potential
tribal cultural resource related impacts. However, as discussed in Section V, Cultural
Resources, of this Initial Study/Addendum, the NQSP EIR addressed the potential for
buildout of the NQSP area to result in impacts to known and unknown cultural resources.
As discussed therein, with implementation of Mitigation Measure C-A from the NQSP EIR,
as well as Mitigation Measures V-1 through V-3, the currently proposed project would not
result in significant impacts related to cultural resources.

Assembly Bill (AB) 52, passed in 2014, requires environmental review documents to
disclose and analyze potential significant impacts to tribal cultural resources, including
sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value
to a California Native American tribe. Lead agencies are also required to begin
consultation with California Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally
affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed park project if the tribes request to the
lead agency, in writing, to be informed by the lead agency of proposed park projects in
that geographic area and the tribes request consultation, prior to determining whether a
negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or EIR is required for a project. AB
52 specifically applies to projects that have a Notice of Preparation or a Notice of Intent to
adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration filed on or after July 1, 2015.
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The NQSP EIR was certified prior to implementation of AB 52. Therefore, AB 52 is not
applicable to the proposed project.

As discussed previously, should The Campus (Dixon 257) Project not be approved, or
said project is approved but its associated off-site infrastructure will not be installed in
sufficient time for the proposed project to proceed, the proposed project be required to
complete off-site utilities infrastructure improvements. As part of The Campus (Dixon 257)
CRA, HELIX notified the Cachil Dehe Band of Wintun Indians of the Colusa Indian
Community, Confederated Villages of Lisjan, and Cortina Rancheria-Kletsel Dehe Band
of Wintun Indians of the proposed Dixon 257 Project, with which the potential off-site
utilities infrastructure improvements would overlap. The Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
responded on August 3, 2023, recommending that the City include cultural monitors during
development and ground disturbance, cultural sensitivity training for any pre-project
personnel, and to incorporate Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation’s Treatment Protocol into the
mitigation measures for The Campus (Dixon 257) Project.

The tribal cultural resources section of The Campus Project EIR requires implementation
of Mitigation Measures 3.5-1(a), 3.5-1(b), 3.5-2, 3.5-3, and 3.5-4(b) to reduce potential
impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. With the exception of
Mitigation Measure 3.5-4(b), the previously stated measures are already required in
Section V of the Initial Study/Addendum. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.5-4(b) of The
Campus Project EIR has been incorporated herein as new Mitigation Measure XVIII-1.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously
analyzed in the NQSP EIR. As a result, the proposed project would remain consistent with
the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures
None Required.

New Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure(s) from The Campus Project DEIR would be required to reduce
impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less-than-significant level:

Mitigation Measure XVIII-1 (Mitigation Measure 3.5-4(b) from The Campus Project
DEIR): The project proponent shall implement the following measure to avoid or minimize
impacts on potential tribal cultural resources only if the project constructs the off-site
infrastructure improvements in lieu of these improvements being completed by other
parties:

A tribal cultural resources awareness brochure and training program for all personnel
involved in ground-disturbing activities (site grading, utility infrastructure installation,
construction, etc.) associated with the potential off-site utilities infrastructure
improvements shall be developed in coordination with interested Native American Tribes.
The brochure shall be distributed and the training will be conducted by Native American
representatives, or tribal monitors from culturally affiliated Native American Tribes, before
any stages of project implementation and construction activities begin. The training may
be done in coordination with the project archaeologist. The program will include relevant
information regarding sensitive tribal cultural resources, applicable regulations and
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protocols for avoidance, and consequences of violating state laws and regulations. The
program will describe appropriate avoidance and minimization measures for resources
that have the potential to be located on the disturbance footprint of the potential off-site
utilities infrastructure improvements and will outline what to do and whom to contact if any
potential tribal cultural resources or archaeological resources are encountered. The
program will underscore the requirement for confidentiality and culturally appropriate
treatment of any find with cultural significance to Native Americans’ tribal values. All
operators of ground-disturbing equipment shall receive the training and sign a form that
acknowledges receipt of the training.
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XIX. UT ILITI ES AND Where Impact Do Proposed Any New Any New

Was Analyzed in Changes Involve Circulmstances Inforr_nation
SERV | CE SYSTEM S . Previous CEQA New or More Involving New or Requlrlng New
3 Severe More Severe Analysis or
Would the project: Document(s)? Impacts? Impacts? Verification?
a. Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water, Pgs. 4-112,
wastewater treatment, or storm water 4-115, 4-
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 125, and 4- No No No
telecommunications facilities, the 126
construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
b. Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project and reasonably Pgs. 4-112 No No No
foreseeable future development during to 4-114
normal, dry, and multiple dry years?
c. Resultin a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it Pgs. 4-115 No No No
has adequate capacity to serve the to 4-118
project’s projected 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 infrastructure, or Pg. 4-120 No No No
otherwise impair the attainment of solid
waste reduction goals?
e. Comply with federal, state, and local

management and reduction statutes Pg. 4-120 No No No
and regulations related to solid waste?

Discussion

a-c.

The NQSP EIR assessed the potential for buildout of the NQSP area to result in the
relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects, and concluded that, with
implementation of mitigation, impacts would be less than significant.

Brief discussions of the water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, electrical, natural gas,
and telecommunications facilities that would serve the proposed project are included
below.

Water

The NQSP EIR anticipated that buildout of the NQSP area would require new water utilities
infrastructure and would result in an increase in water demand. The NQSP EIR concluded
that implementation of Mitigation Measure PS-B, which required project proponents to
obtain evidence that a water supply is available to meet minimum demand, would reduce
the impact to a less-than-significant level.

As discussed previously, if The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is not approved, or said
project is approved but its associated off-site water infrastructure will not be installed in
sufficient time for the proposed project to proceed, a 1,500-gpm municipal well would be
constructed south of the project site as part of the proposed project. In addition, a 12-inch
water main would be extended south from the project site to connect to the existing 10-
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inch water main within Vaughn Road. If The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is approved prior
to the approval of the proposed project, the foregoing utilities improvements would be
developed as part of The Campus (Dixon 257) Project, and the currently proposed project
would only require connections to the new off-site utilities connections.

A Supplemental Water Capacity Analysis was prepared for the proposed project by Morton
& Pitalo, Inc. (M&P) (see Appendix G)*' to assess if adequate water supply is available to
serve the project. According to the Water Analysis, the average annual water demand for
the project would be 57 acre-feet per year; maximum day demand and peak hour demand
were estimated to be 0.112 and 0.168 million gallons per day, respectively. The 1,500-
gpm municipal well proposed for development south of the project site would not only
adequately meet the demand of the proposed project, but would be capable of serving
other future development in the NQSP area, including The Campus (Dixon 257) Project.
In addition, the City of Dixon General Plan EIR determined that even in dry and multiple
dry years, the Solano Groundwater Subbasin levels have been relatively stable. Since the
construction of the Solano Project and the Monticello Dam in the 1950s, groundwater
levels have remained consistent throughout the County, with major land subsidence not
detected, and well levels dropping and rising seasonally, even during the multi-year
drought from 2011 to 2017. According to the General Plan EIR, the relative stability of the
subbasin levels indicates that even in dry and multiple dry years, the City is likely to have
adequate water supply. As such, Mitigation Measure PS-B would not be required for the
proposed project.

Wastewater

The NQSP EIR determined that although buildout of the NQSP area would increase
demand for and require the development of additional wastewater infrastructure,
implementation of Mitigation Measures PS-C, PS-D, and PS-E would reduce impacts
related to such to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure PS-C requires project
proponents to present evidence that the City’s wastewater treatment plant has capacity to
serve the project, and Mitigation Measure PS-E requires the project applicant to pay hook-
up fees to offset costs of necessary sewage treatment facility expansions; Mitigation
Measure PS-D requires annexation of 60 acres into the City’'s sewer service area, which
has already occurred.

The proposed project would include the development of a sanitary sewer lift station in the
southwest corner of the project site. If The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is not approved,
or said project is approved but its associated off-site sewer infrastructure will not be
installed in sufficient time for the proposed project to proceed, the proposed project would
also require extension of an off-site sanitary sewer pipe to the south to connection to the
existing sanitary sewer main within Vaughn Road. The proposed sewer infrastructure
would serve the project site as well as the surrounding parcels to the north, west, and
south of the project site. As such, the required sewer infrastructure improvements would
include the installation of an eight-inch sewer line originating from north of the project site,
north of 1-80, and would extend south within Pedrick Road before branching west into a
10-inch sewer line within the future Professional Drive, which would run along the site’s
southern boundary, before discharging into the aforementioned lift station. From the lift
station, the sewer line would vary in size and gravity to the existing 18-inch sewer line
within Vaughn Road. According to the Supplemental Sewer Capacity Analysis prepared

31 Morton & Pitalo, Inc. Supplemental Water Capacity Analysis. February 2024.
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for the proposed project by M&P (see Appendix H),%? the proposed sewer utilities
infrastructure improvements would be adequately sized to serve the project site and the
surrounding area.

The 18-inch sewer line within Vaughn Road leads to the City-owned and operated sewer
system and wastewater treatment facility (WWTF). In 2016, Dixon completed an upgrade
to its wastewater treatment facility (WWTF), replacing 130-acre treatment ponds with an
oxidation ditch design. The upgrade implemented an activated sludge treatment process
that required much less land than the original aerated pond process. Phase 1 of the WWTF
upgrade increased the Average Annual Flow (AAF) capacity of the WWTF to 1.9 million
gallons per day (MGD) and was constructed on four acres in a 14-acre site at the north
edge of the original WWTF, which covered 430 acres. The Phase 1 upgrade/expansion
was designed so that the WWTF can be further expanded to an AAF capacity of 2.5 MGD.
As of 2014, the flows to the WWTF were approximately 1.2 MGD (City of Dixon, 2014).

The City collects wastewater rates and impact fees to fund the operation, maintenance,
and expansion of the collection system and WWTF, ensuring the financial capacity to
make any necessary improvements in full compliance with any applicable regulations.
Section 4.07.100 of the City’s Municipal Code established such fees. As such, Mitigation
Measure PS-E would not be required for the proposed project. However, Mitigation
Measure PS-C would still be required for the proposed project to ensure that the WWTF
has capacity to serve the proposed project.

Stormwater

The NQSP EIR did not specifically address potential impacts related to the development
of stormwater infrastructure. Issues related to stormwater infrastructure are discussed in
Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Initial Study/Addendum. As noted therein,
according to the Drainage Study prepared for the proposed project, if The Campus (Dixon
257) project is not approved, or said project is approved but The Campus (Dixon 257)
stormwater basin is not constructed in sufficient time such that the proposed project can
proceed, the proposed project would construct an on-site retention basin that would be
adequately sized to accommodate stormwater flows during the 100-year storm event, and
increases in peak flow and water surface elevations would not occur upstream or
downstream of the project site.

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications

The NQSP EIR determined that future development would be able to connect to existing
PG&E infrastructure in the vicinity for electricity and natural gas, and that
telecommunications facilities would be provided by Pacific Bell. Therefore, the NQSP EIR
concluded that a less than significant impact would occur. Consistent with the conclusions
of the NQSP EIR, electricity and natural gas would be provided by PG&E by way of
existing electrical and natural gas infrastructure in the project vicinity. Internet and
telephone services would be provided by AT&T or a similar service provider operating
within the City. The project would not require major upgrades to, or extension of, existing
infrastructure. Thus, impacts to electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications
infrastructure would be less than significant.

82 Morton & Pitalo, Inc. Supplemental Sewer Capacity Analysis. February 2024.
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d,e.

Conclusion

As discussed above, if The Campus (Dixon 257) Project is approved prior to the approval
of the proposed project, the relocation or construction of new or expanded utilities
infrastructure would not occur, as the proposed project would only connect to the new
utilities infrastructure developed as part of The Campus (Dixon 257) Project. Nevertheless,
the potential environmental impacts of the aforementioned off-site utilities infrastructure
improvements that would be required are addressed throughout this Initial
Study/Addendum by incorporating by reference the analysis and applicable mitigation
measures from The Campus Project DEIR. As such, additional environmental impacts
would not occur beyond what has been anticipated in this Initial Study/Addendum. In
addition, sufficient water supplies would be available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years, and, with
implementation of NQSP EIR mitigation, adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected wastewater services demand in addition to the City’s existing commitments.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts beyond what were analyzed in
the NQSP EIR. Thus, the proposed project is consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP
EIR.

Although the NQSP EIR did not analyze compliance with federal, State, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste, the NQSP EIR concluded that with implementation
of Mitigation Measures PS-F, PS-G and PS-H, impacts related to having adequate landfill
capacity to serve buildout of the NQSP area would be less than significant. The
aforementioned mitigation measures generally require the NQSP to include waste
management plans, to include an on-site recycling center, and for organic waste to be
made available for composting or recycling.

Solid waste disposal services are provided in the City of Dixon by Recology Dixon, a
private company under contract with the City. Recology Dixon provides weekly curbside
collection of garbage, recycling, and yard waste, and operates the Dixon Recycle Center,
located in the City. Household hazardous waste disposal services are provided by
Recology Dixon at the Household Hazardous Waste Facility in the City of Vacaville. Solid
waste collected in the Planning Area is transported to the Hay Road Landfill located eight
miles south of the City, operated by Recology. The landfill has a permitted capacity of
2,400 tons per day, with an estimated total permitted capacity of 34,697,000 cubic yards.
The total estimated capacity used, as of April 2013, was 6,559,000 cubic yards (18.9
percent of total permitted capacity). The estimated closure date of the currently permitted
facility is 2068. In 2018, Recology released a Notice of Preparation stating an intent to
expand the Hay Road Landfill by 8,800,000 cubic yards and extend the estimated life of
the landfill by approximately nine years. As such, adequate capacity would be available at
the Hay Road Landfill to accept solid waste generated by the proposed project.

The proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable policies and
regulations regarding solid waste. The City of Dixon General Plan contains numerous
policies aimed at reduction and diversion from landfills of solid waste including by
providing recycling receptacles throughout Dixon, requiring development of a construction
waste diversion ordinance, increasing public education around waste reduction and
diversion, and facilitating citywide goods donation and garage sale events. All new
development must also comply with the CALGreen Code, which requires diversion of at
least 65 percent of construction waste from landfills. Because the requirements of the
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CALGreen Code have become more stringent since the NQSP EIR was certified,
development of the proposed project would result in the generation of less waste than was
anticipated in the NQSP EIR.

Based on the above, the currently proposed project would not result in new significant
impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts beyond what were analyzed in
the NQSP EIR, and the proposed project is consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP
EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measure(s) from the NQSP EIR would apply to the proposed project:

o Mitigation Measure PS-C: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, evidence that the
city’s wastewater treatment plant has capacity to accommodate the proposed project shall
be submitted to the City of Dixon.

New Mitigation Measures
None Required.
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XX . W | LDF | RE . Where Impact Do Proposed Any New Any New

If located in or near state responsibility Was Analyzedin ~ Changes Involve - Circumstances Information
. ) i Previous CEQA New or More Involving New or Requiring New

areas or lands classified as very high fire "5 00 S, Severe More Severe Analysis or

hazard severity zones, would the project:

Impacts? Impacts? Verification?

a. Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or N/A No No No
emergency evacuation plan?

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and
other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks,
and thereby expose project 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) N/A No No No
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in temporary or ongoing impacts
to the environment?

d. Expose people or structures to
significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a N/A No No No
result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

N/A No No No

Discussion

a-d.  Wildfire is an environmental issue area included in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G,
subsequent to the approval of the NQSP EIR. As such, the NQSP EIR did not include an
analysis specifically dedicated to wildfire. According to the CAL FIRE Fire and Resource
Assessment Program, the project site is located within a LRA — Incorporated.3 CAL FIRE
has determined that the County does not contain VHFH Severity Zones in LRAs.
Furthermore, future development within the project site would be required by law to
incorporate California Building Code and California Fire Code requirements into all
development phases. Fire reduction measures include fire sprinklers, fire resistant
coatings, construction and maintenance of fuel breaks, management of fire-prone
vegetation along streets, maintenance of clearances around structures, providing
minimum street widths and turning radii, limiting the lengths of cul-de-sacs and dead-end
streets, limiting excessive street grades, and requiring at least two access roads in and
out of developed areas. The project site is not located on a substantial slope, and the
project area does not include any existing features that would substantially increase fire
risk. As discussed in Section VII, Geology and Soils, and Section X, Hydrology and Water
Quality, of this Initial Study/Addendum, development of the proposed project would not
expose people or structures to significant risks related to flooding or landslides.

Compliance with California Building Code regulations, California Fire Code requirements,
and other state and local fire safety requirements would minimize wildland fire risks at the
project site, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

33 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. Solano County: Fire Hazard Severity Zones In SRA.
Available at: https://cdnverify.osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/5wwjs5hp/fhsz_county_sra_11x17_2022_solano_ada.pdf.
Accessed October 2024.
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Based on the above information, the currently proposed project would not result in new
significant impacts or substantially more severe significant impacts than what were
previously analyzed in the NQSP EIR. Therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with the conclusions of the NQSP EIR.

Prior Mitigation Measures
None Required.

New Mitigation Measures

None Required.
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XX1. MANDATORY

Where Impact Do Proposed Any New Any New

) Changes Involve Circumstances Information
F I N D I N GS OF Was Analyzed in New or More Involving New or Requiring New

SIGNIFICANCE. Plgi\éiS;Sercli(Esc)Jf Severe More Severe Analysis or
’ Impacts? Impacts? Verification?

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 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?

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

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

N/A No No No

N/A No No No

N/A No No No

Discussion
a.

As discussed in Section IV, Biological Resources, of this Initial Study/Addendum, the
agricultural lands within the project site lack the necessary habitat constituents for special-
status plant species and, thus, the proposed project would not result in impacts to such.
Through preconstruction and protocol-level surveys and any additional protective
measures specified by Mitigation Measures B-D and V-1 through IV-3, all potential
adverse effects to special-status wildlife species would be minimized. Additionally,
because the project site could contain unidentified historic or prehistoric resources
beneath the ground surface, the proposed project would be implemented in accordance
with Mitigation Measures C-A and V-1 through V-3, and impacts related to unidentified
historic or precontact resources within the project site would be minimized during
construction activities, consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Considering the above, the proposed project would not: 1) degrade the quality of the
environment; 2) substantially reduce or impact the habitat of fish or wildlife species; 3)
cause fish or wildlife populations to drop below self-sustaining levels; 4) threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community; 5) reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal; or 6) eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory. Impacts associated with such resources have been
adequately addressed and would not change from what was identified in the NQSP EIR,
and the criteria for requiring further CEQA review are not met.
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The NQSP EIR concluded that cumulative impacts to land use and air quality would be
significant and unavoidable. For those impacts determined to be significant in an EIR,
CEQA Section 15162 allows for future environmental documents to limit examination of
environmental effects to substantial changes in a proposed project that would require
major revisions of the previous EIR to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects.
Although not specifically anticipated in the NQSP EIR, as analyzed throughout this Initial
Study/Addendum, the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or
substantially more severe significant impacts than what were previously analyzed in the
NQSP EIR, and further analysis is not required in this Initial Study/Addendum.

As described in this Initial Study/Addendum, the proposed project would not cause
substantial effects to human beings, including effects related to exposure to air pollutants,
geologic hazards, hazardous materials, and excessive noise, beyond those effects
previously analyzed as part of the NQSP EIR. Therefore, further analysis is not required.
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name Dixon Innovation Center - Approved Conditions
Construction Start Date 6/2/2025

Operational Year 2029

Lead Agency City of Dixon

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.70

Precipitation (days) 33.8

Location 38.48321457893605, -121.80876392996089
County Solano-Sacramento

City Dixon

Air District Yolo/Solano AQMD

Air Basin Sacramento Valley

TAZ 830

EDFzZ 4

Electric Utility Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Gas Utility Pacific Gas & Electric

App Version 2022.1.1.29

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq | Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)

Strip Mall 1000sqft 376,685 245,482
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Other Asphalt 3.15 Acre 3.15 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

User Defined Linear 2.44 Mile 0.89 0.00 0.00
Parking Lot 1,256 Space 11.3 0.00 0.00

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

unmit. 5.37 4.99 40.5 43.1 0.07 1.69 20.2

Daily, Winter — — — — — — _
(Max)

Unmit. 5.22 4.91 29.7 29.0 0.06 1.23 9.37

Average Daily — — — — — — —
(Max)

Unmit. 3.67 3.45 9.89 13.8 0.03 0.42 3.58
Annual (Max) — — — — — — —

unmit. 0.67 0.63 1.81 2.52 <0.005 0.08 0.65

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

21.7

10.6

4.00

0.73

1.56

1.14

0.38

0.07

10.2

3.69

1.60

0.29

11.7

4.83

1.98

0.36
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Daily - — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

2025 5.37 4.52 40.5 431 0.07 1.69 20.2 21.7 1.56 10.2 11.7
2026 5.26 4.99 13.0 20.8 0.04 0.42 1.63 2.06 0.39 0.40 0.79
2027 5.18 4.87 12.4 20.3 0.04 0.38 1.63 2.01 0.35 0.40 0.75
2028 5.09 4.81 11.8 19.9 0.04 0.34 1.63 1.97 0.31 0.40 0.71
Daily - Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

2025 3.88 3.27 29.7 29.0 0.06 1.23 9.37 10.6 1.14 3.69 4.83
2026 5.22 491 13.3 19.9 0.04 0.42 1.63 2.06 0.39 0.40 0.79
2027 5.13 4.83 12.6 194 0.04 0.38 1.63 2.01 0.35 0.40 0.75
2028 5.06 4.77 12.0 19.1 0.04 0.34 1.63 1.97 0.31 0.40 0.71

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — -

2025 1.38 1.18 9.89 10.1 0.02 0.42 3.58 4.00 0.38 1.60 1.98
2026 3.55 3.33 9.22 13.8 0.03 0.30 1.10 1.40 0.28 0.27 0.55
2027 3.67 3.45 8.95 13.8 0.03 0.27 1.14 1.41 0.25 0.28 0.53
2028 3.21 3.03 7.37 11.8 0.02 0.21 0.99 1.20 0.19 0.24 0.44
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

2025 0.25 0.21 1.81 1.84 < 0.005 0.08 0.65 0.73 0.07 0.29 0.36
2026 0.65 0.61 1.68 2.52 < 0.005 0.05 0.20 0.26 0.05 0.05 0.10
2027 0.67 0.63 1.63 2.52 < 0.005 0.05 0.21 0.26 0.05 0.05 0.10
2028 0.59 0.55 1.35 2.14 < 0.005 0.04 0.18 0.22 0.04 0.04 0.08

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)
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unmit. 66.9 62.6 47.7 428 111 0.98 98.2 99.2 0.92 24.9 25.8

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

unmit. 60.3 56.1 55.8 376 1.03 0.95 98.2 99.2 0.90 24.9 25.8

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

unmit. 61.5 57.3 52.4 371 1.04 0.97 96.1 97.1 0.91 24.4 25.3
Annual (Max) — — — — — — — — — — —

unmit. 11.2 10.5 9.56 67.7 0.19 0.18 175 17.7 0.17 4.45 4.61

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

Mobile 55.1 51.1 46.7 411 1.10 0.89 98.2 99.1 0.83 249 25.7
Area 11.7 114 0.14 16.4 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.02 — 0.02
Energy 0.10 0.05 0.87 0.73 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07
Water — — — — — — — — — — —
Waste — — — — — — — — — — —
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — —
Total 66.9 62.6 47.7 428 111 0.98 98.2 99.2 0.92 24.9 25.8
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Mobile 51.5 47.3 55.0 375 1.02 0.89 98.2 99.1 0.84 24.9 25.7
Area 8.76 8.76 — — — — — — — — —
Energy 0.10 0.05 0.87 0.73 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07
Water — — — — — — — — — — —
Waste — — — — — — — — — — —
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Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — —
Total 60.3 56.1 55.8 376 1.03 0.95 98.2 99.2 0.90 24.9 25.8

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 51.2 47.2 51.4 362 1.04 0.89 96.1 97.0 0.83 24.4 25.2
Area 10.2 10.1 0.07 8.08 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01
Energy 0.10 0.05 0.87 0.73 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07
Water — — — — — — — — — — —
Waste — — — — — — — — — — —
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — —
Total 61.5 57.3 52.4 371 1.04 0.97 96.1 97.1 0.91 24.4 25.3
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Mobile 9.34 8.61 9.38 66.1 0.19 0.16 17.5 17.7 0.15 4.45 4.60
Area 1.86 1.84 0.01 1.47 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005
Energy 0.02 0.01 0.16 0.13 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01
Water — — — — — — — — — — —
Waste — — — — — — — — — — —
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — —
Total 11.2 10.5 9.56 67.7 0.19 0.18 17.5 17.7 0.17 4.45 4.61

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Site Preparation (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ — _
(Max)

Off-Road 3.94 331 31.6 30.2 0.05 1.37 — 1.37 1.26 — 1.26
Equipment
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Dust From — — — — — — 19.7 19.7 — 10.1 10.1
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ — _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.32 0.27 2.60 2.48 < 0.005 0.11 — 0.11 0.10 — 0.10
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — — 1.62 1.62 — 0.83 0.83
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _

Off-Road 0.06 0.05 0.47 0.45 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — — 0.29 0.29 — 0.15 0.15
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.03 0.03
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.3. Grading (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Onsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Off-Road 3.80 3.20 29.7 28.3 0.06 1.23 — 1.23 1.14 — 1.14
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — — 9.20 9.20 — 3.65 3.65
Material
Movement

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 3.80 3.20 29.7 28.3 0.06 1.23 — 1.23 1.14 — 1.14
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — — 9.20 9.20 — 3.65 3.65
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.78 0.66 6.10 5.82 0.01 0.25 — 0.25 0.23 — 0.23
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — — 1.89 1.89 — 0.75 0.75
Material

Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.14 0.12 1.11 1.06 < 0.005 0.05 — 0.05 0.04 — 0.04
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — — 0.35 0.35 — 0.14 0.14
Material

Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.17 0.00 0.04 0.04
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.71 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.17 0.00 0.04 0.04
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.5. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Onsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 1.28 1.07 9.85 13.0 0.02 0.38 — 0.38 0.35 — 0.35
Equipment

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ — _
(Max)

Off-Road 1.28 1.07 9.85 13.0 0.02 0.38 — 0.38 0.35 — 0.35
Equipment

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.89 0.74 6.83 8.98 0.02 0.26 — 0.26 0.24 — 0.24
Equipment

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.16 0.14 1.25 1.64 < 0.005 0.05 — 0.05 0.04 — 0.04
Equipment

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.46 0.45 0.26 4.77 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.23 0.23
Vendor 0.10 0.08 1.95 0.95 0.01 0.02 0.44 0.46 0.02 0.12 0.14
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Worker 0.43 0.38 0.38 3.99 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.23 0.23
Vendor 0.09 0.07 2.10 0.98 0.01 0.02 0.44 0.46 0.02 0.12 0.14
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —
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Worker 0.29 0.26 0.23 2.69 0.00 0.00 0.68 0.68 0.00 0.16 0.16
Vendor 0.07 0.05 1.42 0.67 0.01 0.02 0.30 0.31 0.02 0.08 0.10
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.03 0.03
Vendor 0.01 0.01 0.26 0.12 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.05 0.06 < 0.005 0.01 0.02
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.7. Building Construction (2027) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Off-Road 1.23 1.03 9.39 12.9 0.02 0.34 — 0.34 0.31 — 0.31
Equipment

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Off-Road 1.23 1.03 9.39 12.9 0.02 0.34 — 0.34 0.31 — 0.31
Equipment

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.88 0.74 6.71 9.24 0.02 0.24 — 0.24 0.22 — 0.22
Equipment

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.16 0.13 1.22 1.69 <0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.04 — 0.04
Equipment

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.44 0.40 0.26 4.46 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.23 0.23
Vendor 0.10 0.07 1.87 0.89 0.01 0.02 0.44 0.46 0.02 0.12 0.14
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.41 0.37 0.34 3.71 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.23 0.23
Vendor 0.08 0.06 2.01 0.92 0.01 0.02 0.44 0.46 0.02 0.12 0.14
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.29 0.26 0.21 2.59 0.00 0.00 0.70 0.70 0.00 0.16 0.16
Vendor 0.07 0.04 1.40 0.64 0.01 0.02 0.31 0.32 0.02 0.08 0.10
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03
Vendor 0.01 0.01 0.25 0.12 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.06 0.06 < 0.005 0.02 0.02
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Building Construction (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ — _

(Max)

Off-Road 1.18 0.99 8.92 12.9 0.02 0.30 — 0.30 0.28 — 0.28
Equipment

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Off-Road 1.18 0.99 8.92 12.9 0.02 0.30 — 0.30 0.28 — 0.28
Equipment

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.73 0.61 5.50 7.97 0.01 0.19 — 0.19 0.17 — 0.17
Equipment

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.13 0.11 1.00 1.46 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03
Equipment

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.42 0.38 0.23 4.20 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.23 0.23
Vendor 0.09 0.06 1.78 0.84 0.01 0.02 0.44 0.46 0.02 0.12 0.14
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.40 0.36 0.31 3.51 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.23 0.23
Vendor 0.08 0.06 1.92 0.87 0.01 0.02 0.44 0.46 0.02 0.12 0.14
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.24 0.22 0.16 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.60 0.00 0.14 0.14
Vendor 0.05 0.04 1.16 0.52 0.01 0.01 0.26 0.28 0.01 0.07 0.09
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03
Vendor 0.01 0.01 0.21 0.09 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 < 0.005 0.01 0.02
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.95 0.80 7.45 9.98 0.01 0.35 — 0.35 0.32 — 0.32
Equipment

Paving 0.73 0.73 — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.12 0.10 0.96 1.29 < 0.005 0.05 — 0.05 0.04 — 0.04
Equipment

Paving 0.09 0.09 — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.02 0.02 0.18 0.24 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01
Equipment

Paving 0.02 0.02 — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.03 0.03
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Hauling

0.00

Average Daily —

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
<0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

3.13. Paving (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Off-Road
Equipment

Paving

Onsite truck

0.91

0.73
0.00

Average Daily —

Off-Road
Equipment

Paving
Onsite truck
Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

0.02

0.01
0.00

< 0.005

0.76

0.73
0.00

0.01

0.01
0.00

<0.005

7.12

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00
0.00

9.94

0.00

0.18

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

Dixon Innovation Center - Approved Conditions Custom Report, 11/25/2024

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.32

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005
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0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T

0.32

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.29

0.00

0.01

0.00

<0.005

0.29

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005



Paving
Onsite truck
Offsite

Daily, Summer
(Max)

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Average Daily
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual
Worker
Vendor

Hauling

< 0.005
0.00

0.05
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

<0.005
0.00

0.05
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.05 0.50 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
< 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
< 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.15. Architectural Coating (2026) - Unmitigated

0.00

0.12
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.12
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ — _

(Max)

Off-Road 0.15 0.12 0.86 1.13 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02
Equipment

Architectural  3.19 3.19 — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.15 0.12 0.86 1.13 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02
Equipment

Architectural  3.19 3.19 — — — — — — — — _
Coatings

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.10 0.08 0.57 0.75 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.01 — 0.01
Equipment

Architectural  2.12 2.12 — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.02 0.01 0.10 0.14 < 0.005 <0.005 — < 0.005 <0.005 — < 0.005
Equipment

Architectural  0.39 0.39 — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.09 0.09 0.05 0.95 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.80 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03
22149
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.17. Architectural Coating (2027) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _

(Max)

Off-Road 0.14 0.11 0.83 1.13 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02
Equipment

Architectural  3.19 3.19 — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Off-Road 0.14 0.11 0.83 1.13 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02
Equipment

Architectural  3.19 3.19 — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.10 0.08 0.59 0.80 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01
Equipment

Architectural  2.28 2.28 — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.02 0.01 0.11 0.15 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005
Equipment

Architectural  0.42 0.42 — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.09 0.08 0.05 0.89 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.03 0.03
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.19. Architectural Coating (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Onsite —

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Off-Road 0.13
Equipment

Architectural  3.19
Coatings

Onsite truck 0.00

Daily, Winter —
(Max)

Off-Road 0.13
Equipment

Architectural  3.19
Coatings

Onsite truck  0.00
Average Daily —

Off-Road 0.08
Equipment

Architectural  2.05
Coatings

Onsite truck 0.00
Annual —

Off-Road 0.02
Equipment

Architectural  0.37
Coatings

Onsite truck 0.00

Offsite —
Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Worker 0.08
Vendor 0.00

0.11

3.19

0.00

0.11

3.19

0.00

0.07

2.05

0.00

0.01

0.37

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.81

0.00

0.81

0.00

0.52

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.05

0.00

1.12

0.00

1.12

0.00

0.72

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.84

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00
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0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

251749

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.05

0.00
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.70 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.44 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.21. Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Dust From — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Dust From — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Material
Movement
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Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _

Dust From — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — _

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.23. Linear, Grading & Excavation (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

27149



Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck

Daily, Winter
(Max)

0.00

Average Daily —

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Annual

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck

Offsite

0.00

0.00

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Average Daily
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual
Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.00
0.00
0.05

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.03

0.00
0.00
<0.005

0.00
0.00
<0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
1.76

0.00
0.00
0.04

0.00
0.00
0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.42

0.00
0.00
0.01

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.01

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.03

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00

< 0.005
28149

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.40

0.00
0.00
0.01

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.43

0.00
0.00
0.01

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.03

0.00
0.00
<0.005

0.00
0.00
<0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.11

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005
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< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.14

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005
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3.25. Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Sub-Grade (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Off-Road 1.26 1.05 8.77 11.1 0.02 0.33 — 0.33 0.30 — 0.30
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Material
Movement

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.02 0.02 0.17 0.21 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _

Off-Road < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — _ — _

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Worker 0.10 0.10 0.06 1.06 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.21 0.00 0.05 0.05
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.27. Linear, Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)
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Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use
4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

Strip Mall 55.1 51.1 46.7 411 1.10 0.89 98.2 99.1 0.83 24.9 25.7
Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 55.1 51.1 46.7 411 1.10 0.89 98.2 99.1 0.83 24.9 25.7
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)
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Strip Mall 515 47.3 55.0 375 1.02 0.89 98.2 99.1 0.84 24.9 25.7
Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 51.5 47.3 55.0 375 1.02 0.89 98.2 99.1 0.84 24.9 25.7
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Strip Mall 9.34 8.61 9.38 66.1 0.19 0.16 175 17.7 0.15 4.45 4.60
Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 9.34 8.61 9.38 66.1 0.19 0.16 17.5 17.7 0.15 4.45 4.60
4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — _
(Max)

Strip Mall — — — — — — — — — — —

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —
Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Strip Mall — — — — — — — — — — —

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — _
Surfaces

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — _

Total — — — — — — — — _ — _
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — _
Strip Mall — — — — — — — — — — —

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

Strip Mall 0.10 0.05 0.87 0.73 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07
Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Surfaces

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Total 0.10 0.05 0.87 0.73 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Strip Mall 0.10 0.05 0.87 0.73 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07
Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Surfaces

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Total 0.10 0.05 0.87 0.73 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Strip Mall 0.02 0.01 0.16 0.13 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01
Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Surfaces

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Total 0.02 0.01 0.16 0.13 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01
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4.3. Area Emissions by Source
4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

Consumer 8.11 8.11 — — — — — — — — _
Products

Architectural  0.65 0.65 — — — — — — — — _
Coatings

Landscape 2.92 2.69 0.14 16.4 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.02 — 0.02
Equipment

Total 11.7 11.4 0.14 16.4 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.02 — 0.02
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Consumer 8.11 8.11 — — — — — — — — _
Products

Architectural  0.65 0.65 — — — — — — _ — _
Coatings

Total 8.76 8.76 — — — — — — — — _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _
Consumer 1.48 1.48 — — — — — — — _ _
Products

Architectural  0.12 0.12 — — — — — — — — _
Coatings

Landscape 0.26 0.24 0.01 1.47 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005
Equipment

Total 1.86 1.84 0.01 1.47 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use
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4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Strip Mall — — —_ —_ — — — — — — _

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — _
Surfaces

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —
Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Strip Mall — — — — — — — — — — —

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —
Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Strip Mall — — — — — — — — — — —

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — _ _

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Strip Mall — — — — — — — — — — —

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —
Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Strip Mall — — — — — — — — — — —

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — _
Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Strip Mall — — — — — — — — — — _

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — _
Surfaces

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — _ — _

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Strip Mall — — — — — — — — — — _

Total — —_ — — — — — — _ — _
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Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Strip Mall — — — — — — — — — — —
Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Strip Mall — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Type

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Type

Daily, Summer —
(Max)
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Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Type

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
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Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — —
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Sequestered — — — — — — — — _ — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Removed — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — _ — _
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Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Sequestered — — — — — — — — _ — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Removed — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Avoided — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Sequestered — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Removed — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — _

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Phase Type Start Date End Date Days Per Week Work Days per Phase Phase Description

Site Preparation Site Preparation 6/2/2025 7/11/2025 5.00 30.0

Grading Grading 7/14/2025 10/24/2025 5.00 75.0 —
Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2026 11/10/2028 5.00 740 —
Paving Paving 10/27/2025 1/9/2026 5.00 55.0 —
Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/26/2026 11/24/2028 5.00 740 —
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Linear, Grubbing & Land  Linear, Grubbing & Land  6/2/2025 6/4/2025 5.00 2.00 —
Clearing Clearing

Linear, Grading & Linear, Grading & 6/5/2025 6/16/2025 5.00 8.00 —
Excavation Excavation

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, Linear, Drainage, Utilities, 6/17/2025 6/26/2025 5.00 7.00 —
& Sub-Grade & Sub-Grade

Linear, Paving Linear, Paving 6/27/2025 7/1/2025 5.00 3.00 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 0.40
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 4.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41
Grading Excavators Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Grading Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
Grading Scrapers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 423 0.48
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40
Building Construction  Forklifts Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 82.0 0.20
Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 14.0 0.74
Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 367 0.29
Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 46.0 0.45
Building Construction  Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 3.00 7.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
Paving Pavers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 81.0 0.42
Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 89.0 0.36
Paving Rollers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
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Architectural Coating

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Air Compressors

Air Compressors
Concrete/Industrial
Saws

Generator Sets

Signal Boards
Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Trenchers

Paving Equipment

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading

Building Construction

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

17.5

0.00

20.0

0.00
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1.00
1.00

1.00

1.00

3.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

42149

11.7
8.40
20.0

11.7
8.40
20.0

6.00
6.00

8.00

8.00

8.00

7.00

8.00

8.00

37.0
37.0

33.0

14.0

6.00

84.0

40.0

89.0

0.48
0.48

0.73

0.74

0.82

0.37

0.50

0.36

LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT



Building Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction

Paving

Paving

Paving

Paving

Paving

Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing
Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing
Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing
Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing
Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing
Linear, Grading & Excavation
Linear, Grading & Excavation
Linear, Grading & Excavation
Linear, Grading & Excavation
Linear, Grading & Excavation

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker

121

61.7

0.00

15.0

0.00

24.1

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

218

25.0
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11.7
8.40
20.0

11.7
8.40
20.0

11.7
8.40

20.0

11.7
8.40

20.0

11.7
8.40

20.0

11.7

LDALDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT

LDA,LDT1,LDT2
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Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Vendor 0.00 8.40 HHDT,MHDT
Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT
Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Onsite truck — — HHDT
Sub-Grade

Linear, Paving — — — —

Linear, Paving Worker 0.00 11.7 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Linear, Paving Vendor 0.00 8.40 HHDT,MHDT
Linear, Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Linear, Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Residential Exterior Area Non-Residential Interior Area | Non-Residential Exterior Area |Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 565,028 188,343 37,777

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Material Imported (Cubic Material Exported (Cubic Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (sq. ft.) | Acres Paved (acres)
Yards) Yards)

Site Preparation 45.0 0.00
Grading — — 225 0.00 —
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.3
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Linear, Grubbing & Land — — 0.89 0.00 —
Clearing

Linear, Grading & Excavation — 1,386 0.89 0.00 —
Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & — — 0.89 0.00 —
Sub-Grade

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.
5.7. Construction Paving

Strip Mall 0.00 0%

Other Asphalt Surfaces 3.15 100%
User Defined Linear 0.89 100%
Parking Lot 11.3 100%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2025 0.00 0.03 < 0.005
2026 0.00 204 0.03 < 0.005
2027 0.00 204 0.03 < 0.005
2028 0.00 204 0.03 < 0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Strip Mall 12,306 12,306 12,306 4,491,799 139,003 139,003 139,003 50,736,095
45149



Dixon Innovation Center - Approved Conditions Custom Report, 11/25/2024

Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths
5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Re5|dent|al Interior Area Coated (sq ReS|dent|aI Exterior Area Coated (sq | Non-Residential Interior Area Coated | Non-Residential Exterior Area Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) Coated (sq ft)
0.00

565,028 188,343 37,777

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days day/yr 0.00
Summer Days day/yr 180

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Strip Mall 3,281,708 0.0330 0.0040 3,249,134
Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 204 0.0330 0.0040 0.00
Parking Lot 431,344 204 0.0330 0.0040 0.00
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5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Strip Mall 27,902,008 3,200,109
Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Strip Mall 396 —
Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 —
Parking Lot 0.00 —

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate

Strip Mall Other commercial A/IC  R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 4.00 4.00 18.0
and heat pumps

Strip Mall Stand-alone retail R-134a 1,430 0.04 1.00 0.00 1.00
refrigerators and
freezers

Strip Mall Walk-in refrigerators ~ R-404A 3,922 <0.005 7.50 7.50 20.0

and freezers

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment
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5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours Per Day Load Factor

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) |Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration
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5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

8. User Changes to Default Data

Land Use Lot acreage adjusted to represent overall acreage of the project site. Building square feet
adjusted to represent the provided building square footage of the project.
Construction: Construction Phases Based on typical construction practices, architectural coating assumed to start two weeks after

the start of building construction and last for the same number of days.
Construction: On-Road Fugitive Dust All roads in project vicinity are paved.
Operations: Road Dust All operations take place on 100% paved roads.

Operations: Vehicle Data Trip rates and VMT updated to be consistent with traffic data provided by DKS.

49149



Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report, 11/25/2024

Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report

Table of Contents
1. Basic Project Information
1.1. Basic Project Information
1.2. Land Use Types
1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector
2. Emissions Summary
2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds
2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated
2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds
2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated
3. Construction Emissions Details
3.1. Site Preparation (2025) - Unmitigated
3.3. Grading (2025) - Unmitigated
3.5. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated
3.7. Building Construction (2027) - Unmitigated

3.9. Building Construction (2028) - Unmitigated

1/48



3.11.

3.13.

3.15.

3.17.

3.19.

3.21.

3.23.

3.25.

3.27

Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

Paving (2026) - Unmitigated

Architectural Coating (2026) - Unmitigated

Architectural Coating (2027) - Unmitigated

Architectural Coating (2028) - Unmitigated

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing (2025) - Unmitigated
Linear, Grading & Excavation (2025) - Unmitigated

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Sub-Grade (2025) - Unmitigated

. Linear, Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

. Operations Emissions Details

4.1.

Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

4.2.

Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.1. Unmitigated

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

2/48

Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report, 11/25/2024



Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report, 11/25/2024

4.4.1. Unmitigated
4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.1. Unmitigated
4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated
4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
4.7.1. Unmitigated
4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated
4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated
4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated
4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated
4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated
5. Activity Data
5.1. Construction Schedule

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

3/48



5.2.1. Unmitigated
5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated
5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies
5.5. Architectural Coatings
5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies
5.7. Construction Paving
5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors
5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated
5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated
5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

4148

Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report, 11/25/2024



5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated
5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption
5.12.1. Unmitigated
5.13. Operational Waste Generation
5.13.1. Unmitigated
5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment
5.14.1. Unmitigated
5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment
5.15.1. Unmitigated
5.16. Stationary Sources
5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps
5.16.2. Process Boilers
5.17. User Defined
5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change
5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5/48

Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report, 11/25/2024



Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report, 11/25/2024

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated
5.18.2. Sequestration
5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

8. User Changes to Default Data

6/48



Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report, 11/25/2024

1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed
Construction Start Date 6/2/2025

Operational Year 2029

Lead Agency City of Dixon

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.70

Precipitation (days) 33.8

Location 38.48321457893605, -121.80876392996089
County Solano-Sacramento

City Dixon

Air District Yolo/Solano AQMD

Air Basin Sacramento Valley

TAZ 830

EDFzZ 4

Electric Utility Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Gas Utility Pacific Gas & Electric

App Version 2022.1.1.29

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype [Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq | Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)
0.00

Other Asphalt Acre
Surfaces
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User Defined Linear 2.44 Mile 0.89 0.00 0.00 — — —

Unrefrigerated 564 1000sqft 20.7 563,828 245,482 — — —
Warehouse-No Rail

Parking Lot 1,879 Space 16.9 0.00 0.00 — — —

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

unmit. 5.97 5.92 3.53 12.7 0.02 0.03 20.2 20.2 0.03 10.2 10.3

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Unmit. 5.89 5.76 4.03 10.9 0.02 0.03 9.37 9.37 0.03 3.69 3.69

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

unmit. 4.17 4.07 2.67 7.30 0.01 0.02 3.58 3.58 0.02 1.60 1.60
Annual (Max) — — — — — — — — — — —

unmit. 0.76 0.74 0.49 1.33 <0.005 < 0.005 0.65 0.65 <0.005 0.29 0.29

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily - — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

2025 0.17 0.17 1.80 1.80 0.01 0.03 20.2 20.2 0.03 10.2 10.3
2026 5.97 5.92 3.53 12.7 0.02 0.03 3.00 3.03 0.03 0.73 0.76
2027 5.92 5.78 3.41 11.9 0.02 0.03 3.00 3.03 0.03 0.73 0.76
2028 5.87 5.74 3.20 11.2 0.02 0.03 3.00 3.03 0.03 0.73 0.76
Daily - Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

2025 1.05 1.05 0.07 0.71 0.00 0.00 9.37 9.37 0.00 3.69 3.69
2026 5.89 5.76 4.03 10.9 0.02 0.03 3.00 3.03 0.03 0.73 0.76
2027 5.83 5.70 3.82 10.1 0.02 0.03 3.00 3.03 0.03 0.73 0.76
2028 5.80 5.67 3.60 9.58 0.02 0.03 3.00 3.03 0.03 0.73 0.76

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — -

2025 0.16 0.16 0.06 0.28 < 0.005 < 0.005 3.58 3.58 < 0.005 1.60 1.60
2026 3.96 3.87 2.67 7.30 0.01 0.02 2.03 2.05 0.02 0.49 0.52
2027 4.17 4.07 2.59 7.06 0.01 0.02 2.10 2.12 0.02 0.51 0.54
2028 3.70 3.62 2.12 5.77 0.01 0.02 1.82 1.84 0.02 0.44 0.46
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

2025 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.65 0.65 < 0.005 0.29 0.29
2026 0.72 0.71 0.49 1.33 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.37 0.37 < 0.005 0.09 0.09
2027 0.76 0.74 0.47 1.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.38 0.39 < 0.005 0.09 0.10
2028 0.68 0.66 0.39 1.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.33 0.34 < 0.005 0.08 0.08

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)
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unmit. 54.7 50.9 45.7 375 0.97 112 84.8 85.9 1.05 215 225

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

unmit. 48.3 44.8 52.1 309 0.90 1.08 84.8 85.8 1.02 215 22.5

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

unmit. 50.0 46.5 47.5 312 0.91 1.03 82.9 84.0 0.97 21.0 22.0
Annual (Max) — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 9.13 8.48 8.66 56.9 0.17 0.19 15.1 153 0.18 3.84 4.02

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

Mobile 36.2 33.0 37.2 336 0.94 0.75 84.8 85.5 0.71 215 22.2
Area 17.5 17.1 0.21 24.5 < 0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03
Energy 0.09 0.05 0.84 0.71 0.01 0.06 — 0.06 0.06 — 0.06
Water — — — — — — — — — — —
Waste — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.94 0.79 7.37 134 0.02 0.26 — 0.26 0.24 — 0.24
Stationary < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005
Total 54.7 50.9 45.7 375 0.97 1.12 84.8 85.9 1.05 215 225
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Mobile 34.2 30.9 43.9 295 0.88 0.75 84.8 85.5 0.71 215 22.2
Area 13.1 13.1 — — — — — — — — —
Energy 0.09 0.05 0.84 0.71 0.01 0.06 — 0.06 0.06 — 0.06
Water — — — — — — — — — — —

10/48



Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report, 11/25/2024

Waste — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.94 0.79 7.37 13.4 0.02 0.26 — 0.26 0.24 — 0.24
Stationary < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005
Total 48.3 44.8 52.1 309 0.90 1.08 84.8 85.8 1.02 215 22.5
Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —
Mobile 34.0 30.7 41.1 289 0.89 0.75 82.9 83.7 0.71 21.0 21.7
Area 15.2 151 0.10 12.1 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02
Energy 0.09 0.05 0.84 0.71 0.01 0.06 — 0.06 0.06 — 0.06
Water — — — — — — — — — — —
Waste — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.67 0.56 5.25 9.58 0.01 0.19 — 0.19 0.17 — 0.17
Stationary 0.07 0.07 0.19 0.24 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
Total 50.0 46.5 47.5 312 0.91 1.03 82.9 84.0 0.97 21.0 22.0
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Mobile 6.20 5.60 7.50 52.8 0.16 0.14 151 153 0.13 3.84 3.97
Area 2.78 2.75 0.02 221 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005
Energy 0.02 0.01 0.15 0.13 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01
Water — — — — — — — — — — —
Waste — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.12 0.10 0.96 1.75 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03
Stationary 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005
Total 9.13 8.48 8.66 56.9 0.17 0.19 15.1 15.3 0.18 3.84 4.02

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Site Preparation (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Onsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Dust From — — — — — — 19.7 19.7 — 10.1 10.1
Material
Movement

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Dust From — — — — — — 1.62 1.62 — 0.83 0.83
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _

Dust From — — — — — — 0.29 0.29 — 0.15 0.15
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.03 0.03
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
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Worker < 0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.3. Grading (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Onsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Dust From — — — — — — 9.20 9.20 — 3.65 3.65
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ — _
(Max)

Dust From — — — — — — 9.20 9.20 — 3.65 3.65
Material
Movement

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Dust From — — — — — — 1.89 1.89 — 0.75 0.75
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _

Dust From — — — — — — 0.35 0.35 — 0.14 0.14
Material
Movement

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
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Daily, Summer —

(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.08
0.00
0.00

0.07
0.00
0.00

Average Daily —

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.02
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.08
0.00
0.00

0.07
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
<0.005
0.00
0.00

0.05
0.00
0.00

0.07
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.85
0.00
0.00

0.71
0.00
0.00

0.14
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.17
0.00
0.00

0.17
0.00
0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.17
0.00
0.00

0.17
0.00
0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.04
0.00
0.00

0.04
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
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0.04
0.00
0.00

0.04
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

3.5. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ — _

(Max)

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.89 0.88 0.52 9.36 0.00 0.00 1.96 1.96 0.00 0.46 0.46
Vendor 0.15 0.12 291 1.43 0.02 0.03 0.65 0.69 0.03 0.18 0.21
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.84 0.76 0.74 7.83 0.00 0.00 1.96 1.96 0.00 0.46 0.46
Vendor 0.14 0.11 3.14 1.46 0.02 0.03 0.65 0.69 0.03 0.18 0.21
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.57 0.52 0.45 5.28 0.00 0.00 1.33 1.33 0.00 0.31 0.31
Vendor 0.10 0.08 2.13 1.00 0.01 0.02 0.44 0.47 0.02 0.12 0.15
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.24 0.00 0.06 0.06
Vendor 0.02 0.01 0.39 0.18 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.08 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.03
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.7. Building Construction (2027) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite
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Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _

(Max)

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.86 0.78 0.51 8.77 0.00 0.00 1.96 1.96 0.00 0.46 0.46
Vendor 0.15 0.10 2.80 1.33 0.02 0.03 0.65 0.69 0.03 0.18 0.21
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.81 0.72 0.67 7.30 0.00 0.00 1.96 1.96 0.00 0.46 0.46
Vendor 0.12 0.09 3.01 1.38 0.02 0.03 0.65 0.69 0.03 0.18 0.21
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.57 0.51 0.42 5.09 0.00 0.00 1.37 1.37 0.00 0.32 0.32
Vendor 0.10 0.07 2.09 0.96 0.01 0.02 0.46 0.48 0.02 0.13 0.15
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.93 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.00 0.06 0.06
Vendor 0.02 0.01 0.38 0.17 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.08 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.03
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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3.9. Building Construction (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _

(Max)

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.83 0.75 0.45 8.25 0.00 0.00 1.96 1.96 0.00 0.46 0.46
Vendor 0.13 0.10 2.66 1.25 0.02 0.03 0.65 0.69 0.03 0.18 0.21
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.78 0.70 0.60 6.90 0.00 0.00 1.96 1.96 0.00 0.46 0.46
Vendor 0.12 0.09 2.88 1.30 0.02 0.03 0.65 0.69 0.03 0.18 0.21
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.47 0.42 0.32 4.13 0.00 0.00 1.18 1.18 0.00 0.28 0.28
Vendor 0.08 0.06 1.73 0.78 0.01 0.02 0.39 0.42 0.02 0.11 0.13
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.09 0.08 0.06 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.05 0.05
Vendor 0.01 0.01 0.32 0.14 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 0.08 < 0.005 0.02 0.02
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _

(Max)

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Paving 1.00 1.00 — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Paving 0.13 0.13 — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Paving 0.02 0.02 — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ — _
(Max)

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Worker 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.03 0.03
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.13. Paving (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite — — _

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _

(Max)

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Paving 1.00 1.00 — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Paving 0.02 0.02 — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Paving < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ — _
(Max)

19/48



Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report, 11/25/2024

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.03 0.03
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.15. Architectural Coating (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Architectural 4.74 4.74 — — — — — — — — _
Coatings

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Architectural 4.74 4.74 — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —
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Architectural  3.16 3.16 — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Architectural  0.58 0.58 — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.18 0.18 0.10 1.87 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.09 0.09
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.17 0.15 0.15 1.57 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.09 0.09
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.11 0.10 0.09 1.01 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.00 0.06 0.06
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.17. Architectural Coating (2027) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Architectural 4.74 4.74 — — — — — — _ — _
Coatings

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Architectural 4.74 4,74 — — — — — — — — _
Coatings

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Architectural  3.39 3.39 — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Architectural  0.62 0.62 — — — — — — — — -
Coatings

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.17 0.16 0.10 1.75 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.09 0.09
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.16 0.14 0.13 1.46 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.09 0.09
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.11 0.10 0.08 1.02 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.00 0.06 0.06
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.19. Architectural Coating (2028) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Architectural 4.74 4.74 — — — — — — _ — _
Coatings

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Architectural 4.74 4,74 — — — — — — — — _
Coatings

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Architectural  3.05 3.05 — — — — — — _ _ _
Coatings

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Architectural  0.56 0.56 — — — — — — _ — _
Coatings
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Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.17 0.15 0.09 1.65 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.09 0.09
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.16 0.14 0.12 1.38 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.09 0.09
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.10 0.09 0.07 0.86 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.00 0.06 0.06
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.21. Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Onsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ — _
(Max)

Dust From — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Material
Movement
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Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Dust From — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Dust From — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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3.23. Linear, Grading & Excavation (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Dust From — — — — — — 0.01 0.01 — < 0.005 < 0.005
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ — _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Dust From — — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _

Dust From — — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — _

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.05 0.03 1.76 0.42 0.01 0.03 0.40 0.43 0.03 0.11 0.14

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —
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Worker 0.00
Vendor 0.00
Hauling < 0.005
Annual —
Worker 0.00
Vendor 0.00
Hauling < 0.005

0.00
0.00
<0.005
0.00
0.00
<0.005

0.00
0.00
0.04
0.00
0.00
0.01

0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
<0.005
0.00
0.00
<0.005

Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report, 11/25/2024

0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
< 0.005 0.01
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
< 0.005 < 0.005

3.25. Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Sub-Grade (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Dust From —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00

Daily, Winter —
(Max)

Average Daily —

Dust From —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00
Annual —

Dust From —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00
Offsite —

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

— 0.00
0.00 0.00
T
0.00 0.00
— fom
0.00 0.00

27148

0.00
0.00
0.01

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00
<0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _

(Max)

Worker 0.10 0.10 0.06 1.06 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.21 0.00 0.05 0.05
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 <0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.27. Linear, Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Onsite truck ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Offsite — — — — — — — — _ — _

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use
4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated 36.2 33.0 37.2 336 0.94 0.75 84.8 85.5 0.71 215 22.2
Warehouse-No
Rail
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Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 36.2 33.0 37.2 336 0.94 0.75 84.8 85.5 0.71 21.5 22.2
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated 34.2 30.9 43.9 295 0.88 0.75 84.8 85.5 0.71 215 22.2
Warehouse-No

Rail

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 34.2 30.9 43.9 295 0.88 0.75 84.8 85.5 0.71 215 22.2
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated 6.20 5.60 7.50 52.8 0.16 0.14 15.1 15.3 0.13 3.84 3.97
Warehouse-No

Rail

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 6.20 5.60 7.50 52.8 0.16 0.14 15.1 15.3 0.13 3.84 3.97
4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated — — — — — — — — — — —
Warehouse-No
Rail
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Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —
Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated — — — — — — — — — — —
Warehouse-No
Rail

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —
Total — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — _
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated — — — — — — — — — — —
Warehouse-No
Rail

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — _

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated 0.09 0.05 0.84 0.71 0.01 0.06 — 0.06 0.06 — 0.06
Warehouse-No

Rail

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Total 0.09 0.05 0.84 0.71 0.01 0.06 — 0.06 0.06 — 0.06
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Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated 0.09 0.05 0.84 0.71 0.01 0.06 — 0.06 0.06 — 0.06
Warehouse-No

Rail

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Total 0.09 0.05 0.84 0.71 0.01 0.06 — 0.06 0.06 — 0.06
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated 0.02 0.01 0.15 0.13 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01
Warehouse-No

Rail

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Total 0.02 0.01 0.15 0.13 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01

4.3. Area Emissions by Source
4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

Consumer 12.1 12.1 — — — — — — — — _
Products

Architectural  0.96 0.96 — — — — — — — — _
Coatings

Landscape 4.37 4.03 0.21 245 < 0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03
Equipment

Total 17.5 17.1 0.21 245 < 0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03
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Daily, Winter — — — — — _
(Max)

Consumer 12.1 12.1 — — — _
Products

Architectural  0.96 0.96 — — — _
Coatings

Total 13.1 13.1 — — — _
Annual — — — — — _
Consumer 2.21 2.21 — — — _
Products

Architectural  0.18 0.18 — — — _
Coatings

Landscape 0.39 0.36 0.02 2.21 < 0.005 < 0.005
Equipment

Total 2.78 2.75 0.02 2.21 < 0.005 < 0.005

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated

Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report, 11/25/2024

— < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005

— < 0.005 <0.005 — < 0.005

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Other Asphalt — — — — — _
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated — — — — — _
Warehouse-No
Rail

Parking Lot — — — — — —
Total — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — _
(Max)
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Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated — — — — — — — — — — —
Warehouse-No
Rail

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —
Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated — — — — — — — — — — _
Warehouse-No
Rail

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — _

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — — —
(Max)

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated — — — — — — — — — — —
Warehouse-No
Rail

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —
Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)
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Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated — — — — — — — — — — —
Warehouse-No
Rail

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —
Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Other Asphalt — — — — — — — — — — —
Surfaces

Unrefrigerated — — — — — — — — — — _
Warehouse-No
Rail

Parking Lot — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — _

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — _ — _

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _

Total — — — — — — — — — — _

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
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4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Type

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

Forklifts 0.94 0.79 7.37 13.4 0.02 0.26 — 0.26 0.24 — 0.24
Total 0.94 0.79 7.37 13.4 0.02 0.26 — 0.26 0.24 — 0.24
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Forklifts 0.94 0.79 7.37 13.4 0.02 0.26 — 0.26 0.24 — 0.24
Total 0.94 0.79 7.37 13.4 0.02 0.26 — 0.26 0.24 — 0.24
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Forklifts 0.12 0.10 0.96 1.75 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03
Total 0.12 0.10 0.96 1.75 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Type

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Emergency < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005
Generator

Total < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 <0.005 0.00 < 0.005

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Emergency < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005
Generator
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Total < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Emergency 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005
Generator

Total 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Type

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)



Total —
Annual —

Total —
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4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total —

Daily, Winter —

(Max)
Total —
Annual —

Total —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Avoided —
Subtotal —
Sequestered —
Subtotal —
Removed —

Subtotal —
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Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Sequestered — — — — — — — — _ — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Removed — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Avoided — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Sequestered — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Removed — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — _

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Phase Type Start Date End Date Days Per Week Work Days per Phase Phase Description

Site Preparation Site Preparation 6/2/2025 7/11/2025 5.00 30.0

Grading Grading 7/14/2025 10/24/2025 5.00 75.0 —
Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2026 11/10/2028 5.00 740 —
Paving Paving 10/27/2025 1/9/2026 5.00 55.0 —
Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/26/2026 11/24/2028 5.00 740 —
Linear, Grubbing & Land Linear, Grubbing & Land  6/2/2025 6/4/2025 5.00 2.00 —
Clearing Clearing
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Linear, Grading & Linear, Grading & 6/5/2025 6/16/2025 5.00 8.00 —
Excavation Excavation

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, Linear, Drainage, Utilities, 6/17/2025 6/26/2025 5.00 7.00 —
& Sub-Grade & Sub-Grade

Linear, Paving Linear, Paving 6/27/2025 7/1/12025 5.00 3.00 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 0.40
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 4.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41
Grading Excavators Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Grading Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers  Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40
Grading Scrapers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 423 0.48
Building Construction  Forklifts Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 82.0 0.20
Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 14.0 0.74
Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 367 0.29
Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 46.0 0.45
Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 3.00 7.00 84.0 0.37
hoes
Paving Pavers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 81.0 0.42
Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 89.0 0.36
Paving Rollers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Architectural Coating  Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 37.0 0.48
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Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Air Compressors
Concrete/Industrial
Saws

Generator Sets

Signal Boards
Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Trenchers

Paving Equipment

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading
Building Construction

Building Construction

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

1.00

1.00

1.00

3.00

2.00

1.00

1.00
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6.00

8.00

8.00

8.00

7.00

8.00

8.00

37.0

33.0

14.0

6.00

84.0

40.0

89.0

0.48

0.73

0.74

0.82

0.37

0.50

0.36

rip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

Onsite truck

Worker

17.5

0.00

20.0

0.00

237
41148

11.7
8.40
20.0

11.7
8.40
20.0

11.7

LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT

LDA,LDT1,LDT2



Building Construction

Building Construction

Building Construction

Paving

Paving

Paving

Paving

Paving

Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing
Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing
Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing
Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing
Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing
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Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT
Sub-Grade
Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Onsite truck — — HHDT
Sub-Grade

Linear, Paving — — — —

Linear, Paving Worker 0.00 11.7 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Linear, Paving Vendor 0.00 8.40 HHDT,MHDT
Linear, Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Linear, Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Residential Exterior Area Non-Residential Interior Area | Non-Residential Exterior Area |Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 845,742 281,914 52,431

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Phase Name Material Imported (Cubic Material Exported (Cubic
Yards) Yards)

Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (sq. ft.) | Acres Paved (acres)

Site Preparation — — 45.0 0.00 —
Grading — — 225 0.00 —
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.9
Linear, Grubbing & Land — — 0.89 0.00 —
Clearing

Linear, Grading & Excavation — 1,386 0.89 0.00 —

43148



Dixon Innovation Center - Proposed Custom Report, 11/25/2024

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

— 0.89 0.00 —

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.
5.7. Construction Paving

Other Asphalt Surfaces 3.15 100%
User Defined Linear 0.89 100%
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 0.00 0%

Parking Lot 16.9 100%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2025 0.00 0.03 < 0.005
2026 0.00 204 0.03 < 0.005
2027 0.00 204 0.03 < 0.005
2028 0.00 204 0.03 < 0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Other Asphalt 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces
Unrefrigerated 7,014 7,014 7,014 2,560,117 119,962 119,962 119,962 43,786,130

Warehouse-No Rail
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Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq |Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq [Non-Residential Interior Area Coated | Non-Residential Exterior Area Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
ft) 119) (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)

0.00 845,742 281,914 52,431

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days day/yr 0.00
Summer Days day/yr 180

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.0330 0.0040 0.00
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No 5,883,365 204 0.0330 0.0040 3,131,971
Rail

Parking Lot 645,299 204 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption
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5.12.1. Unmitigated

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 130,385,225 3,200,109
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 —
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 530 —
Parking Lot 0.00 —

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours Per Day Load Factor

Forklifts Diesel Average 12.0 8.00 89.0 0.20

5.16. Stationary Sources
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5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per Day Load Factor

Emergency Generator Diesel 1.00 0.01 0.73

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) |Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

Tree Type Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)
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8. User Changes to Default Data
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Land Use

Construction: Off-Road Equipment
Operations: Road Dust

Construction: Construction Phases

Operations: Vehicle Data
Construction: On-Road Fugitive Dust

Operations: Off-Road Equipment

Lot acreage adjusted to represent overall acreage of the project site. Building square feet
adjusted to represent the provided building square footage of the project.

Additional equipment
All roadways and operations take place on 100% paved roads.

Based on typical construction practices, architectural coating assumed to start two weeks after
the start of building construction and last for the same number of days.

Trip rates and VMT updated to be consistent with traffic data provided by DKS.
All roads in project vicinity are paved.

Used minimum rate as no info was provided by the applicant and the tenants of the buildings
are unknown. Consistent with approach for previous projects (Ophir & Bridgehead) and rate
similar to other rate used in the past (0.018) for other projects (SMPs, Duckhorn Logistics
Center, Waterman Brinkman, etc.). Left Defaults for other information: 8 hours/day, 260 days/yr,
89 HP, Diesel.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of a Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) conducted for the Dixon
Innovation Center, also known as the Pedrick Road Property (Study Area) (Figure 1). The approximately 38-
acre Study Area is located south of Highway 80 and west of Pedrick Road in the City of Dixon (City), Solano
County, California, corresponding to Solano County Assessor’s Parcel Number 011-010-080. The Study Area
is located in a portion of Section 1, Township 7 North, Range 5 East (MDB&M) of the “"Dixon California” 7.5-
Minute Series USGS Topographic Quadrangle (USGS 2021) at a Latitude 38.482844°, Longitude -121.807263
(Figure 1).

1.1 Project Description

The Proposed Project is an industrial/business park with a mix of uses including industry clusters, research
& development, light industrial, and advanced manufacturing. The current site plan is included as
Attachment A. For the purposes of this document, impacts have been analyzed based on the assumption
that the entire Study Area will be disturbed and permanently converted to an industrial/business park.

2.0 REGULATORY SETTING

This section describes federal, state and local laws and policies that are relevant to this assessment of
biological resources.

2.1 Federal Regulations

2.1.1 Federal Endangered Species Act

The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973 protects species that are federally listed as endangered
or threatened with extinction. FESA prohibits the unauthorized "take” of listed wildlife species. Take includes
harassing, harming, pursuing, hunting, shooting, wounding, killing, trapping, capturing, or collecting wildlife
species or any attempt to engage in such activities. Harm includes significant modifications or degradations
of habitats that may cause death or injury to protected species by impairing their behavioral patterns.
Harassment includes disruption of normal behavior patterns that may result in injury to or mortality of
protected species. Civil or criminal penalties can be levied against persons convicted of unauthorized “take.”
In addition, FESA prohibits malicious damage or destruction of listed plant species on federal lands or in
association with federal actions, and the removal, cutting, digging up, damage, or destruction of listed plant
species in violation of state law. FESA does not afford any protections to federally listed plant species that
are not also included on a state endangered species list on private lands with no associated federal action.

2.1.2 Clean Water Act, Section 404

Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act requires that a Department of the Army permit be issued prior
to the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including some wetlands. The
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) administers this program, with oversight from the U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency. As of the date of this document, waters of the United States (waters of the U.S.) are
defined as follows (40 CFR 120.2):

1. Waters which are:
i.  Currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign
commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide;
ii.  The territorial seas; or
iii. Interstate waters;
2. Impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under this definition,
other than impoundments of waters identified under item (5) below;
3. Tributaries of waters identified in items (1) or (2) above that are relatively permanent, standing or
continuously flowing bodies of water;
4. Wetlands adjacent to the following waters:
i. Waters identified in item (1) of this section; or
ii.  Relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of water identified in items (2)
or (3) above and with a continuous surface connection to those waters;
5. Intrastate lakes and ponds not identified in paragraphs (1) through (4) of this section that are
relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies of water with a continuous surface
connection to the waters identified in items (1) or (3) above.

Under the current definition of waters of the U.S., “adjacent” means having a continuous surface connection.

Waters subject to regulation under Section 404 are referred to as “jurisdictional waters".

2.1.3 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits the take, possession, import, export, transport, selling,
purchase, barter, or offering for sale, purchase or barter, any native migratory bird, their eggs, parts, and
nests, except as authorized under a valid permit (50 CFR 21.11.). Likewise, Section 3513 of the California Fish
& Game Code prohibits the “take or possession” of any migratory non-game bird identified under the
MBTA. Therefore, activities that may result in the injury or mortality of native migratory birds, including eggs
and nestlings, would be prohibited under the MBTA.

2.1.4 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 (as amended) provides for the protection of bald eagle
and golden eagle by prohibiting the take, possession, sale, purchase, barter, offer to sell, purchase or barter,
transport, export or import, of any bald or golden eagle, alive or dead, including any part, nest, or egg,
unless allowed by permit [16 USC 668(a); 50 CFR 22]. The USFWS may authorize take of bald eagles and
golden eagles for activities where the take is associated with, but not the purpose of, the activity and cannot
practicably be avoided (50 CFR 22.26).
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2.2 State Regulations

2.2.1 California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires evaluations of project effects on biological
resources. Determining the significance of those effects is guided by Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines.
These evaluations must consider direct effects on a biological resource within the project site itself, indirect
effects on adjacent resources, and cumulative effects within a larger area or region. Effects can be locally
important but not significant according to CEQA if they would not substantially affect the regional
population of the biological resource. Significant adverse impacts on biological resources would include the
following:
= Substantial adverse effects on any species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (these effects could be either
direct or via habitat modification);
= Substantial adverse impacts to species designated by the California Department of Fish and
Game (2009) as Species of Special Concern;
= Substantial adverse effects on riparian habitat or other sensitive habitat identified in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations or by CDFW and USFWS;
= Substantial adverse effects on federally protected wetlands defined under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (these effects include direct removal, filling, or hydrologic interruption of
marshes, vernal pools, coastal wetlands, or other wetland types);
= Substantial interference with movements of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
population, or with use of native wildlife nursery sites;
= Conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources (e.g. tree preservation
policies); and
= Conflict with provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community
Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

2.2.2 State Endangered Species Act

With limited exceptions, the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) of 1984 protects state-designated
endangered and threatened species in a way similar to FESA. For projects on private property (i.e. that for
which a state agency is not a lead agency), CESA enables CDFW to authorize take of a listed species that is
incidental to carrying out an otherwise lawful project that has been approved under CEQA (Fish & Game
Code Section 2081).

2.2.3 California Fully Protected Species
The State of California first began to designate species as “fully protected” prior to the creation of the

federal and California ESAs. Lists of fully protected species were initially developed to provide protection to
those animals that were rare or faced possible extinction and included fish, amphibians and reptiles, birds,
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and mammals. Most fully protected species have since been listed as threatened or endangered under the
federal and/or California ESAs. The regulations that implement the Fully Protected Species Statute
(California Fish and Game Code, § 4700 for mammals, § 3511 for birds, § 5050 for reptiles and amphibians,
and § 5515 for fish) provide that fully protected species may not be taken or possessed at any time.
Furthermore, CDFW prohibits any state agency from issuing incidental take permits for fully protected
species. CDFW will issue licenses or permits for take of these species for necessary scientific research or live
capture and relocation pursuant to the permit.

2.2.4 California Species of Special Concern

The Species of Special Concern (SSC) are defined by CDFW as a species, subspecies, or distinct population
of an animal native to California that are not legally protected under the federal or California ESAs or the
California Fish and Game Code, but currently satisfies one or more of the following criteria:

= The species has been completely extirpated from the state or, as in the case of birds, it has been
extirpated from its primary seasonal or breeding role.

= The species is listed as federally (but not state) threatened or endangered or meets the state
definition of threatened or endangered but has not formally been listed.

= The species has or is experiencing serious (noncyclical) population declines or range retractions
(not reversed) that, if continued or resumed, could qualify it for state threatened or endangered
status.

= The species has naturally small populations that exhibit high susceptibility to risk from any factor
that if realized, could lead to declines that would qualify it for state threatened or endangered
status.

SSC are typically associated with habitats that are threatened. Project-related impacts to SSC, state-
threatened or endangered species are considered “significant” under CEQA.

2.2.5 Native Plant Protection Act

The Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) was enacted in 1977 and allows the Fish and Game Commission to
designate plants as rare or endangered. There are 64 species, subspecies, and varieties of plants that are
protected as rare under the NPPA. The NPPA prohibits take of endangered or rare native plants, but includes
some exceptions for agricultural and nursery operations; emergencies; and after properly notifying CDFW
for vegetation removal from canals, roads, and other sites, changes in land use, and in certain other
situations.

2.2.6 Clean Water Act, Section 401
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires any applicant for a 404 permit in support of activities that may

result in any discharge into waters of the United States to obtain a water quality certification with the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). This program is meant to protect these waters and
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wetlands by ensuring that waste discharged into them meets state water quality standards. Because the
water quality certification program is triggered by the need for a Section 404 permit (and both programs
are a part of the Clean Water Act), the definition of waters of the United States under Section 401 is the
same as that used by the USACE under Section 404.

2.2.7 California Water Code, Porter-Cologne Act

Waters that are not considered waters of the U.S. may be considered waters of the State of California (waters
of the State) under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne). Porter-Cologne, from
Division 7 of the California Water Code, requires any person discharging waste or proposing to discharge
waste that could affect the quality of waters of the state to file a report of waste discharge (RWD) with the
RWQCB. The RWQCB can waive the filing of a report, but once a report is filed, the RWQCB must either
waive or adopt water discharge requirements (WDRs). Waters of the State are defined as any surface water
or groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state of California.

2.2.8 California Fish and Game Code, Section 1600 — Streambed and Lake Alteration

The CDFW is responsible for conserving, protecting, and managing California’s fish, wildlife, and native plant
resources. To meet this responsibility, the Fish and Game Code, Section 1602, requires notification to CDFW
of any proposed activity that may substantially modify a river, stream, or lake. Notification is required by
any person, business, state or local government agency, or public utility that proposes an activity that will:

= substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream or lake;

= substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or
lake; or

= deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground
pavement where it may pass into any river, stream, or lake.

For the purposes of Section 1602, rivers, streams and lakes must flow at least intermittently through a bed
or channel. If notification is required and CDFW believes the proposed activity is likely to result in adverse
harm to the natural environment, it will require that the parties enter into a Lake or Streambed Alteration
Agreement (LSAA).

2.2.9 California Fish and Game Code, Section 3503.5 - Raptor Nests

Section 3503.5 of the Fish and Game Code makes it unlawful to take, possess, or destroy hawks or owls,
unless permitted to do so, or to destroy the nest or eggs of any hawk or owl.
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2.3 Local Regulations

2.3.1 Dixon General Plan 2040

The Study Area is subject to the Dixon General Plan 2040 (General Plan), which includes goals, objectives,
and policies regarding biological resources within the City limits. The General Plan addresses biological
resources in the Natural Environment section as included in the following policies:

NE-1.1 Preserve the natural open space and agricultural lands that surround Dixon through continued
leadership in cross-jurisdictional conservation initiatives such as the Vacaville-Dixon Greenbelt and the
Davis-Dixon greenbelt.

NE-1.2 Support regional efforts to place additional land under permanent conservation easements and
continue to use the Agricultural Land Mitigation Fund to collect development impact fees for the purpose
of funding greenbelt expansion.

NE-1.3 Encourage open space preservation through easements, open space designation, or dedication of
lands for the purpose of connecting conservation areas, protecting biodiversity, accommodating wildlife
movement, and sustaining ecosystems.

NE-1.4 Prior to annexing land into the city or expanding the SOI, continue to require agricultural mitigation
consistent with the Solano County Local Agency Formation Commission’s Standards and Procedures when
agricultural lands would be converted to nonagricultural purposes.

NE-1.5 Continue to allow agriculture as an interim use on land within the City that is designated for future
urban use.

NE-1.6 Recognize the Sacramento Valley - Solano Groundwater Subbasin as a critical resource for Dixon
and proactively promote sustainable groundwater management practices.

NE-1.7 Continue to work with the Solano Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agency Collaborative to
develop and implement strategies for the long-term health and viability of the Solano Groundwater
Subbasin.

NE-1.8 Facilitate groundwater recharge in Dixon by encouraging development projects to use Low Impact
Development (LID) practices such as bioretention, porous paving, and green roofs, and by encouraging
private property owners to design or retrofit landscaped or impervious areas to better capture storm water
runoff.

NE-1.9 Ensure that drainage ditches which discharge directly to or are located within open space lands are
regularly repaired and maintained.

NE-1.10 Support regional habitat conservation efforts, including implementation of the Solano Countywide
Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan.

NE-1.11 Ensure that adverse impacts on sensitive biological resources, including special-status species,
sensitive natural communities, sensitive habitat, and wetlands are avoided or mitigated to the greatest
extent feasible as development takes place.

NE-1.12 In areas where development (including trails or other improvements) has the potential for adverse
effects on special-status species, require project proponents to submit a study conducted by a qualified
professional that identifies the presence or absence of special-status species at the proposed development
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site. If special-status species are determined by the City to be present, require incorporation of appropriate
mitigation measures as part of the proposed development prior to final approval.

NE-1.13 Protect the nests of raptors and other birds when in active use, as required by State and federal
regulations. In new development, avoid disturbance to and loss of bird nests in active use by scheduling
vegetation removal and new construction during the non-nesting season or by conducting a pre-
construction survey by a qualified biologist to confirm nests are absent or to define appropriate buffers
until any young have successfully fledged the nest.

NE-1.14 Recognize the importance of the urban forest to the natural environment in Dixon and expand the
tree canopy on public and private property throughout the community.

NE-1.15 Enhance tree health and the appearance of streets and other public spaces through regular
maintenance as well as tree and landscape planting and care of the existing canopy.

NE-1.16 Minimize removal of, and damage to, trees due to construction-related activities and continue to
require replacement of trees, including street trees lost to new development.

NE-1.17 Require new development to provide and maintain street trees suitable to local climatic conditions.

As many of the policies are resource based and some projects may lack these resources, policies are applied
as necessary to meet the General Plan’s goal and objectives based on the resources within an area.

2.3.2 Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan

The Project is within the Dixon Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan (NQSP). The NQSP establishes a land use
and circulation plan, policies, and guidelines for the development of 643 acres in the northeast portion of
the City of Dixon. The specific plan defines the land use and development concepts to be applied in the
plan area and is intended to implement the objectives and policies of the City of Dixon General Plan.
Applicable resource management policies of the NQSP are included below.

Wetlands

= Any wetlands determined to be subject to state or federal regulation will be subject to review
by the appropriate agencies. Requirements of any permit issued by state and federal agencies
will be fully implemented.

= Any enhancement/compensation program required pursuant to state or federal permits will be
the responsibility of the property owners. Where excavation is utilized to create or enhance
wetlands, excavated soils should be reshaped to form gentle contours and then planted with
appropriate native species.

= If removal or total destruction of the wetland area is unavoidable as a result of the project, after
examination of all feasibility alternatives, it may be required that the impacted wetland should
be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio so that no net loss of wetland habitat occurs. Onsite mitigation is
preferable, although offsite mitigation may be allowed. The Community Director in consultation
with CDFW shall define a set of conditions applicable to wetland mitigation for approval on any
affected development within the plan area.
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Implementation of both a short-term and long-term monitoring program to ensure the success
of the required appropriate permits and EIR mitigation measures is required. The property
owners will be responsible for required monitoring.

If publicly accessible, wetland areas should be limited to passive recreation activities compatible
with the primary purpose of wetland habitat restoration. In general access should be controlled
or restricted.

Prior to construction approval of improvement plans, or the issuance of any permits for
adjacent property a chain link fence, or acceptable alternative, shall be installed along the
wetland area. The fencing should not be removed until the completion of construction activity.
A written release from the Community Development Department must be received prior to the
removal of any fencing.

Proposed detention/retention facilities located within or adjacent to wetland preserve areas
should be in compliance with appropriate permit requirements.

Sensitive Species

Proponents of development applications within the specific plan area shall consult with CDFW
regarding the take of an endangered species or its habitat pursuant to the CESA and CDFW
codes.

A (bird) breeding survey should be conducted between April and July, prior to construction, to
determine if the species nests on-site, if further impacts are a possibility, and to develop
appropriate mitigation strategies.

The Dixon Community Development Director in consultation with CDFW shall define a set of
conditions for approval on any development within the plan area consistent with the Count
Habitat Conservation Plan, if such a plan is in effect at that time. Such conditions shall be
applied by the Planning Commission and City Council, in the City review and entitlement
process. Such conditions shall be enforced by the Community Development Department and
the Engineering Department, during the review and approval of any land use or improvement
plans pursuant to the land use entitlement.

Trees and Orchards

Development plans shall identify the location, species, size, and general condition of all existing
trees on site, except trees within an orchard. Existing trees should be incorporated in the
development plan where feasible.

Signs, ropes, cables, or other similar appendages should not be attached to trees designated
for preservation unless specifically required by a certified arborist.

No tree identified for preservation in approved plans may be removed or significantly altered
without approval by the Dixon Community Development Department.

Tree preservation and site development policies set forth herein should be incorporated into
Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) for all projects within the plan area to ensure
that subsequent property owners are aware of their obligation to protect any trees designated
for preservation.

All development projects should be designed to avoid:
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o compaction of the tree root zone,

o discharge of concentrated run-off to the root zone of trees,

o placement of parking or walkways across the root zone, and

o heat damage or scorching of trees from highly reflective building materials or paving.

Soil Protection and Grading

All development plans submitted for City review and approval shall provide an erosion and
sediment control plan in compliance with the City's grading control ordinance. Required
measures will include seeding of graded areas and watering during grading activities to reduce
wind erosion.

If created, slopes should be rounded at top and bottom. Steep slopes (greater than 3: I) and
large retaining walls (higher than five feet) should be avoided.

Soil exposed during grading which will be left exposed and will not be under active construction
during the rainy season (assumed to occur between October 15 and April 15) should be
promptly replanted with native compatible, drought-resistant vegetation.

Prior to the development of any individual project area, a master conceptual grading plan
should be submitted which identifies the overall grading concept for the project area.
Drainage problems resulting from poor soil permeability should be reduced through
development of gravel subdrains and the creation of swales and channels to convey runoff.

Water Quality

Paved parking areas should be designed to provide the minimum amount of paving area
necessary to meet required parking standards. Permeable paving materials may be considered
where feasible.

Best management practices (BMPs) such as sediment traps, evaporation basins, flow reduction
devices, and other methods to treat pollutants draining from parking areas and streets shall be
installed in the storm drain system for individual projects within the plan area in accordance
with City standards.

Plan proposed detention ponds shall incorporate similar BMP devices and methods in
accordance with City standards.

Design of storm detention facilities should be consistent with the City's retention/detention
system design standards. In general, allowable storage capacity shall be determined by the city
engineer. Low growing ground cover is recommended around the periphery of the pond. Other
aesthetic enhancements may be allowed with approval from the city engineer.

The NQSP identified potential biological impacts to vegetation, seasonal freshwater marsh, wildlife

resources, Swainson’s hawk, Tiger Salamander, and cumulative impacts. These impacts were reduced to a

less-than-significant level by implementing the following mitigation measures included in the Final

Environmental Impact Report for the Northeast Quadrant Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Program
Finding of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations (MMRP) (City of Dixon 1995). These measures

apply to development within the NQSP.
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= Mitigation Measure B-A: Prior to issuance of improvements or development approval by the
City, a detailed wetland delineation should be conducted to precisely define seasonal wetland
boundaries and acreages. Habitat values should also be qualified by type and condition of
vegetation.

= Mitigation Measures B-B: Prior to issuance of improvement or development approvals by the
City, a chain link fence, or acceptable alternative, shall be installed around the seasonal wetland
area. The fencing should not be removed until completion of construction activities. Written
release from the City Planning Department must be received prior to removal of any fencing.

= Mitigation Measure B-C: Where practicable, the wetlands area should be avoided through land
use planning.

= Mitigation Measure B-D: Preserved wetlands area should be protected from development by a
50-foot buffer or easement, so that the seasonal wetland continues to function in a natural
state. Buffer widths would vary depending upon final configuration of adjected proposed land
uses. The wetlands area and buffer shall be dedicated as an open-space easement which
prohibits structures, grading, and filling activities.
In general, the following standards shall apply to the buffer and preserved wetlands area:

o All sprinkler systems shall be designed so that no direct irrigation water reaches
any portion of the preserve. Grass-lined swales shall be constructed at the margins
of all turfed and irrigated areas that slope toward the buffer in order to intercept
and prevent irrigation water from flowing into the wetland area.

o No mowing shall be allowed to occur in a wetland easement.

o Surface water runoff from paved surface shall be directed away from any
intermittent tributary or swale which carries water to a wetland.

= Mitigation Measure B-E: If the removal or total destruction of the marshland area is unavoidable
as a result of the project, after examination of all feasible avoidance alternatives, it may be
required that the impacted wetlands be mitigated at a 1:1 ration so that no net loss of wetland
habitat occurs. On-site mitigation is preferable, although off-site mitigation may be allowed.

= Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation Measure B-F: The following mitigation measure shall be required
as part of a subsequent “construction-level” analysis, required before any construction can be
implemented. The project will not substantially affect a special-status animal species or species’
habitat. To ensure this a breeding survey shall be conducted between April and July in order
to:

o Determine if the species nest on the project site;

o To develop appropriate mitigation measures, which may include 1:1 replacement
ratio of impacted foraging habitat. This replacement habitat should include alfalfa
and row crops such as tomatoes, oats, wheat, barley, and sugar beets.

= Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation Measure B-G: Project proponents shall participate in a County-
wide Habitat Management Plan as appropriate. The Dixon General Plan EIR's mitigation
measure for wildlife impact requires developers to participate in a Habitat Mitigation Plan.

= (California tiger salamander Mitigation Measure B-H: No tiger salamander were observed to
occupy the wetland area of the project site during the field surveys. However, the following
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mitigation measures shall be required as part of a subsequent “construction-level” analysis,
required before any construction can be implemented.
= The project will not substantially affect a special-status animal species or species’ habitat. To
ensure this, a field survey shall be conducted during the spring months in order to:
o Determine if the species occurs on the project site;
o To develop appropriate mitigation measures
= Disturbance to habitat for northern harrier, black shouldered kite (white-tailed kite) and
tricolored blackbird Mitigation Measure B-I: The following mitigation measures shall be

|"

required as part of a subsequent “construction-level” analysis, required before any construction
can be implemented. The project will not substantially affect a special-status animal species or
species’ habitat. To ensure this, project proponents shall participate in a County Wide Habitat

Management Plan addressing the loss of potential foraging habitat.
2.3.3 Solano Habitat Conservation Plan

The General Plan contains a policy to support regional habitat conservation efforts, including
implementation of the Solano Countywide Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) (Policy NE-1.10).
Additionally, the NQSP requires that the Dixon Community Development Director set conditions of approval
consistent with the HCP if approved at the time of entitlement. The HCP, which is being led by the Solano
County Water Agency, establishes a framework for complying with federal and state regulations for
endangered species while accommodating development of infrastructure, and ongoing operations and
maintenance activities associated with flood control, irrigation facilities, and other public infrastructure
undertaken by or under the permitting authority/control of the HCP participants within the plan area. The
City is a voluntary participant in the HCP if/when the HCP is adopted.

The Study Area is within the City of Dixon Urban Growth Boundary and indicated as irrigated agriculture
within a General Plan designated planned development. The Study Area is mapped in the HCP covered
activity Zone 1-Urban Zone. The HCP notes that projects in this zone that are “...surrounded by urban
development on at least three sides are not considered to be important for conservation and are generally
exempt from in-depth habitat surveys and mitigation requirements. However, even small in-fill projects will
be required to comply with wetland protection, compensation and permitting requirements, and with
protection measures for the nests of burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, and other Covered and Special
Management Species.” The Study Area is currently surrounded only surrounded by development to the
north.

The HCP has not been adopted to date and likely will not be adopted prior to the project going to
construction, but measures to address impacts identified within the Study Area would not conflict with the
October 2012 administrative draft version of the HCP (SCWA 2012) as directed by General Plan and the
MMRP.
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3.0 METHODOLOGY

3.1 Literature Review

A list of special-status species with potential to occur within the Study Area was developed by conducting
a query of the following databases:
= (California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CNDDB 2023) query of the Study Area and all
areas within 5 miles of the Study Area (Figures 2 and 3);
= USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) (USFWS 2023a) query for the Study
Area (Attachment B);
= California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Rare and Endangered Plant Inventory (CNPS 2023) query
of the "Dixon, California” USGS topo quadrangle, and the eight surrounding quadrangles
(Attachment C); and
= Western Bat Working Group (WBWG) Species Matrix (WBWG 2023).

In addition, any special-status species that are known to occur in the region, but that were not identified in
any of the above database searches were also analyzed for their potential to occur within the Project area.
The Aquatic Resources Delineation Report for Pedrick Road (Madrone 2023) was reviewed and incorporated
into this document.

For the purposes of this Biological Resources Assessment, special-status species is defined as those species
that are:
= listed as threatened or endangered, or proposed or candidates for listing by the USFWS or
National Marine Fisheries Service;
= listed as threatened or endangered and candidates for listing by CDFW;
= identified as Fully Protected species or species of special concern by CDFW;
= identified as Medium or High priority species by the WBWG (WBWG 2023); and
= plant species considered to be rare, threatened, or endangered in California by the CNPS and
CDFW [California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 1, 2, and 3]:
CRPR 1A: Plants presumed extinct.
CRPR 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.
CRPR 2A: Plants extirpated in California, but common elsewhere.
CRPR 2B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere.

O O O O O

CRPR 3: Plants about which the CNPS needs more information — a review list.

3.2 Field Surveys

Madrone senior biologist Bonnie Peterson conducted field surveys of the Study Area on 15 April and 2
September 2022 to assess the suitability of habitats on-site to support special-status species and to conduct
a delineation of aquatic resources. Meandering pedestrian surveys were performed on foot throughout the
Study Area. Vegetation communities were classified in accordance with Vegetation Alliances and
Associations of the Great Valley Ecoregion (CNPS 2012) and plant taxonomy was based on the nomenclature
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in the Jepson eFlora (Jepson Flora Project 2023). A list of all wildlife species observed during field surveys is
included as Attachment D.

The results of the aquatic resources delineation conducted by Madrone (Madrone 2023) are also
incorporated into this report:

4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Study Area is comprised of leveled agricultural land at an elevation of approximately 65-ft above mean
sea level. The Study Area is bound by Interstate 80 to the northwest, a stormwater basin and industrial site
to the north, Pedrick Road to the east, and agricultural land to the south. The surrounding lands are
generally agricultural.

A shallow, upland roadside ditch is located north of the Study Area and is directed through a culvert pipe
into a box inlet structure in the northeastern corner of the Study Area. This box culvert drains to an off-site
stormwater basin directly north of the Study Area. A similarly shallow roadside feature is observable along
the Pedrick Road. The Study Area is dry land farmed and has been utilized as a hay field for a number of
years and terrestrial plant communities in the Study Area are limited to agricultural lands and with ruderal
fringes. During the April 2022 site visit the Study Area had been closely mowed, and by September it had
been disked and was minimally vegetated. Scattered walnut trees (Juglans sp.) are located outside the
western boundary of the Study Area, along the Interstate 80 frontage.

4.1 Terrestrial Vegetation Communities

The Study Area does not contain any natural communities as classified by the Vegetation Alliances and
Associations of the Great Valley Ecoregion. Vegetation communities in the Study Area consists of Agricultural
lands.

4.1.1 Agricultural

Agricultural lands are classified by CNPS as unvegetated or urbanized areas with ground cover dominated
by annual or perennial agriculture. Dry farmed areas within the Study Area are regularly mowed and disked
and are currently comprised of non-native annual grasses and weedy forbs. The primary crop appears to
have been cultivated wheat (Triticum aestivum). In addition to the disked wheat, this vegetation community
is dominated by tumbleweed (Amaranthus albus), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), Johnsongrass (Sorghum
halepense), common purslane (Portulaca oleracea), silver sheath knotweed (Polygonum argyrocoleon), alkali
mallow (Malvella leprosa), filaree (Erodium botrys), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), prickly lettuce
(Lactuca serriola), and winter vetch (Vicia villosa). In less disturbed areas along Pedrick Road and Highway
80 frontages other species that commonly occur include perennial ryegrass (Festuca perennis), filaree, winter
vetch, yellow starthistle (Centaurea solstitialis), slender wild oat (Avena barbata), and cleavers (Galium
aparine).
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4.2 Aquatic Resources

No aquatic resources were delineated within the Study Area during a protocol-level aquatic resources
delineation conducted in 2022. This delineation was submitted to the USACE and verified on 12 January
2024 (Attachment E).

In addition the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) was reviewed. The (NWI) produces and distributes maps
and other geospatial data to the public on American wetland and deepwater habitats, as well as monitor
changes in these habitats through time as directed by the Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986
(Public Law 99-645). The NWI is primarily compiled through the use of trained image analysts to identify
and classify wetlands and deepwater habitats from aerial imagery and is not a substitute for a full field
analysis. The NWI has also not mapped any wetlands or other aquatic resources within the Study Area
(USFWS 2023).

4.3 Soils

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey Database (NRCS 2023a), three
soil mapping units occur within the Study Area (Figure 5):

= (BrA) Brentwood clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes,
= (Ca) Capay silty clay loam, O percent slopes, MLRA 17,
= and (Yo) 0 to 4 percent slopes, MLRA 17.

None of the mapped soil map units are listed in the "Hydric Soils of the United States” (NRCS 2023b) or
contain recognized hydric inclusions. The vast majority of the Study Area is Capay silty clay loam.

Soils within the Study Area are prime farmland and general alluvium derived from igneous, metamorphic
and sedimentary rock. Soils are non-saline with the exception of the Brentwood clay inclusion in the
southwest corner which is non-saline to very slightly saline. No serpentine soils are know to occur within
the Study Area.

5.0 RESULTS

Table 1 provides a list of special-status species that were evaluated, including their listing status, habitat
associations, and their potential to occur in the Study Area. The following set of criteria was used to
determine each species’ potential for occurrence on the site:
= Present: Species occurs on the site based on CNDDB records, and/or was observed on the site
during field surveys.
= High: The site is within the known range of the species and suitable habitat exists.
= Moderate: The site is within the known range of the species and very limited suitable habitat
exists.
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= Low: The site is within the known range of the species and there is marginally suitable habitat
or the species was not observed during protocol-level surveys conducted on-site.

= Absent/No Habitat Present: The site does not contain suitable habitat for the species, the
species was not observed during protocol-level floristic surveys conducted on-site, or the site
is outside the known range of the species.

Figures 2 and 3 are exhibits displaying CNDDB occurrences within five miles of the Study Area. Below is a
discussion of all special-status plant and animal species with potential to occur on the site.

5.1 Species Considered and Excluded

As analyzed in Table 1. agricultural lands within the Study Area lack the necessary habitat constituents to
provide potential habitat for federally, state, or CRPR listed plant species. No special-status plant species
have been observed within the Study Area. The Study Area also lacks high quality habitat for invertebrate
species. The lack of necessary habitat consistent (wetlands, elderberry shrubs) and current land use preclude
special-status invertebrate species known to occur in the greater vicinity. Additionally, the Study Area lacks
suitable aquatic habitat to support special-status reptiles and amphibians identified in the record search,
and lacks roosting sites for special-status bat species. As such special-status plants, invertebrates, reptiles,
amphibians, and mammals are not discussed further in this report.

5.2 Birds

The Study Area provides potential nesting or foraging habitat for a number of bird species as discussed
below.

5.2.1 Tricolored Blackbird

Tricolored blackbirds (Agelaius tricolor) are not federally listed, but are state listed as threatened. In addition,
tricolored blackbird is listed by CDFW as a species of special concern. They are colonial nesters preferring
to nest in dense stands of cattails, bulrush, or blackberry thickets associated with perennial water (Shuford
and Gardali 2008).

The Study Area does not provide suitable nesting habitat for this species and the off-site stormwater pond
directly north of the Study Area does not contain the typically perennial hydrology or dense vegetation
favored for nesting habitat. Agricultural fields, particularly if planted in seasonal grains or silage, represent
suitable seasonal foraging habitat for tricolored blackbird. The nearest documented occurrence of tricolored
blackbird is CNDDB Occurrence #328, which is located approximately 3.75 miles northwest of the Study
Area (CNDDB 2023).
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur within the Dixon Innovation Center Project Area

Scientific Name State . . A
Habitat Requirements Potential for Occurrence
(Common Name) Status’
Plants
Astragalus tener var. ferrisiae CRPR 1B.1 | Occurs in meadows, foothill and valley | No Habitat Present. No suitable
Ferris' milk-vetch grasslands. Usually found in dry adobe | grasslands present.
soils. Elevations between 5-245'.
Astragalus tener var. tener CRPR 1B.2 | Include elevation range. Playas, Valley | No Habitat Present. The Study
Alkali milk-vetch and foothill grassland (adobe clay), Area does not support wetlands or
Vernal pools grassland habitats and is regularly
disturbed.
Atriplex cordulata var. cordulata CRPR 1B.2 | Grows in grasslands with sandy alkaline | No Habitat Present. The Study
Heartscale or saline soils. Occurs in elevations Area does not support suitable
between sea level and 1835’ sandy soils.
Atriplex depressa CRPR 1B.2 | Prefers meadows or grasslands, vernal | No Habitat Present. The Study
Brittlescale pools, in alkaline or saline clay soils. (5- | Area does not support typically
1050") meadow, grassland or mesic
habitats.
Atriplex persistens CRPR 1B.2 | Alkaline vernal pools (35" - 375) No Habitat Present. The Study
Vernal pool smallscale Area does not support vernal pools
or other wetlands.
Centromadia parryi ssp. parryi CRPR 1B.2 | Found on alkaline soils in coastal No Habitat Present. The Study
Pappose tarplant prairie, meadows, seeps, coastal salt Area does not support alkaline soils
marshes, and valley/foothill grasslands. | or typically grassland habitats.
Found at sea level to 1380 ft.
Chloropyron molle ssp. hispidum CRPR 1B.1 | Prefers seasonally flooded, saline-alkali | No Habitat Present. No alkaline

Hispid bird's-beak

soils at elevations between 5 and 510
feet. Occurs in valley and foothill
grasslands.

soils or grassland are present on-
site.
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur within the Dixon Innovation Center Project Area

Scientific Name
(Common Name)

Federal
Status’

State
Status’

Habitat Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Cicuta maculata var. bolanderi -- CRPR 2B.1 | Coastal, fresh, or brackish marshes and | No Habitat Present. No coastal

Bolander's water-hemlock swamps (0" — 656’). marshes or swamps present.

Delphinium recurvatum -- CRPR 1B.2 | Alkaline soils within chenopod scrub, No Habitat Present. Alkaline soils

Recurved larkspur cismontane woodland, and valley and do not occur within the Study Area.
foothill grasslands (10" — 2,592).

Downingia pusilla -- CRPR 2B.2 | Mesic areas in valley and foothill No Habitat Present. The Study

Dwarf downingia grassland, and vernal pools (3" - Area does not support vernal pools
1,460"). or other wetlands.

Eryngium jepsonii -- CRPR 1B.2 | Occurs in vernal pools, valley and No Habitat Present. The Study

Jepson's coyote-thistle foothill grasslands. Found at elevations | Area does not support wetlands or
between 10-985 feet. other grassland habitats.

Extriplex joaquinana -- CRPR 1B.2 | Found in seasonal alkali wetlands or No Habitat Present. The Study

San Joaquin spearscale alkali sink scrub. Found between 5 and | Area does not support wetlands or
2740 feet. other scrub habitat.

Fritillaria liliacea -- CRPR 1B.2 | Elevations between 10 feet and 1,350 No Habitat Present. Although this

Fragrant fritillary feet. Found in cismontane woodland, species is typically found on
coastal prairie, coastal scrub, and valley | serpentine soils, it has been found
and foothill grasslands, often on on clay soils. However, current land
serpentine soils. management as active agriculture

precludes the establishment of
suitable habitat.
Fritillaria pluriflora -- CRPR 1B.2 | Grows in chaparral, cismontane No Habitat Present. Although this

Adobe-lily

woodland, or foothill grasslands with
clay or serpentine soils. (195-2315’)

species is typically found on
serpentine soils, it has been found
on clay soils. However, current land
management as active agriculture
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur within the Dixon Innovation Center Project Area

Scientific Name
(Common Name)

Federal
Status’

State
Status’

Habitat Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

precludes the establishment of
suitable grassland habitat.

Gratiola heterosepala -- CE, CRPR | Vernal pools and margins of No Habitat Present. The Study
Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop 1B.2 lakes/ponds on clay soils (35' - 7,790'). | Area does not support wetlands or
other mesic areas.
Hibiscus lasiocarpos var. occidentalis -- CRPR 1B.2 | Occurs in freshwater wetlands/marshes | No Habitat Present. The Study
Woolly rose-mallow including edges. Often in riprap on Area does not support wetlands or
sides of levees. Found in elevations other mesic areas.
between sea level to 395 feet.
Isocoma arguta -- CRPR 1B.1 | Alkaline soils in valley and foothill No Habitat Present. The Study
Carquinez goldenbush grasslands (3' — 66'). Area does not contain suitable
alkaline soils or grassland habitats.
Lasthenia chrysantha -- CRPR 1B.1 | Alkaline vernal pools (0' - 655). No Habitat Present. Alkaline soils
Alkali-sink goldfields do not occur within the Study Area
and the Study Area does not
support wetlands or other mesic
areas.
Lasthenia conjugens FE CRPR 1B.1 | Found in mesic areas in cismontane No Habitat Present. The Study
Contra Costa goldfields woodland and annual grassland and in | Area does not support wetlands or
alkaline playas and vernal pools. other mesic areas.
Occurs in areas between 0-1540 ft.
Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri -- CRPR 1B.1 | Usually found on alkaline soils in sinks, | No Habitat Present. The Study

Coulter's goldfields

playas, vernal pools, grasslands, and
coastal salt marshes between 5-4005 ft

Area does not support wetlands or
other mesic areas and lacks alkaline
soils.
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur within the Dixon Innovation Center Project Area

Scientific Name
(Common Name)

Federal
Status’

State
Status’

Habitat Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Lathyrus jepsonii var. jepsonii None CRPR 1B.2 | Prefers tidally influenced channels, No Habitat Present. The Study
Delta tule pea brackish marshes and swamps below Area does not support wetlands,
15 feet. swamps, or mashes.
Legenere limosa -- CRPR 1B.1 | Occurs in vernal pools between 5 and No Habitat Present. The Study
Legenere 2885 feet. Area does not support wetlands or
other mesic areas.
Lepidium latipes var. heckardii -- CRPR 1B.2 | This annual prefers valley and foothill No Habitat Present. The Study
Heckard's pepper-grass grasslands with alkaline soils. Area does not contain alkaline soils
and does not support grassland
habitats.
Lilaeopsis masonii -- Rare, This species prefers brackish or No Habitat Present. The Study
Mason's lilaeopsis CRPR 1B.1 | freshwater swamps, intertidal marshes, | Area does not support wetlands or
and riparian scrub at or below 35 feet. | other mesic areas.
Navarretia leucocephala ssp. bakeri -- CRPR 1B.1 | Favors vernal pools, cismontane No Habitat Present. The Study
Baker's navarretia woodland, lower montane coniferous Area does not support wetlands or
forest, meadows and seeps, valley and | other mesic areas.
foothill grasslands between 15 and
5710 feet.
Neostapfia colusana FT, CH CE, CRPR | Large vernal pools with clay soils (16" — | No Habitat Present. The Study
Colusa grass 1B.1 656'). Area does not support wetlands or
other mesic areas.
Orcuttia inaequalis FT, CH CE, CRPR | Vernal pools on acidic soils (35" - No Habitat Present. The Study
San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grass 1B.1 2,475"). Area does not support wetlands or
other mesic areas.
Plagiobothrys hystriculus -- CRPR 1B.1 | Often in vernal swales, and in mesic No Habitat Present. The Study

Bearded popcornflower

areas of valley and foothill grassland
and vernal pool margins (0" — 899).

Area does not support wetlands or
other mesic areas.
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur within the Dixon Innovation Center Project Area

Scientific Name

Federal

State

Habitat Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

(Common Name)

Puccinellia simplex
California alkali grass

Status’

Status’
CRPR 1B.2

Alkaline, vernally mesic areas in sinks,
flats and lake margins in chenopod
scrub, meadows and seeps, valley and
foothill grassland, and vernal pools (7
-3,051").

No Habitat Present. Alkaline soils
do not occur within the Study Area.

Sagittaria sanfordii
Sanford's arrowhead

CRPR 1B.2

Occurs in emergent marsh habitat,
typically associated with drainages,
canals, or irrigation ditches (0' - 2,135").

No Habitat Present. The Study
Area lacks suitable marsh or aquatic
habitat.

Saline clover

Sidalcea keckii FE CRPR 1B.1 | Serpentinite clay soils in cismontane No Habitat Present. Serpentinite
Keck's checkerbloom woodland and valley and foothill soils do not occur within the Study
grasslands (245" - 2,135"). Area and the Study Area lacks
suitable woodland or grassland
habitats.
Symphyotrichum lentum -- CRPR 1B.2 | Occurs in fresh and salt water marshes, | No Habitat Present. No marshes
Suisun Marsh aster often associated with blackberries, occur within the Study Area.
cattails, and bulrush between sea level
and 10 feet.
Trifolium amoenum FE CRPR 1B. | Considered extinct until 1993. Only No Habitat Present. Outside of the
Two-forked clover known from two occurrences, one in documented range of the species.
Sonoma County and one in Marin. The Study Area lacks suitable scrub
Occurs in coastal bluff scrub, valley and | or grassland habitat.
foothill grassland between 15 and
1360 feet elevation.
Trifolium hydrophilum -- CRPR 1B.2 | Grows in marshes, swamps, and vernal | No Habitat Present. The Study

pools with alkaline soils between sea
level and 985 feet elevation.

Area does not support wetlands or
other mesic areas.
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur within the Dixon Innovation Center Project Area

Scientific Name Federal State

Habitat Requirements Potential for Occurrence

(Common Name) Status’ Status'

Tuctoria mucronate FE CE, CRPR | Vernal pools and mesic areas in valley | No Habitat Present. The Study
Crampton’s tuctoria 1B.1 and foothill grasslands. Blooms April- Area does not support wetlands or
August (elevation 15'-35) other mesic areas.
Invertebrates
Bombus crotchii -- CcC Occurs in open grasslands and scrub Low. This species is poorly
Crotch bumble bee habitats. This species occurs primarily documented. The Study Area does
in California including the not support typical grassland or
Mediterranean region, Pacific Coast, scrub habitats and agricultural
Western Desert, Great Valley, and disturbance reduces the suitability
adjacent foothills through most of of overwintering.
southwestern California (William et al
2014). This species was historically
common in the Central Valley of
California, but now appears to be
absent from most of it, especially in
the center of its historic range
(Williams et al. 2014; Richardson et al
2014).
Bombus occidentalis -- cC Meadows and grasslands with the Low. This species is poorly
Western bumble bee blended floral resources are the documented. The Study Area does
appropriate habitat for this sub- not support typical grassland or
species. While the Western bumble scrub habitats and agricultural
bee was historically known throughout | disturbance reduces the suitability
the mountains and northern coast of of overwintering.
California, it is now largely confined to
high elevation sites and a small
handful of records on the northern
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur within the Dixon Innovation Center Project Area

Scientific Name
(Common Name)

Federal
Status’

State
Status’

Habitat Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

California coast (Cameron et al. 2011a;
Xerces Society 2012: Williams et al.
2014; Xerces Society et al. 2017).

Branchinecta conservatio FE - Occurs in very large, turbid vernal No Habitat Present. The Study
Conservancy fairy shrimp pools. Area does not support wetlands or
other mesic areas.
Branchinecta lynchi FT -- Occurs in vernal pools. No Habitat Present. The Study
Vernal pool fairy shrimp Area does not support wetlands or
other mesic areas.
Branchinecta mesovallensis -- -- Occurs in vernal pools. No Habitat Present. The Study
Midvalley fairy shrimp Area does not support wetlands or
other mesic areas.
Danaus plexippus FC - Migratory species; most prevalent in No Habitat Present. The Study
Monarch butterfly the Central Valley in summer and early | Area does not support milkweed or
fall. Dependent upon milkweed nectar plants, which are a necessary
(Asclepias species) plants as their habitat consistent for this species.
exclusive larval host.
Desmocerus californicus dimorphus FT -- Dependent upon elderberry (Sambucus | No Habitat Present. The Study
Valley elderberry longhorn beetle species) plant as primary host species. | Area does not support elderberry
shrubs, which are a necessary
habitat consistent for this species.
Lepidurus packardi FE - Occurs in vernal pools. No Habitat Present. The Study
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp Area does not support wetlands or
other mesic areas.
Amphibians
Ambystoma californiense FT CT, CSC | Breeds in ponds or other deeply No Habitat Present. The Study

California tiger salamander

ponded wetlands and uses gopher

Area does not support suitable
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur within the Dixon Innovation Center Project Area

Scientific Name Federal State

Habitat Requirements Potential for Occurrence
(Common Name) Status’ Status'
holes and ground squirrel burrows in aquatic habitat for this species and
adjacent grasslands for upland is not adjacent to suitable breeding
refugia/foraging. ponds. Regular land disturbance
from agricultural activities reduces
suitability of upland dispersal.
Reptiles
Actinemys marmorata FC CsC Occurs in ponds, rivers, streams, No Habitat Present. The Study
Northwestern pond turtle wetlands, and irrigation ditches with Area does not support suitable
associated marsh habitat. aquatic habitat for this species. An
offsite stormwater pond does not
contain suitable hydrology or
forage for this species.
Thamnophis gigas FT cT Occurs in rivers, canals, irrigation No Habitat Present. The Study
Giant garter snake ditches, rice fields, and other aquatic Area does not contain suitably
habitats with slow moving water and aquatic habitat for this species.
heavy emergent vegetation.
Birds
Agelaius tricolor -- CE, CSC | Colonial nester in cattails (Typha Moderate. No Breeding Habitat
Tricolored blackbird species), bulrush (Schoenoplectus Present. The Study Area lacks
species), or blackberry (Rubus species) | suitable breeding habitat for this
associated with marsh habitats. Species. An adjacent stormwater
pond lacks established vegetation
typical of breeding habitat,
however, colonies may utilize the
Study Area for seasonal foraging.
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur within the Dixon Innovation Center Project Area

Scientific Name Federal State . . .
Habitat Requirements Potential for Occurrence
(Common Name) Status’ Status'
Aquila chrysaetos -- CFP Forages in open areas including No Habitat Present. Breeding
Golden eagle grasslands, savannahs, deserts, and habitat is not present on-site, no

early successional stages of shrub and | typical foraging habitat present.
forest communities. Nests in large
trees and cliffs.

Athene cunicularia -- CsC Nests in abandoned ground squirrel Moderate. Agricultural areas are

Burrowing owl (Otospermophilus beecheyi) burrows regularly disturbed and suitable
associated with open grassland burrows were not observed for this
habitats. species. This species may utilize

ruderal roadside areas and on or
off-site culverts.

Buteo swainsoni -- CcT Nests in large trees, preferably in Present. The trees along Highway
Swainson's hawk riparian areas. Forages in fields, 80 are suitable nesting habitat, and
cropland, irrigated pasture, and the agricultural areas are suitable

grassland near large riparian corridors. | foraging habitat. A Swainson's hawk
has been observed foraging in the
Study Area and perching in
adjacent trees.

Coccyzus americanus occidentalis FT CE Inhabits extensive deciduous riparian No Habitat Present. The Study
Western yellow-billed cuckoo thickets or forests with dense, low-level | Area does not support riparian
or understory foliage, adjacent to slow- | woodland habitats.

moving waterways, backwaters, or

seeps.
Elanus leucurus -- CFP Open grasslands, fields, and meadows | Low. The trees adjacent to the
White-tailed kite are used for foraging. Isolated trees in | Project Site are low quality nesting
close proximity to foraging habitat are | habitat and not typically of the
used for perching and nesting. riparian trees that this species
Biological Resources Assessment Page 24
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur within the Dixon Innovation Center Project Area

Federal
Status’

Scientific Name
(Common Name)

State
Status’

Habitat Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

favors. Agricultural areas provide
suitable foraging habitat for this

Silver-haired bat

species.
Haliaeetus leucocephalus -- CE Nest in large trees within 1 mile of No Habitat Present. Suitable
Bald eagle lakes, rivers, or larger streams. breeding habitat and foraging
habitat are absent. No large lakes,
rivers or streams in the vicinity.
Mammals
Antrozous pallidus -- CSC, Day and night roosts include crevices No Habitat Present. The Study
Pallid bat WBWG H | in rocky outcrops and cliffs, caves, Area does not include suitable
mines, trees (e.g., basal hollows of roosting habitat for this species.
coast redwoods [Sequoia sempervirens]
and giant sequoia [Sequoiadendron
giganteum], bole cavities of oaks
[Quercus species], exfoliating
Ponderosa pine [Pinus ponderosa] and
valley oak [Quercus lobata] bark,
deciduous trees in riparian areas, and
fruit trees in orchards), and various
human structures such as bridges
(especially wooden and concrete girder
designs), barns, porches, bat boxes,
and human-occupied as well as vacant
buildings (WBWG 2022).
Lasionycteris noctivagans -- WBWG M | Roosts in abandoned woodpecker No Habitat Present. The Study

holes, under bark, and occasionally in

Area does not include suitable
roosting habitat for this species.
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur within the Dixon Innovation Center Project Area

Scientific Name Federal State . . A
Habitat Requirements Potential for Occurrence

(Common Name) Status’ Status'

rock crevices. It forages in open
wooded areas near water features.

Lasiurus cinereus -- WBWG M | Roosts primarily in foliage of both No Habitat Present. The Study
Hoary bat coniferous and deciduous trees at the | Area does not include suitable
edges of clearings (WBWG 2022). roosting habitat for this species.
Taxidea taxus -- Ccsc This species prefers dry open fields, Low. Agricultural land in the Study
American badger grasslands, and pastures. Area provides poor quality foraging

and denning habitat. No recent
occurrences of this species in the
Study Area vicinity (CNDDB 2023).

'Status Codes:

CC - CDFW Candidate for Listing CE - CDFW Endangered CFP - CDFW Fully Protected CRPR - California Rare Plant Rank CR - California Rare
CSC - CDFW Species of Concern CT - CDFW Threatened FE - Federally Endangered FT - Federally Threatened FC - Federal Candidate for Listing
WBWG H - Western Bat Working Group High Threat Rank WBWG M - Western Bat Working Group Medium Threat Rank
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5.2.2 Burrowing Owl

Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) is not listed pursuant to either the California or federal Endangered
Species Acts; however, it is designated as a species of special concern by the CDFW. They typically inhabit
dry open rolling hills, grasslands, desert floors, and open bare ground with gullies and arroyos. This species
typically uses burrows created by fossorial mammals, most notably the California ground squirrel, but may
also use man-made structures such as culverts; cement, asphalt, or wood debris piles; or openings beneath
cement or asphalt pavement (CDFG 1995). The breeding season extends from February 1 through August
31 (CBOC 1993, CDFG 1995).

Very little potential nesting habitat is present within the Study Area. No ground squirrel burrows were
observed and the Study Area lacks debris piles, irrigation piping, or other artificial structures favored by this
species. However, the drop inlet in the northeastern corner of the Study Area could provide artificial habitat
and cover for burrowing owl. Agricultural lands provide suitable foraging habitat for this species. The
nearest known occurrence of burrowing owl is approximately 0.25 miles northeast of the Study Area, along
Highway 80 (CNDDB Occ 238).

5.2.3 Swainson's Hawk

Swainson's hawk (Buteo swainsoni) is a raptor species that is not federally listed, but is listed as threatened
by CDFW. Breeding pairs typically nest in tall trees associated with riparian corridors, and forage in
grassland, irrigated pasture, and cropland with a high density of rodents (Shuford and Gardali 2008). The
Central Valley populations breed and nest in the late spring through early summer before migrating to
Central and South America for the winter (Shuford and Gardali 2008).

Agricultural fields throughout the Study Area represent high quality foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk,
trees directly adjacent to the Study Area provide suitable nesting habitat, and Swainson’s hawk was
observed on-site during the 2022 site visits. The nearest documented Swainson’'s hawk nest that is
considered extant is CNDDB Occurrence #2243, in a walnut tree on the western boundary of the Study Area
(CNDDB 2006), however there are multiple confirmed Swainson’s hawk occurrences within 5-miles of the
Study Area.

5.2.4 White-Tailed Kite

White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) is not federally or state listed, but is a CDFW fully protected species. This
species is a yearlong resident in the Central Valley and is primarily found in or near foraging areas such as
open grasslands, meadows, farmlands, savannahs, and emergent wetlands (Shuford and Gardali 2008).
White-tailed kites typically nest from March through June in trees within riparian, oak woodland, and
savannah habitats of the Central Valley and Coast Range (Shuford and Gardali 2008).

Agricultural fields throughout the Study Area represent suitable foraging habitat for white-tailed kite. While
trees along Highway 80 adjacent to the Study Area provide nesting potential, white-tailed kite tends to
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favor riparian habitats for nesting and it unlikely to nest adjacent to the Study Area. The nearest documented
occurrence of white-tailed kite in the CNDDB is Occurrence #55, which is located over 4 miles north of the
Study Area.

6.0 IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section details potential impacts to the biological resources discussed above associated with
construction of the Project, as discussed in Section 1.1 and shown in Attachment A.

6.1 Nesting Raptors and Songbirds

Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, and tricolored blackbird have the potential to nest adjacent to and
forage within the Project area. Common bird species protected by the MBTA may also nest and forage
within the Project Area. Birds nesting in avoided areas adjacent to construction could be disturbed by
construction, which could result in nest abandonment. If they were nesting on-site, removal of the nests
would impact these species.

The conversion of agricultural lands to development represents the loss of foraging habitat for Swainson’s
hawk, white-tailed kite, and tricolored blackbird.

6.2 Tricolored Blackbird

The agricultural lands within the Study Area provide marginally suitable foraging habitat for tricolored
blackbird colonies. No direct impact to individuals is anticipated due to the lack of suitable nesting habitat.
The Proposed Project may result in the loss of up to 38.4 acres of foraging habitat for tricolored blackbird.
The loss of foraging habitat is not expected to have a substantial adverse effect on regional foraging
opportunities for tricolored blackbird.

6.3 Burrowing Owl

The agricultural lands within the Study Area provide marginally suitable foraging habitat for burrowing owls,
but regular site disturbance and the lack of ground squirrel complexes or artificial structure fails to provide
suitable nesting cover. While unlikely, burrowing owl may use the storm drain inlets in the northeast corner of
the Study Area as artificial cover.

The Proposed Project may result in the loss of up to 384 acres of burrowing owl foraging habitat.
Additionally, if burrowing owls were present in the Project Area at the time of construction, individuals of this
species could be killed and/or nests could be abandoned. However, application pre-construction burrowing
owl surveys and other burrowing owl avoidance measures would minimize the potential for direct impacts
to individuals that may be using the site at the time of construction. The loss of foraging habitat is not
expected to have a substantial adverse effect on regional foraging opportunities for burrowing owl.
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7.0 MITIGATION FOR IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Impacts to Biological Resources are consistent with those anticipated in the NQSP. The Project Area does
not contain any wetlands or other waters as verified by the USACE on 12 January 2024. The following are
mitigation measures that are included in the General Plan and Specific Plan MMRP, or are often required
by CEQA lead agencies for impacts to sensitive biological resources that may be associated with
construction of the Project.

7.1 Nesting Raptors and Other Birds

Per the General Plan (NE-1.13) the following requirements apply to protect the nests of raptors and other
birds when in active use.

e In new development, avoid disturbance to and loss of bird nests in active use by scheduling
vegetation removal and new construction during the non-nesting season (typically September 1-
February 15) or by conducting a pre-construction survey by a qualified biologist to confirm nests
are absent or to define appropriate buffers until any young have successfully fledged the nest.

Additionally, the Project must be conducted in compliance with the NQSP. The following biological
mitigation measures are included in the MMRP and are applicable to resources that occur in the Study Area.

e Disturbance to habitat for white-tailed kite and tricolored blackbird Mitigation Measure B-I: The

following mitigation measures shall be required as part of a subsequent “construction-level”
analysis, required before any construction can be implemented. The project will not substantially
affect a special-status animal species or species’ habitat. To ensure this, project proponents shall
participate in a Countywide Habitat Management Plan addressing the loss of potential foraging

habitat.

The following site-specific mitigation measure shall be implemented to meet the requirements of the NQSP
and General Plan and reduce the risk of take under the MBTA:

= A pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist (Project
Biologist) throughout the portion of the Project Parcel proposed for construction and all
accessible areas within a 500-foot radius of proposed construction areas, no more than seven
days prior to the initiation of construction. If there is a break in construction activity of more
than seven days, then subsequent surveys shall be conducted.

= If an active raptor nest is found, no construction activities shall take place within 500 feet of the
nest until the young have fledged. If active songbird nests are found, a 100-foot no disturbance
buffer will be established until the young have fledged. These no-disturbance buffers may be
reduced if a smaller, sufficiently protective buffer is proposed by the Project Biologist and
approved by the City after taking into consideration the natural history of the species of bird
nesting, the proposed activity level adjacent to the nest, the nest occupants’ habituation to
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existing or ongoing activity, and nest concealment (i.e., whether there are visual or acoustic
barriers between the proposed activity and the nest). The Project Biologist can visit the nest as
needed to determine when the young have fledged the nest and are independent of the site
or the nest can be left undisturbed until the end of the nesting season.

= Survey Report. A report summarizing the survey(s) shall be provided to the City within 30 days
of the completed survey and is valid for one construction season. If no nests are found, no
further mitigation is required.

= Increases to Buffers and Completion of Nesting

o If construction activities will continue within the no-disturbance buffer, then the Project
Biologist will be required to monitor the nest. That monitoring will include
observations about the bird’s behaviors relative to the construction activities. Should
construction activities cause a nesting bird to do any of the following in a way that
would be considered a result of construction activities: vocalize, make defensive flights
at intruders, get up from a brooding position, or fly off the nest, then the exclusionary
buffer shall be increased such that activities are far enough from the nest to stop this
agitated behavior. The revised no-disturbance buffer will remain in place until the
chicks have fledged or as otherwise determined by a qualified biologist in consultation
with the City.

o Construction activities without monitoring may only resume within the no-disturbance
buffer after a follow-up survey by the Project Biologist has been conducted and a
report has been prepared indicating that the nest (or nests) are no longer active, and
that no new nests have been identified.

7.2 Burrowing Owls

The Project is subject to General Plan Policy NE-1.13 which will avoid nest disturbance and loss of bird nests,
including borrowing owl, as outlined below:

e NE-1.13 Protect the nests of raptors and other birds when in active use, as required by State and
federal regulations. In new development, avoid disturbance to and loss of bird nests in active use
by scheduling vegetation removal and new construction during the non-nesting season or by
conducting a pre-construction survey by a qualified biologist to confirm nests are absent or to
define appropriate buffers until any young have successfully fledged the nest.

To minimize impacts to burrowing owl the following measures shall be implemented:

e A targeted burrowing owl nest survey shall be conducted of all accessible areas within 500 feet of
the proposed construction area within 15 days prior to construction activities utilizing 60 foot
transects as outlined in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012) (Staff Report). If
an active burrowing owl nest burrow (i.e., occupied by more than one adult owl, and/or juvenile
owls are observed) is found within 250 feet of a construction area, construction shall cease within
250 feet of the nest burrow until the Project Biologist determines that the young have fledged or it
is determined that the nesting attempt has failed. If the applicant desires to work within 250 feet
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of the nest burrow, the applicant shall consult with CDFW and the City to determine if the nest
buffer can be reduced.

e If construction begins during the non-nesting season, (September 1 through the 14 February), the
applicant shall conduct a survey for burrows or debris that represent suitable nesting habitat for
burrowing owls within areas of proposed ground disturbance. If overwintering owls are located
and cannot be avoided, the applicant may exclude any burrowing owls observed and collapse any
burrows or remove the debris in accordance with the methodology outlined in the Staff Report. In
accordance with the Staff Report, prior to burrow exclusion and/or closure, a Burrowing Owl
Exclusion Plan must be developed and approved by CDFW. As outlined in the Staff Report,
components of this plan shall include but not be limited to:

o Confirm by site surveillance that the burrow(s) is empty of burrowing owls and other
species preceding burrow scoping;

Type of scope and appropriate timing of scoping to avoid impacts;

o Occupancy factors to look for and what will guide determination of vacancy and excavation
timing (one-way doors should be left in place 48 hours to ensure burrowing owls have left
the burrow before excavation, visited twice daily and monitored for evidence that owls are
inside and can't escape i.e., look for sign immediately inside the door).

o How the burrow(s) will be excavated. Excavation using hand tools with refilling to prevent
reoccupation is preferable whenever possible (may include using piping to stabilize the
burrow to prevent collapsing until the entire burrow has been excavated and it can be
determined that no owls reside inside the burrow);

Removal of other potential owl burrow surrogates or refugia on site;

o Photographing the excavation and closure of the burrow to demonstrate success and
sufficiency;

o Monitoring of the site to evaluate success and, if needed, to implement remedial measures
to prevent subsequent owl use to avoid take; and

o How the impacted site will continually be made inhospitable to burrowing owls and
fossorial mammals (e.g., by allowing vegetation to grow tall, heavy disking, or immediate
and continuous grading) until development is complete.

= If any nesting burrowing owls are found during the breeding season pre-construction survey,
mitigation for the permanent loss of burrowing owl foraging habitat (defined as all areas of suitable
habitat within 250 feet of an active nest burrow) shall be accomplished at a 1:1 ratio. The mitigation
provided shall be consistent with recommendations in the CDFW 2012 Staff Report and may be
accomplished within the Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat mitigation area if burrowing owls have
been documented utilizing that area, or if the Project Biologist and the City determine that the area
is suitable. The Staff Report recommendations for mitigation land for burrowing owls are as follows:
o Where habitat will be temporarily disturbed, restore the disturbed area to pre-project
condition including decompacting soil and revegetating. Permanent habitat protection
may be warranted if there is the potential that the temporary impacts may render a nesting
site (nesting burrow and satellite burrows) unsustainable or unavailable depending on the
time frame, resulting in reduced survival or abandonment. For the latter potential impact,

see the permanent impact measures below.
o Mitigate for permanent impacts to nesting, occupied and satellite burrows and/or
burrowing owl habitat such that the habitat acreage, number of burrows and burrowing
owls impacted are replaced based on the information provided in Appendix A. Note: A
minimum habitat replacement recommendation is not provided here as it has been shown
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to serve as a default, replacing any site-specific analysis and discounting the wide variation
in natal area, home range, foraging area, and other factors influencing burrowing owls and
burrowing owl population persistence in a particular area.

o Mitigate for permanent impacts to nesting, occupied and satellite burrows and burrowing
owl habitat with (a) permanent conservation of similar vegetation communities (grassland,
scrublands, desert, urban, and agriculture) to provide for burrowing owl nesting, foraging,
wintering, and dispersal (i.e., during breeding and non-breeding seasons) comparable to
or better than that of the impact area, and (b) sufficiently large acreage, and presence of
fossorial mammals. The mitigation lands may require habitat enhancements including
enhancement or expansion of burrows for breeding, shelter and dispersal opportunity, and
removal or control of population stressors. If the mitigation lands are located adjacent to
the impacted burrow site, ensure the nearest neighbor artificial or natural burrow clusters
are at least within 210 meters (Fisher et al. 2007).

o Permanently protect mitigation land through a conservation easement deeded to a
nonprofit conservation organization or public agency with a conservation mission, for the
purpose of conserving burrowing owl habitat and prohibiting activities incompatible with
burrowing owl use. If the project is located within the service area of a Department
approved burrowing owl conservation bank, the project proponent may purchase available
burrowing owl conservation bank credits.

o Develop and implement a mitigation land management plan to address long-term
ecological sustainability and maintenance of the site for burrowing owls (see Management
Plan and Artificial Burrow sections below, if applicable).

o Fund the maintenance and management of mitigation land through the establishment of
a long-term funding mechanism such as an endowment.

o Habitat should not be altered or destroyed, and burrowing owls should not be excluded
from burrows, until mitigation lands have been legally secured, are managed for the benefit
of burrowing owls according to Department-approved management, monitoring and
reporting plans, and the endowment or other long-term funding mechanism is in place or
security is provided until these measures are completed.

o Mitigation lands should be on, adjacent or proximate to the impact site where possible and
where habitat is sufficient to support burrowing owls present. Where there is insufficient
habitat on, adjacent to, or near project sites where burrowing owls will be excluded, acquire
mitigation lands with burrowing owl habitat away from the project site. The selection of
mitigation lands should then focus on consolidating and enlarging conservation areas
located outside of urban and planned growth areas, within foraging distance of other
conserved lands. If mitigation lands are not available adjacent to other conserved lands,
increase the mitigation land acreage requirement to ensure a selected site is of sufficient
size. Offsite mitigation may not adequately offset the biological and habitat values
impacted on a one to one basis. Consult with the Department when determining offsite
mitigation acreages.

o Evaluate and select suitable mitigation lands based on a comparison of the habitat
attributes of the impacted and conserved lands, including but not limited to: type and
structure of habitat being impacted or conserved; density of burrowing owls in impacted
and conserved habitat; and significance of impacted or conserved habitat to the species
range-wide. Mitigate for the highest quality burrowing owl habitat impacted first and
foremost when identifying mitigation lands, even if a mitigation site is located outside of a
lead agency's jurisdictional boundary, particularly if the lead agency is a city or special
district.
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o Select mitigation lands taking into account the potential human and wildlife conflicts or
incompatibility, including but not limited to, human foot and vehicle traffic, and predation
by cats, loose dogs and urban-adapted wildlife, and incompatible species management
(i.e., snowy plover).

o Where a burrowing owl population appears to be highly adapted to heavily altered habitats
such as golf courses, airports, athletic fields, and business complexes, permanently
protecting the land, augmenting the site with artificial burrows, and enhancing and
maintaining those areas may enhance sustainability of the burrowing owl population
onsite. Maintenance includes keeping lands grazed or mowed with weedeaters or push
mowers, free from trees and shrubs, and preventing excessive human and human-related
disturbance (e.g., walking, jogging, off-road activity, dog-walking) and loose and feral pets
(chasing and, presumably, preying upon owls) that make the environment uninhabitable
for burrowing owls.

o If there are no other feasible mitigation options available and a lead agency is willing to
establish and oversee a Burrowing Owl Mitigation and Conservation Fund that funds on a
competitive basis acquisition and permanent habitat conservation, the project proponent
may participate in the lead agency’s program.

The Project Area is not expected to contain any nesting burrowing owl as due to the lack of burrowing
habitat. However, if any nesting burrowing owls are found during the pre-construction survey, mitigation
for the permanent loss of burrowing owl foraging habitat (typically defined as all areas of suitable habitat
within 250 feet of the active burrow) can typically be accomplished concurrent with within the Swainson’s
Hawk Foraging Habitat mitigation (as detailed in Section 7.3 below).

7.3 Swainson’s Hawk

The Proposed Project will result in the loss of 38.4 acre of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat and may impact
Swainson'’s hawk nesting in trees just outside the Project Area.

The Project must be conducted in compliance with the NQSP. The following biological mitigation measures
are included in the MMRP and are applicable to resources that occur in the Study Area.

= Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation Measure B-F: The following mitigation measure shall be required as

part of a subsequent “construction-level” analysis, required before any construction can be

implemented. The project will not substantially affect a special-status animal species or species’

habitat. To ensure this a breeding survey shall be conducted between April and July in order to:

o Determine if the species nest on the project site;

o To develop appropriate mitigation measures, which may include 1:1 replacement ratio of
impacted foraging habitat. This replacement habitat should include alfalfa and row crops such
as tomatoes, oats, wheat, barley, and sugar beets.

As the HCP has not yet been approved a generally accepted mitigation replacement ratio for foraging
habitat is included in the CDFW Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawk (CDFW
2014). These measures allow projects to mitigate for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat to a less than
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significant level through the implementation of either site-specific measures reviewed by CDFW or of the
following mitigation measure:

e Pursuant to California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) guidelines, the applicant shall
preserve an equal acreage of Swainson's hawk foraging habitat as is proposed for development
(approximately 38.4 acres) (i.e, a 1:1 ratio). The preserved habitat shall be at a location approved
by the CDFW. Preservation may occur through either:

o Payment of a mitigation fee to an established mitigation bank, or similar habitat
development and management company, or the City of Dixon through a negotiated
agreement (subject to approval by CDFW) between the City and the applicant. The monies
shall be held in a trust fund, and used to purchase mitigation credits to offset the loss of
suitable foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk. The credits would become incorporated into
the mitigation bank, owned and operated by the habitat development and management
company, and protected in perpetuity (consistent with CDFW guidelines); or

o Purchase of conservation easements or fee title of lands with suitable Swainson's hawk
foraging habitat (consistent with CDFW guidelines).

If mitigation lands or a conservation easement have not been acquired prior to issuance of the building
permit or grading permits, whichever occurs first, the City shall hold the applicant's contribution in a
separate, interest-bearing account until the appropriate lands are identified (through consultation with
CDFW and the City) and acquired by the City or preserved through other methods acceptable to the CDFW.
The foregoing funds shall be used to compensate for the loss of Swainson's hawk foraging habitat.

Implementation of this measure would also provide compensation for the loss of foraging habitat for
burrowing owl and other special-status raptors that rely on annual grassland foraging habitat.

Additionally, as Swainson’s hawk is a state listed endangered species, the Project should be designed to
avoid incidental take of the species. In compliance the following General Plan Measure applies:

e NE-1.12 In areas where development (including trails or other improvements) has the potential for
adverse effects on special-status species, require project proponents to submit a study conducted
by a qualified professional that identifies the presence or absence of special-status species at the
proposed development site. If special-status species are determined by the City to be present,
require incorporation of appropriate mitigation measures as part of the proposed development
prior to final approval.
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IPaC Trust Resource Report for the Study Area



10/24/23, 3:53 PM IPaC: Explore Location resources

IPaC U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

IPaC resource list

This report is an automatically generated list of species and other resources such as critical habitat (collectively referred to as trust resources)
under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (USFWS) jurisdiction that are known or expected to be on or near the project area referenced below.
The list may also include trust resources that occur outside of the project area, but that could potentially be directly or indirectly affected by
activities in the project area. However, determining the likelihood and extent of effects a project may have on trust resources typically requires
gathering additional site-specific (e.g., vegetation/species surveys) and project-specific (e.g., magnitude and timing of proposed activities)
information.

Below is a summary of the project information you provided and contact information for the USFWS office(s) with jurisdiction in the defined
project area. Please read the introduction to each section that follows (Endangered Species, Migratory Birds, USFWS Facilities, and NWI
Wetlands) for additional information applicable to the trust resources addressed in that section.

Location

Solano County, California

Local office

Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office

. (916) 414-6600
I8 (916) 414-6713

Federal Building
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/location/HBCXCUJGBBBZVPIPP73FXHZK7Q/resources 1/9
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Endangered species

This resource list is for informational purposes only and does not constitute an analysis of project level impacts.

The primary information used to generate this list is the known or expected range of each species. Additional areas of influence (AQI) for
species are also considered. An AOI includes areas outside of the species range if the species could be indirectly affected by activities in that
area (e.g., placing a dam upstream of a fish population even if that fish does not occur at the dam site, may indirectly impact the species by
reducing or eliminating water flow downstream). Because species can move, and site conditions can change, the species on this list are not
guaranteed to be found on or near the project area. To fully determine any potential effects to species, additional site-specific and project-
specific information is often required.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary information whether any species which is listed
or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of such proposed action" for any project that is conducted, permitted, funded, or licensed
by any Federal agency. A letter from the local office and a species list which fulfills this requirement can only be obtained by requesting an
official species list from either the Regulatory Review section in IPaC (see directions below) or from the local field office directly.

For project evaluations that require USFWS concurrence/review, please return to the IPaC website and request an official species list by doing
the following:

1. Draw the project location and click CONTINUE.
2. Click DEFINE PROJECT.

3. Log in (if directed to do so).

4. Provide a name and description for your project.
5. Click REQUEST SPECIES LIST.

Listed species! and their critical habitats are managed by the Ecological Services Program of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the
fisheries division of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA Fisheries?2).

Species and critical habitats under the sole responsibility of NOAA Fisheries are not shown on this list. Please contact NOAA Fisheries for
species under their jurisdiction.

1. Species listed under the Endangered Species Act are threatened or endangered; IPaC also shows species that are candidates, or proposed,
for listing. See the listing status page for more information. IPaC only shows species that are regulated by USFWS (see FAQ).

2. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration within the Department of Commerce.

The following species are potentially affected by activities in this location:

Reptiles

NAME STATUS
Giant Garter Snake Thamnophis gigas Threatened
Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

Amphibians
NAME STATUS

California Tiger Salamander Ambystoma californiense Threatened
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2076

Insects
NAME STATUS
Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Candidate
Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Desmocerus californicus dimorphus Threatened
Wherever found
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7850

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/location/HBCXCUJGBBBZVPIPP73FXHZK7Q/resources 2/9
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Crustaceans
NAME STATUS
Conservancy Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta conservatio Endangered
Wherever found

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8246

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta lynchi Threatened
Wherever found
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.

Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp Lepidurus packardi Endangered
Wherever found
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2246

Critical habitats

Potential effects to critical habitat(s) in this location must be analyzed along with the endangered species themselves.
There are no critical habitats at this location.

You are still required to determine if your project(s) may have effects on all above listed species.

Bald & Golden Eagles

Bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act' and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act?.

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to bald or golden eagles, or their habitats?, should
follow appropriate regulations and consider implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described below.

Additional information can be found using the following links:

e Eagle Managment https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management

e Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-
migratory-birds

¢ Nationwide conservation measures for birds https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-
measures.pdf

e Supplemental Information for Migratory Birds and Eagles in IPaC https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-
and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action

There are bald and/or golden eagles in your project area.

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your
list, click on the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY at the top of your list to see when these birds are most likely to be present and
breeding in your project area.

NAME BREEDING SEASON

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Breeds Jan 1 to Aug 31
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention because of the
Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development or
activities.

Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos Breeds Jan 1 to Aug 31
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention because of the
Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development or
activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680
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Probability of Presence Summary

The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be present in your project area. This information
can be used to tailor and schedule your project activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read and understand the
FAQ "Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or attempting to interpret this report.

Probability of Presence (m)

Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your project overlaps during a particular week of
the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week months.) A taller bar indicates a higher probability of species presence. The survey effort (see
below) can be used to establish a level of confidence in the presence score. One can have higher confidence in the presence score if the
corresponding survey effort is also high.

How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps:

1. The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in the week where the species was detected divided
by the total number of survey events for that week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey events and th