DRAFT EIR
JOHNSON RANCHO AND HOP FARM ANNEXATION
JUNE 2017 1

4.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

INTRODUCTION

The Hazards and Hazardous Materials chapter of the EIR describes existing and potentially
occurring hazards and hazardous materials on the project site, and discusses potential impacts
posed by those hazards to the environment, as well as to workers, visitors, and residents within
and adjacent to the project site. More specifically, the chapter describes potential effects on
human health that could result from soil contamination stemming from past uses of the site, or
from exposure to hazardous materials used during previous agricultural operations on the
property sites. The Hazards and Hazardous Materials chapter is based on the Environmental Site
Assessment, Johnson’s Crossing Property (See Appendix Q)' and Environmental Site
Assessment, S.M. Damon Estate — Wheatland prepared by Wallace-Kuhl & Associates, Inc.
(WKA),? the Environmental Site Assessment, Bear River Hop Farm prepared by Environmental
Safety Services (ESS) (available at Wheatland City Hall upon request),® and the City of
Wheatland General Plan EIR.* For clarification purposes, the Environmental Site Assessment,
Bear River Hop Farm refers to the “Wheatland Hop Farm” property.

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The following section includes discussions regarding the past and current uses, on-site structures,
wells, storage tanks, and other potential on-site hazards.

Existing Project Site Land Uses

The proposed project is located on approximately 4,149 acres of agricultural land, which
contains scattered residences. The project site is bordered by the Yuba County/Placer County
line to the south; Wheatland city limits, State Route 65 and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR)
tracks to the west; Spenceville Road and Dry Creek to the north; and the eastern boundary of the
Wheatland SOI to the east.

The project site is currently made up of the following ownerships: Johnson’s Crossing, AKT
Wheatland Ranch, Dave Browne, and Browne Cattle Company; Bear River Hop Farm and
Wheatland Hop Farm; and the five “Wheatland Parcels” (See Figure 3-3, Property Owner
Exhibit, of Chapter 3, Project Description).

Johnson Rancho

The Johnson Rancho portion of the project includes annexation of entire 3,357-acre Johnson
Rancho portion to the City of Wheatland. Two Phase | Environmental Site Assessments were
performed for portions of the Johnson Rancho property, the Environmental Site Assessment,
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Johnson’s Crossing Property and Environmental Site Assessment, S.M. Damon Estate —
Wheatland prepared by Wallace Kuhl & Associates, Inc. (WKA).

Johnson’s Crossing

The Johnson’s Crossing Environmental Assessment studied approximately 1,443 acres of active
cattle rangeland, associate rural residence, and agricultural-related buildings, located
approximately three miles east of the City of Wheatland. Grasshopper Slough bisects the
Johnson’s Crossing property from the northeast to the southwest. In the southwest corner of the
study area, an irregularly shaped pond borders the southern portion of the property. A site survey
and Phase | Environmental Site Assessment was prepared by WKA on March 26, 2004. The
Johnson’s Crossing Environmental Assessment included the following APNs:

015-160-029;
015-160-098;
015-370-001;
015-350-024; and
015-350-025.

The Johnson’s Crossing Phase | identified several agricultural related buildings onsite, including
two barns, residence and associated septic system, caretakers bunkhouse, corrals, and a 5" wheel
travel trailer. In addition, a domestic water well is located adjacent to the larger barn. According
to the tenant and former owner, Ms. Kathleen Jones, the domestic water well was excavated to a
depth of 40 feet and later deepened to approximately 70 feet.

Above Ground Storage Tank (AST) and Septic System

The Johnson’s Crossing study identified an out of service above ground storage tank
(AST) located east of the larger barn. However, staining was not observed beneath the
AST and did not appear to contain free product. An on-site septic system is located north
of the rural residence on the Johnson’s Crossing study area. The septic system was
installed in 1985 and consists of a 1,500 gallon tank and approximately 330 feet of leach
line.

Pesticides

The owner reported that historically, the Johnson’s Crossing study area was used for
cattle grazing and not used for crops, orchard, or other agricultural uses. In addition, the
Yuba County Department of Agriculture did not have Restricted Use Permits on file for
the study area. Therefore, pesticides are unlikely to be present in the soils of the site.

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)

High-voltage, tower-mounted electrical transmission lines, or subtransmission lines were
not observed. Neighborhood distribution electric lines powered at 12kV supplies power

CHAPTER 4.9 — HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
49-2



DRAFT EIR
JOHNSON RANCHO AND HOP FARM ANNEXATION
JUNE 2017 1

to the house, barn, and on-site water supply well. One pole-mounted transformer is
located on the property north of the house. Additionally, surface staining was not
observed on the soil beneath the pole-mounted transformer.

AKT Wheatland Ranch

A combined Phase I/l Environmental Site Assessment have been prepared by WKA on May 17,
2004. The SM Damon Estate Environmental Assessment studied a 2,581-acre area which
included the AKT Ranch Property. The Phase I/I1 Assessment study area included the following
APNSs that are part of the project:

015-360-026;
015-360-028;
015-360-029;
015-360-030;
015-360-031;
015-360-032; and
015-360-038.

AKT Wheatland Ranch property is located approximately one to two miles east of the central
business district of the City of Wheatland. The southwest portion of the property consists of
agricultural land (walnut orchards), few neighborhood rural residential sites, active grazing land,
and farmsteads. The northern portion of the property includes active cattle rangeland. The
Placer/Yuba County boundary line, a dirt and gravel levee road and a water delivery canal owned
and operated by the Camp Far West Irrigation District trend northeast-southwest across the
southern portion of the property. Directly south of the property includes a levee. Grasshopper
Slough traverses the AKT Wheatland Ranch property in an east to west direction. Several
structures with agricultural related operations exist on-site, including, cannery, barns, bunker oil,
and offices.

Farmstead Site

The farmstead site is located within a non-orchard portion of the northernmost area of the
property. The farmstead area contains several residential structures, the Wheatland Ranch
management office, domestic water supply well, tower with an elevated water storage
tank, former cannery buildings, small eucalyptus grove, and a former hops barn that is
currently unused. In addition, an underground storage tank has been removed from the
farmstead area under the oversight authority of the Yuba County Office of Emergency
Services. The former cannery buildings are now used for dry storage. Although the
former cannery buildings have concrete floors, the buildings do not have floor drains,
trench drains, machinery pits, mechanics pits or oil/water separators. A concrete apron is
located east of the Quonset portion of the former cannery buildings and an improperly
abandoned water supply well is located just to the southeast of the Quonset building. The
out-of-service cased well appears to have been installed within a previous hand-dug well.
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Ranch Operations Hub

The ranch operations hub is located on the north-central portion of the southern area of
the AKT Ranch property. The ranch operations hub portion of the site has two USTs, a
AST fueling island, a three-sided storage shed, an oil storage shed, a repair shop and
equipment maintenance building, a warehouse with a raised-wood floor, and the walnut
washer/huller and dryer, which is fueled by a 12,000-gallon propane AST. All buildings
located on the ranch operations hub with the exception of the three-sided storage shed
have concrete or raised wood floors. An asphalt-paved steam-cleaning pad is located
adjacent to the south exterior wall of the repair shop. To the north of the ranch operations
hub, a shallow asphalt-paved V-gutter captures and directs steam-cleaning wastewater via
buried pipe to an outfall located upslope from a drainageway. A subgrade-installed
hydraulic lift is located adjacent to the south exterior wall of the oil storage shed. The
storage sheds and shop repair building are not associated with an oil/water separator,
mechanic’s pit, dry wells for floor drains, trench drains, burn pits or piles, disposal pits,
USTs, hydraulic freight elevators, a water supply well, boiler or agricultural chemicals
mixing or disposal sump. A vendor provides solid waste pick-up and disposal services to
the property.

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)

The property does contain a number of PG&E pole-mounted transformers. The
transformers at the ranch operations hub are tagged "Non-PCB," while others are not
tagged with respect to potential PCB content within the mineral oil cooling fluid. Cooling
fluid leakage was not observed on or beneath any of the on-site transformers.

Septic System

The existing residences on the property site are serviced by on-site septic systems. The
septic systems are unlikely to have affected subsurface soils with hazardous materials,
based on expected residential influent as opposed to commercial or industrial wastewater
discharges.

Wheatland Hop Farm

The Wheatland Hop Farm property consists of approximately 674 acres of associated rural
residence, agricultural, and agricultural-related buildings. A Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment was prepared by ESS on May 24, 2005 for the Wheatland Hop Farm which includes
the following findings.

Polychlorinated Biphenyls

The Wheatland Hop Farm property is served by Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) which has
replaced all known transformers containing levels of PCBs in excess of fifty parts per million in
accordance with federal law.
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Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels

Phase | Environmental Site Assessments have not been conducted for the Dave Browne, Browne
Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels.

Yuba County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office

The Johnson’s Crossing property has not been used for intensive agricultural purposes, which is
often associated with chemical use permits. According to the records search by WKA, the Yuba
County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office did not have any agricultural records of the property
on file.

According to the records search by WKA, the Yuba County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office,
the AKT Wheatland Ranch property had regulated agricultural operations under Permit No. 04-
00-554 on the property site. Pesticides used at the property include: Zolone (an
organophosphorous pesticide), Maneb/Manex (dithiocarbamate pesticide), and Manpower
(Maneb with added copper-hydroxide compounds).

Potential On-Site Hazards

The potential on-site hazards for the proposed project include the following:

Water supply well;

Debris;

Facilities storage tanks;
PCB transformers;

Septic systems;

Asbestos and lead paint; and
Pesticides.

Surrounding Hazardous Sites

The Environmental Assessment, Johnson’s Crossing review included the American Society of
Testing Materials (ASTM) designated search radius during review of the regulatory agency
databases. In summary, the Environmental Assessment, Johnson’s Crossing did not identify
confirmed State or federal “Superfund” sites on or within one mile of the Johnson’s Crossing
property during review of the former Department of Health Services (DHS) Bond Expenditure
Plan, the U.S. EPA’s National Priorities List (NPL), and the Cal-EPA’s Active Annual Workplan
Sites database. Potential federal Superfund sites did not appear on or within one-half mile of the
property site during review of U.S. EPA’s Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) and Resource Conservation
Recovery Act (RCRA) Treatment, Storage or Disposal (TSD). Additionally, the property and
adjacent area are not listed as RCRA Generators, nor does the property appear in U.S. EPA’s
Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) database.
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The Environmental Assessment, Bear River Hop Farm review included the ASTM designated
search radius during review of the regulatory agency databases. The Environmental Assessment,
Bear River Hop Farm did not identify confirmed State or federal “Superfund” sites on or within
one mile of the Wheatland Hop Farm property during review of the former DHS Bond
Expenditure Plan, the U.S. EPA’s NPL, the CERCLIS, the CALSITES, and the RCRIS. Potential
federal Superfund sites did not appear on or within one-half mile of the property site during
review of the California SWIS, and the California LUST. Additionally, the property and adjacent
area are not listed as RCRA Generators, nor does the property appear in U.S. EPA’s ERNS
database.

Beale Overflight Zone

The Beale Air Force Base Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Beale AFB CLUP) was drafted by the
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) to determine acceptable land uses for the Beale AFB.
Safety policies related to airfield operations were based upon height restriction, noise restriction,
and safety restriction. The Beale AFB CLUP states that airfield safety areas are (a) established to
minimize the number of people exposed to aircraft crash hazards, and are (b) determined by
placing restrictions on land uses in various safety areas. Dimensions of the safety areas were
determined by analyzing historical aircraft accident data and designating safety zone dimensions
that encompass significant hazard areas. The Air Installation Compatibility Zone (AICUZ) Study
conducted for Beale AFB in 2005 determined that the project site is not within an accident
potential zone.

REGULATORY CONTEXT

The term hazardous substance refers to both hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. A
material is defined as hazardous if the material appears on a list of hazardous materials prepared
by a federal, State, or local regulatory agency or if the material has characteristics defined as
hazardous by such an agency.

The California EPA, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) defines hazardous waste,
as found in the California Health and Safety Code Section 25141(b), as follows:

[...] its quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infections characteristics: (1)
cause, or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious
irreversible, or incapacitating reversible illness; (2) pose a substantial present or potential
hazard to human health or the environment, due to factors including, but not limited to,
carcinogenicity, acute toxicity, chronic toxicity, bioaccumulative properties, or
persistence in the environment, when improperly treated, stored, transported, or disposed
of, or otherwise managed.

Many agencies regulate hazardous substances. The following discussion contains a summary
review of regulatory controls pertaining to hazardous substances, including federal, State, and
local laws and ordinances.
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Federal Regulations
Federal agencies that regulate hazardous materials include the EPA, the Occupational Safety and

Health Administration (OSHA), the Department of Transportation (DOT), and the National
Institute of Health (NIH). The following federal laws and guidelines govern hazardous materials:

Federal Water Pollution Control;

Clean Air Act;

Occupational Safety and Health Act;

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act;

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act;
Guidelines for Carcinogens and Biohazards;

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act Title Il1;

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act;

Safe Drinking Water Act; and

Toxic Substances Control Act.

Prior to August 1992, the principal agency at the federal level regulating the generation, transport
and disposal of hazardous waste was the EPA under the authority of the RCRA. As of August 1,
1992, however, the California Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) was authorized to
implement the State’s hazardous waste management program for the EPA. The federal EPA
continues to regulate hazardous substances under the Comprehensive Environmental Response
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA).

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

The CERCLA, commonly known as Superfund, was enacted by Congress on December 11,
1980. This law created a tax on the chemical and petroleum industries and provided broad
federal authority to respond directly to releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances
that may endanger public health or the environment. The CERCLA was amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) on October 17, 1986. Subsection
101(40) of CERCLA defines "bona fide prospective purchaser" (BFPP) as a person, or tenant of
that person, who acquires ownership of a facility after the date of enactment of the Brownfields
Amendments, January 11, 2002. A BFPP may be subject to a "windfall lien" under the newly
added CERCLA Section 107(r), up to the amount of unrecovered response costs incurred by the
United States at a facility for which the owner is not liable as a BFPP, and where the response
action increases the fair market value of the facility. As to the amount and duration of any
windfall lien, the Brownfields Amendments state that the amount is not to exceed the increase in
fair market value attributable to the response action at the time of sale or other disposition of the
property. The windfall lien arises at the time response costs at the facility are incurred by the
United States, and shall continue until the earlier of satisfaction of the lien by sale or other
means, or, notwithstanding any statute of limitations under CERCLA Section 113, recovery of
all response costs incurred at the facility.
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State Regulations
The Cal-EPA and the State Water Resources Control Board establish rules governing the use of

hazardous materials and the management of hazardous waste. Applicable State and local laws
include the following:

Public Safety/Fire Regulations/Building Codes;
Hazardous Waste Control Law;

Hazardous Substances Information and Training Act;
Air Toxics Hot Spots and Emissions Inventory Law;
Underground Storage of Hazardous Substances Act; and
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

Within Cal-EPA, DTSC has primary regulatory responsibility, with delegation of enforcement to
local jurisdictions that enter into agreements with the State agency, for the management of
hazardous materials and the generation, transport, and disposal of hazardous waste under the
authority of the Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL).

Assembly Bill (AB) 387 and Senate Bill (SB) 162

AB 387 and SB 162 provide a comprehensive program to ensure that hazardous material
contamination issues are adequately addressed prior to school development. The program
involves the preparation of a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment to determine whether a
release of a hazardous material has occurred on-site in the past or if there may be a naturally
occurring hazardous material present at the site. Based on the information gathered, the Phase |
should conclude that either 1) recognized environmental conditions were not identified, or 2) a
Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) is necessary.

Local Regulations

Yuba County Environmental Health Department

The Yuba County Environmental Health Department provides environmental health services to
all residents in the County. Among the environmental health programs of the department are the
Hazardous Materials Unit Programs, which address such issues as solid waste, hazardous wastes,
septic tanks, wells, and aboveground and underground storage tanks.

City of Wheatland General Plan

The City of Wheatland established the following General Plan goals and policies regarding
development and hazardous materials.
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Hazardous Materials

Goal 9.F To minimize the risk of life, injury, serious illness, damage to property, and
economic and social dislocations resulting from the use, transport, treatment, and
disposal of hazardous materials and hazardous materials wastes.

Policy 9.F.1. The City shall ensure that the use and disposal of hazardous
materials in the City complies with local, State, and federal safety
standards.

Policy 9.F.2. The City shall strictly regulate the storage of hazardous materials
and wastes.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Standards of Significance

In accordance with CEQA, the effects of a project are evaluated to determine if they would result
in a significant adverse impact on the environment. An EIR is required to focus on these effects
and offer mitigation measures to reduce or avoid any significant impacts that are identified. The
criteria, or standards, used to determine the significance of impacts may vary depending on the
nature of the project. For the purposes of this EIR, an impact is considered significant if the
proposed project would:

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

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

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

e Impair implementation of a physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan.

Method of Analysis

WKA conducted the Environmental Site Assessment, Johnson’s Crossing for the Johnson’s
Crossing property, which was completed in compliance with the American Society of Testing and
Materials Standard E 1527-00 for Environmental Assessment. The scope of work included a
field reconnaissance to look for evidence of surface and potential subsurface sources of
contamination. In addition, a windshield survey was performed within the immediate vicinity of
the property to identify businesses that may use, produce and/or bulk store hazardous materials
or generate hazardous waste. Other means of gathering information pertaining to the property
site included interviews, aerial photography, topographic map research, and relevant database

CHAPTER 4.9 — HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
4.9-9



DRAFT EIR
JOHNSON RANCHO AND HOP FARM ANNEXATION
JUNE 2017 1

searches. WKA does not believe that sampling and testing existing site soils for potential
persistent pesticide residuals is warranted.

In addition, ESS conducted the Environmental Site Assessment, Bear River Hop Farm for the
Wheatland Hop Farm property, which was completed in compliance with the American Society
of Testing and Materials Standard E 1527-00 for Environmental Assessment. The scope of work
included visual observation of the site and surrounding areas to assess and photograph present
site conditions. Other means of gathering information pertaining to the property site include
aerial photography and relevant database searches.

WKA conducted the Environmental Site Assessment, S.M. Damon Estate — Wheatland, which
includes the combined Phase I/ll environmental site assessment reports for the AKT Wheatland
Ranch property, which was completed in compliance with the American Society of Testing and
Materials Standard E 1527-00 for Environmental Assessment. The scope of work included a
field reconnaissance to look for visual evidence of surface and potential subsurface sources of
contamination. In addition, a windshield survey was performed within the immediate vicinity of
the property to identify businesses that may use or produce hazardous materials. Other means of
gathering information pertaining to the property site included personal and telephone interviews
with representatives of various regulatory agencies, the tenant, and the long-term property
owner, and others familiar with the site history of the property, including operation and disposal
practices; photography; aerial photography; topographic map research; and relevant database
searches. In addition, WKA evaluated local and regional geological and groundwater conditions,
including historical depths and flow direction; collection of surficial and shallow subsurface soil
samples, where warranted; and preparation of Interim Letters of Findings dated September 17,
2003 and October 26, 2003.

It should be noted that for each technical environmental issue, the Initial Study (Appendix C of
this Draft EIR) identifies the level of impact for the proposed project. As discussed in Chapter
4.0, Introduction to the Analysis, the Initial Study dismissed from further analysis the following
potential Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts:

e 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;

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

e For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area; and

e Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands.
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Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following discussion of impacts is based on the implementation of the proposed project
(Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm), unless otherwise noted.

4.9-1

Impacts from water supply wells.

Hop Farm Properties

The Hop Farm

According to the Environmental Site Assessment, Bear River Hop Farm, the field survey
of the Hop Farm properties and surrounding areas did not identify any water supply
wells. Therefore, development of the Hop Farm properties would have a less-than-
significant impact related to water supply wells.

Wheatland Parcels

The Wheatland Parcels consist of agricultural land, active cattle rangeland, residences,
and/or commercial. Environmental Site Assessments have not been prepared for the
abovementioned properties to identify existing water supply wells. The Wheatland
parcels could contain irrigation wells as a result of either current or past agricultural
operations on-site or domestic water wells as a result of residential uses. Abandonment of
a well must be performed by a licensed C-57 contractor and would require a well
abandonment permit from the Yuba County Environmental Health Department.
Therefore, abandonment of the domestic water wells could be required and a potentially
significant impact would occur.

Johnson Rancho Property

Johnson’s Crossing and AKT Wheatland Ranch

According to the Environmental Site Assessment, Johnson’s Crossing, a domestic well is
located adjacent to the large barn on the Johnson’s Crossing property and provides
potable water to the nearby agricultural-related residence. The domestic water well was
excavated to a depth of 40 feet and later deepened to approximately 70 feet. In addition,
the AKT Wheatland Ranch contains a domestic water supply well in the farmstead area
of the property. According to the Environmental Site Assessment, S.M. Damon Estate —
Wheatland, the water supply well was improperly abandoned and is located just to the
southeast of the southeast corner of the former cannery buildings. Abandonment of the
wells must be performed by a licensed C-57 contractor and would require well
abandonment permits from the Yuba County Environmental Health Department.
Therefore, abandonment of the domestic water wells could be required and a potentially
significant impact would occur.
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Dave Browne and Browne Cattle Company

The Dave Browne and Browne Cattle Company properties consist of agricultural land,
active cattle rangeland, and residences. Environmental Site Assessments have not been
prepared for the abovementioned properties to identify existing water supply wells. The
properties could contain irrigation wells as a result of either current or past agricultural
operations on-site or domestic water wells as a result of residential uses. Abandonment of
a well must be performed by a licensed C-57 contractor and would require a well
abandonment permit from the Yuba County Environmental Health Department.
Therefore, abandonment of the domestic water wells could be required and a potentially
significant impact would occur.

Conclusion

As discussed above, impacts from water supply wells on the Wheatland Parcels and the
Johnson’s Crossing and AKT Wheatland Ranch properties, as well as the Dave Browne
and Browne Cattle Company properties, would be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

4.9-1(a) The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative map application for any development within the Johnson’s
Crossing and AKT Wheatland Ranch area, as well any development on the
Dave Browne Property, Browne Cattle Company Property, or the
Wheatland Parcels:

“Prior to the issuance of a grading permit within 50 feet of a well, the
applicant shall hire a licensed well contractor to obtain a well
abandonment permit from Yuba County Environmental Health
Department, and properly abandon the on-site wells, pursuant to review
and approval of the City Engineer and the Yuba County Environmental
Health Department.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the issuance of grading permits.

4.9-1(b) In conjunction with submittal of each zoning or tentative map application
for any development within the Dave Browne Property, Browne Cattle
Company Property, and Wheatland Parcels, a Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment shall be prepared to determine if any on-site structures
contain hazards and to identify soil contamination, potential hazards
related to nearby properties, and the location of wells, aboveground
storage tanks, stored items and debris. The Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment shall identify and include mitigation measures necessary to
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reduce significant hazardous and hazardous materials impacts. The Phase
I Environmental Site Assessment’s recommendations and mitigation
measures shall be implemented by the project applicant, and shall be
reviewed and approved, and Planning Commission and/or City Council
prior to approval of each zoning or tentative map application.

Impacts from facility storage tanks.

Hop Farm Property

According to the Environmental Site Assessment, Bear River Hop Farm, field survey of
the Hop Farm properties and surrounding areas did not identify any facility storage tanks.
Therefore, development of the Hop Farm properties would have a less-than-significant
impact related to facility storage tanks.

Johnson Rancho Properties

Johnson’s Crossing

The Environmental Site Assessment, Johnson’s Crossing determined that an AST located
east of the large barn has not been used for several years and did not observe staining
beneath the AST. In addition, the Phase | included a review of databases regarding
hazardous materials that did not identify any registered USTs and ASTs located on,
adjacent to, or within one-half mile of the property. Therefore, development of the
Johnson’s Crossing property would result in a less-than-significant impact related to
facility storage tanks.

AKT Wheatland Ranch

Historically the AKT Wheatland Ranch property has removed three USTs, a 3,000-gallon
leaded gasoline tank southwest of the ranch management office; a 3,000-gallon leaded
gasoline tank abandoned-in-place beneath the oil storage shed on the ranch operations
hub; and a 3,000-gallon diesel tank from the ranch operations hub that currently includes
aboveground fuel storage tanks with concrete secondary-containment feature. Removal of
the two USTs and abandonment-in-place of the third UST were performed under the
oversight of the Yuba County Office of Emergency Services. Formerly, one of the three
previous USTs had leaked. However, the Phase | concluded that regulatory records
document that the USTs were property removed and contaminated soils remediated. The
Office of Emergency Services issued three no-further action required letters dated March
11, 1992, July 14, 1994, and September 30, 1996. In addition, the AKT Wheatland Ranch
property includes three ASTs that are currently in use.

Although the third UST was properly abandoned in place, the Phase | Environmental
Assessment recommends removal of the UST upon redevelopment of the ranch
operations hub area. Therefore, development of the AKT Wheatland Ranch property
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could require the removal of three ASTs and one abandoned in place USTs, resulting in a
potentially significant impact related to facility storage tanks.

Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels

The Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels could contain
facility storage tanks that have leaked or stained of surface soils. The exposure of
construction workers to these contaminated soils and the introduction of residential units
to the site as a result of the proposed project, combined with the potential hazards and
contaminants associated with the AST and fuel dispenser, would be considered a
potentially significant impact.

Conclusion

As discussed above, impacts from facility storage tanks on the Wheatland Parcels, as well
as the AKT Wheatland Ranch and Dave Browne and Browne Cattle Company properties,
would be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

AKT Wheatland Ranch

4.9-2(a) The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative map application for any development within the AKT Wheatland
Ranch area:

“If the area of the ranch operations hub is redeveloped, prior to issuance
of a grading permit, the aboveground and underground storage tanks
shall be removed and properly abandoned, pursuant to review and
approval of the City Engineer and the Yuba County Environmental Health
Department.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the issuance of grading permits.

Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels

4.9-2(b) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-1(b).
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Impacts from debris and other on-site farm implements.

Hop Farm

The Environmental Site Assessment, Bear River Hop Farm included a field survey that
did not identify any debris or hazardous substances on the Hop Farm Properties.
Therefore, development of the Hop Farm properties would have a less-than-significant
impact related to debris and other on-site farm implements.

AKT Wheatland Ranch

The S.M. Damon Estate — Wheatland Phase | Environmental Assessment field survey did
not identify any debris or hazardous substances on the AKT Wheatland Ranch portion of
the study area. Although the Phase | identified a historical disposal trench within the
Phase | study area, the trench is not located within the AKT Wheatland Ranch property.
Therefore, development of the AKT Wheatland Ranch property would have a less-than-
significant impact related to debris and other on-site farm implements.

Johnson’s Crossing

Field observations performed as part of the Johnson’s Crossing Phase | identified that the
east-central portion of the property contains small amounts of domestic trash and general
ranch related items such as tin cans, bailing wire, fence posts, discarded drums, and other
inert materials. However, the items observed did not appear to contain obvious hazardous
materials. The Phase | included excavation of a small portion of the debris area and
determined that the debris scatter was primarily surficial and not aerially extensive. The
Phase | recommends that prior to site development, the debris scatter should be removed.
Therefore, without removal of the debris, development of the project would have a
potentially significant impact.

Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels

The Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels include at least one
parcel in current agricultural use or vacant lands previously used for agricultural
operations. Therefore, these parcels could contain farm implements related to the parcels’
current or former use, and contamination related to the implements. In addition, these
properties could contain debris containing hazardous materials and underlying soil debris
piles could contain staining or soil contamination. Because the properties and Wheatland
Parcels could contain underlying soils within debris and/or farm implement areas, which
exhibit staining or soil contamination, a potentially significant impact would occur.

Conclusion
As discussed above, impacts from debris and other on-site farm implements on the
Johnson’s Crossing property and the Wheatland Parcels, as well as the Dave Browne and

Browne Cattle Company properties, would be potentially significant.
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Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

Johnson’s Crossing

4.9-3(a) The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative map application for any development within the Johnson’s
Crossing area:

“If during removal of all on-site debris by the project contractor visual or
olfactory evidence of potential soil contamination is observed, the project
applicant shall contact Wallace Kuhl & Associates, Inc. (or other
similarly qualified firm), the property owner, the City, and the Yuba
County Environmental Health Department for further assessment. If these
parties determine that the items are not hazardous, they shall be removed
and discarded in accordance with local standards at the expense of the
applicant. If these parties determine that subsurface hazardous substances
are located on-site, these substances shall be removed and the soil
remediated to the satisfaction of the City of Wheatland and the Yuba
County Environmental Health Department, at the expense of the
applicant.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
during site clearing.

Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels

4.9-3(b) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-1(b).
If the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment determines the presence of
soil contamination under debris piles, the developer shall implement
Mitigation Measure 4.9-3(a) to the satisfaction of the City of Wheatland
and the Yuba County Environmental Health Department, at the expense of
the applicant(s).

Impacts from Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs).

Wheatland Hop Farm

The Wheatland Hop Farm property previously had transformers containing PCBs. On
January 14, 1997, a spill resulted from a transformer containing PCBs, resulting in a fire.
PG&E cleaned the PCB leakage, which resulted in the replacement of all known
transformers containing levels of PCB in excess of fifty parts per million in accordance
with federal law. According to the Environmental Site Assessment, Bear River Hop Farm
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site survey, all transformers containing PCBs in excess of fifty parts per million were
replaced by PG&E, therefore, the Wheatland Hop Farm property would result in less-
than-significant impacts from PCBs.

Johnson’s Crossing

A pole-mounted transformer is located north of the agricultural related residence located
on the Johnson’s Crossing property. However, the Phase | field survey did not observe
surface staining beneath the existing pole-mounted transformer or visual signs for
transformer leakage. Therefore, development of the Johnson’s Crossing property would
have less-than-significant impacts related to PCBs.

AKT Wheatland Ranch

The AKT Wheatland Ranch property includes several PG&E pole-mounted transformers.
The transformers located at the ranch operations hub have been tagged as non-PCB
transformers. In addition, surface staining of soils was not observed beneath the
transformers. Therefore, development of the AKT Wheatland Ranch property would have
less-than-significant impacts related to PCBs.

Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels

Environmental Site Assessments have not been prepared for the Dave Browne, Browne
Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels to identify existing pole-mounted transformers.
Typically, transformers are a health concern if they were installed prior to the late 1970s
because they utilized PCBs. A number of adverse health effects are associated with this
chemical. PCBs were used in electrical transformers because of their useful quality as
being a fire retardant. These transformers were manufactured between 1929 and 1977.
Since the early 1980s, PG&E has initiated a policy of installing PCB-free equipment.
Because the installations of transformers are unknown on the properties, the potential
exists for the transformers to contain PCBs. The exposure of construction workers and
future residents of the properties to PCB transformers could cause a potentially
significant impact.

Conclusion

As discussed above, impacts from PCBs on the Wheatland Parcels, as well as the Dave
Browne and Browne Cattle Company properties, would be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels

4.9-4 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-1(b).
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If the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment determines the presence of
PCB transformers, the transformers shall be disposed of subject to the
regulations of the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) under the
authority of and to the satisfaction of the Yuba County Environmental
Health Department.

Impacts from the presence of a septic system.

Hop Farm Property

According to the Environmental Site Assessment, Bear River Hop Farm, the on-site field
survey of the Hop Farm properties and surrounding areas did not observe an existing
septic system. Therefore, development of the Hop Farm properties would have a less-
than-significant impact related to septic systems.

Johnson’s Crossing

According to the Environmental Assessment, Johnson’s Crossing, an on-site agricultural
related residence is serviced by a septic system located north of the residence. The septic
system was installed in 1985 and consists of a 1,500 gallon tank with approximately 330
feet of leach line. In addition, a second septic system is located on the property to service
a mobile trailer. The septic systems are unlikely to have affected subsurface soils with
hazardous materials based on expected residential waste effluent as opposed to
commercial or industrial wastewater discharges.

However, development on the property would require proper abandonment of the septic
system. Therefore, without abandonment of the septic system and associated leach field
on the property, a potentially significant impact would occur.

AKT Wheatland Ranch

The existing residences on the AKT Wheatland Ranch property are serviced by on-site
septic systems. The septic systems are unlikely to have affected subsurface soils with
hazardous materials based on expected residential waste effluent as opposed to
commercial or industrial wastewater discharges.

As the proposed project is a program-level EIR and does not include project-level details,
the applicant has not indicated whether the septic tank would be retained for future
development. However, development on the property would require proper abandonment
of the septic system. Therefore, without abandonment of the septic system and associated
leach field on the property, a potentially significant impact would occur

Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels

The Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels consist of
agricultural land, active cattle rangeland, residences, and/or commercial. Environmental
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Site Assessments have not been prepared for the abovementioned properties to identify
existing septic systems. The properties could include septic systems that have discharged
hazardous material onto subsurface soils. Therefore, development of the properties could
require abandonment of the septic systems and a potentially significant impact would
occur.

Conclusion

As discussed above, impacts from the presence of a septic system on the Johnson’s
Crossing and AKT Wheatland Ranch properties, the Wheatland Parcels, and the Dave
Browne and Browne Cattle Company properties, would be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

Johnson’s Crossing and AKT Wheatland Ranch

4.9-5(a) The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative map application for any development within the Johnson’s
Crossing and AKT Wheatland Ranch area:

“Prior to the issuance of grading permits within 50 feet of a septic tank,
the applicant shall hire a qualified geotechnical engineer, and properly
abandon the on-site septic systems, pursuant to review and approval of the
City Engineer and the Yuba County Environmental Health Department.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the issuance of grading permits.

Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels

4.9-5(b) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-1(b).
If septic systems are located on-site, the applicant shall implement
Mitigation Measure 4.9-5(a) to the satisfaction of the City of Wheatland
and the Yuba County Environmental Health Department, at the expense of
the applicant(s).

Impacts from existing on-site structures and exposure to asbestos and lead-based
paint.

Wheatland Hop Farm

According to the Environmental Site Assessment, Bear River Hop Farm, the on-site field
survey of the Hop Farm properties and surrounding areas did not identify any structures
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on-site that could contain ACMs or lead. Therefore, development of the Hop Farm
properties would have a less-than-significant impact related to exposures of asbestos and
lead-based paint.

Johnson’s Crossing

The aerial photograph reviewed in the Environmental Site Assessment, Johnson’s
Crossing shows that a barn and agricultural related residence were built on-site prior to
1962. Therefore, the potential exists for asbestos-containing materials (ACMSs) to be
present in the buildings on-site. In addition, lead-based paints could be present in the
structures built prior to 1970. Typically, exposure of construction workers to lead from
older vintage paint could occur during renovation, maintenance, or demolition work.

Structures on the Johnson’s Crossing Property constructed prior to 1970°s may include
ACMs and surfaces with lead-based paint. Demolition of the existing structures could
result in the exposure of construction workers and nearby residents to asbestos and lead-
based paint. Therefore, development of the Johnsons Crossing property could result in a
potentially significant impact could occur.

AKT Wheatland Ranch

According to the historic topographic map review in the Environmental Site Assessment,
S.M. Damon Estate - Wheatland, prior to 1947/49 structures existed on the farmstead site
and ranch operations hub of the AKT Wheatland Ranch portion of the site. Therefore, the
potential exists for ACMs to be present in the buildings.

Provided that the buildings were built prior to the early 1970’s, the AKT property
contains structures that could include ACMs and surfaces with lead-based paint.
Therefore, demolition of the existing structures could expose construction workers and
nearby residents to asbestos and lead-based paint, resulting in a potentially significant
impact.

Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels

The Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels could include
structures that were built prior to the mid-1970s; therefore, the potential exists for ACMs
to be present in the buildings. In addition, lead-based paints could exist on structures built
prior to the early 1970s. Therefore, demolition of structures on-site could expose of
construction workers and nearby residents to asbestos and lead-based paint, resulting in a
potentially significant impact.

Conclusion
As discussed above, impacts from existing on-site structures and exposure to asbestos

and lead-based paint on the Johnson’s Crossing and AKT Wheatland Ranch properties,
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the Wheatland Parcels, and the Dave Browne and Browne Cattle Company properties,
would be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

4.9-6

The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative application for any development within the Johnson Rancho and
Hop Farm Annexation area:

“Prior to issuance of a demolition permit by the City for any on-site
structures, the project proponent shall provide a site assessment that
determines whether any structures to be demolished contain lead-based
paint. If structures do not contain lead-based paint, further mitigation is
not required. If lead-based paint is found, all loose and peeling paint shall
be removed and disposed of by a licensed and certified lead paint removal
contractor, in accordance with federal, State, and local regulations. The
demolition contractor shall be informed that all paint on the buildings
shall be considered as containing lead. The contractor shall take
appropriate precautions to protect his/her workers, the surrounding
community, and to dispose of construction waste containing lead paint in
accordance with federal, State, and local regulations subject to approval
of the City Engineer.”

And

“Prior to issuance of a demolition permit by the City for any on-site
structures, the project proponent shall provide a site assessment that
determines whether any structures to be demolished contain asbestos. If
structures do not contain asbestos, further mitigation is not required. If
any structures contain asbestos, the application for the demolition permit
shall prepare and implement an asbestos abatement plan consistent with
federal, State, and local standards, subject to approval by the City
Engineer.”

Compliance with these conditions shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the issuance of a demolition permit.

Impacts from the presence of pesticide and/or herbicide residues in property site

soils.

Johnson’s Crossing

The Johnson’s Crossing property historically has been undeveloped grassland for
livestock grazing. Typically, grassland and livestock grazing sites do not require
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applications of environmentally persistent pesticides. In addition, the Yuba County
Department of Agriculture does not have any Restricted Use Permits for chemical
applications on file for the Johnson’s Crossing Property. Therefore, the site has a very
low potential for residual agricultural chemical concentrations to exist on site and
development of the Johnson’s Crossing property would have a less-than-significant
impact related to pesticide and/or herbicide residues.

AKT Wheatland Ranch

Historically, walnuts were grown on a portion of the AKT Wheatland Ranch. The former
owner, Mr. Waggershauser did not recollect whether organochlorine pesticides such as
DDT, or lead and arsenic have been applied to the walnut orchards. However, the
Environmental Site Assessment, S.M. Damon Estate - Wheatland, contacted the Yuba
County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office and determined that the regulated
agricultural operations occurred under Permit No. 04-00-554 on the property site.
Pesticides used at the property include: Zolone (an organophosphorous pesticide),
Maneb/Manex (dithiocarbamate pesticide), and Manpower (Maneb with added copper-
hydroxide compounds). The abovementioned agricultural compounds, when mixed and
applied with accordance with manufacturers’ instructions would not typically persist in
soil for more than one year from application.

Therefore, the site has a very low potential for residual agricultural chemical
concentrations to exist on site surficial soils during redevelopment. In addition, the Phase
I determined that the potential for concentrations of persistent pesticide and testing of the
grazing land cultivated areas is not necessary. Therefore, development of the AKT
Wheatland Ranch property would have a less-than-significant impact.

Wheatland Hop Farm, Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels

Historically, a portion of the Wheatland Hop Farm, Dave Browne, Browne Cattle
Company, and Wheatland Parcels were used for agricultural operations. As a result, the
properties could have used persistent organochlorine pesticides. Development of the Hop
Farm, Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels could exposure of
workers to elevated pesticide levels during grading or other excavation. Therefore,
development of the Hop Farm, Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland
Parcels could contain pesticide residuals at levels above the allowable thresholds and a
potentially significant impact would occur.

Conclusion
As discussed above, impacts from the presence of pesticide and/or herbicide residues in

property site soils on the Wheatland Parcels, the Wheatland Hop Farm, and the Dave
Browne and Browne Cattle Company properties would be potentially significant.
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Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

Wheatland Hop Farm

4.9-7(a) In conjunction with the submittal of each zoning or tentative map
application for any development within the Wheatland Hop Farm area, a
soil assessment shall be prepared with surficial soil samples to determine
the presence of pesticides. If pesticide concentrations higher than the
allowable threshold are detected, the assessment shall include the
appropriate mitigation including, but not limited to, soil remediation to an
acceptable TTLC level per applicable State and federal regulations. The
soil assessment and recommended mitigation measures shall be
implemented by the project applicant, and shall be reviewed and approved
by Planning Commission and/or City Council prior to approval of each
zoning or tentative map application.

Dave Browne, Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels
4.9-7(b) Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-1(b).

The Phase | Environmental Site Assessment shall include surficial soil
samples to determine the presence of pesticides. If pesticide
concentrations are higher than the allowable threshold are detected, the
assessment shall include the appropriate mitigation including, but not
limited to, soil remediation to an acceptable TTLC level per applicable
State and federal regulations, as identified in the Phase | Environmental
Site Assessment.

Impacts related to emitting hazardous emissions or handling hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school.

The closest school to the proposed project is the Kid’s Country Careland which is located
approximately one-half mile from the proposed project. The proposed project is a
program-level project that does not include specific project development for the site. The
development of the proposed project would comply with all local, State, and federal
regulations to ensure that any potential hazards associated with future development
would not have adverse impacts to human health. With the acquisition of necessary
permits and compliance with federal, State, and local regulations, hazardous materials
impacts from future planned land uses would be less-than-significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.
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Impacts related to potential impairment of emergency response and evacuation
plans.

The proposed project would require an amendment to annex the project into the City of
Wheatland. The amendment would place the proposed project in compliance with the
General Plan standards and would not impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response or emergency evacuation plan.

The proposed project is a program-level project that does not include specific project
development for the site. The development of the proposed project would comply with all
federal, State, and local regulations to ensure that any potential hazards associated with
future development would not have adverse impacts to human health. With the
acquisition of necessary permits and compliance with federal, State, and local
regulations, hazardous materials impacts from future planned land uses would be less-
than-significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures

4.9-10 Long-term hazards-related impacts from the proposed project in combination with

existing and future developments in the Wheatland area.

Impacts associated with hazardous materials are site-specific and generally do not affect
or are not affected by cumulative development. Cumulative effects could be of concern if
the project were, for example, part of a larger development in which industrial processes
that would use hazardous materials were proposed. However, this is not the case with this
project provided that the analysis is a program-level EIR. All program level impacts on
the project area would be less-than-significant with the implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures. In addition, surrounding development would be
subject to the same federal, State, and local hazardous materials management
requirements as would the proposed project, which would minimize potential risks
associated with increased hazardous materials use in the community, including potential
effects, if any, on the proposed project. Therefore, implementation of the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant impact associated with cumulative hazardous
materials use.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.
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! Wallace Kuhl & Associates, Inc. Environmental Site Assessment, Johnson’s Crossing Property. March 26, 2004.
2 Wallace Kuhl & Associates, Inc. Environmental Site Assessment, S.M. Damon Estate — Wheatland. May 17, 2004.
® Environmental Safety Services. Environmental Site Assessment, Bear River Hop Farm. June 10, 2005.

* Raney Planning & Management, Inc. City of Wheatland General Plan EIR. July 11, 2006.
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4.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

INTRODUCTION

The Hydrology and Water Quality chapter of the EIR describes existing drainage pattern and
water resources for the project site and the region, and evaluates potential impacts of the project
with respect to drainage and water quality concerns. The hydrology and water quality impact
analysis is based on information drawn from the City of Wheatland General Plan, the City of
Wheatland General Plan EIR,? the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation Project, Master
Drainage Study prepared by Civil Engineering Solutions, Inc. (See Appendix R),® and the
Background, Constraints and Opportunities Analysis for Drainage prepared by Civil
Engineering Solutions, Inc. (See Appendix S).*

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The following setting information provides an overview of the existing drainage and water
quality conditions for the proposed project site and drainage area.

Regional Drainage and Flooding

The City of Wheatland is located within Yuba County on the northern portion of the Sacramento
Valley. Yuba County has a climate characterized by wet winters and dry summers. According to
the Wheatland General Plan EIR, the mean annual precipitation is approximately 20 inches and
the majority of the rainfall generally occurs during the months of November through March, with
very little rainfall during the remaining months of the year.

The City of Wheatland is relatively flat, sloping gently down toward the west. Soils in the City
of Wheatland generally have a low infiltration rate. The primary natural drainages in the
Wheatland area are Dry Creek and Bear River. The Dry Creek and Bear River flow in a northeast
to southwest direction.

Flood control systems are typically designed to provide protection against 25-year to 200-year
flood events. Examples of these facilities are dams, levees, drainage channels, and pump stations.
Flood control for the City of Wheatland is provided by a series of levees. The levees are intended
to protect the City of Wheatland and adjacent areas from the following sources of flooding:

e Bear River — Located south of the project area with flows from east to west;

e Dry Creek — Located north of the project area with flows from east to west; and

e San Joaquin Drainage Canal — Located east of the project area with flows from south to
north and into Dry Creek northeast of Study Area.
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The Reclamation Districts (RD) 2103 and 817 are responsible for maintenance and operation of
the Dry Creek levees, Bear River levee, the San Joaquin Drainage Canal, and levees that are to
protect the City and General Plan Area. The three channel levees are outside of the existing City
limits. The deficiencies and potential failure of the levees leave portions of the project site in a
flood zone.

A Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) request, which is a document issued by FEMA that officially
removes a structure or an area from the FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA), was
prepared by Mead & Hunt and submitted to FEMA in 2003. During the review of the LOMR
request, the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) released the study entitled “Lower
Feather River Floodplain Mapping Study” prepared for the State of California. The USACE
study found deficiencies in the Bear River and Dry Creek levees below State Route (SR) 65 and
the LOMR review was suspended. The Study indicated that the Dry Creek south levee did not
have adequate freeboard and part of the General Plan Area could be inundated if the FEMA
levee policy were applied to the levee. The Mead & Hunt LOMR request and the USACE study
did not consider the failure of the Bear River levee east of SR 65. A study conducted by Wood
Rodgers determined that the Bear River levee does not meet FEMA requirements, and a spill
from the Bear River could result in the overtopping of Spenceville Road and inundate portions of
the General Plan Area.

The problem flooding areas have been divided into three phases. Phase 1 consists of flooding
issues associated with the Bear River levee system. Phase 2 consists of flooding issues associated
with the Dry Creek levee system, and Phase 3 would address flooding associated with the backup
of Bear River and Dry Creek at their confluence with the Feather River. The RDs are in the
process of developing solutions to the Phase 2 and 3 flooding concerns. In addition, FEMA has
determined that in order for levees to maintain their flood rating all vegetation with a trunk
diameter greater than two-inches must be removed. The Phase 1 improvements to the Bear River
levee (south of the City of Wheatland) were completed in November 2009.

FEMA issued a letter of Final Determination regarding new Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMS)
for Yuba County on August 18, 2010. The effective date of the new FIRMs is February 18, 2011.
The new FIRMs show that a majority of the City of Wheatland and surrounding areas would be
within a SFHA. Recently, the City of Wheatland, along with Yuba County, Sutter County, and
Placer County submitted a LOMR request to FEMA to reflect the improvements made to the
Bear River levee. FEMA has approved the LOMR, with an effective date of February 22, 2011
(See Appendix T of this Draft EIR for the latest versions of FIRMs of the proposed project area).

Phase 1 — Bear River

Prior to completion of the Bear River levee improvements, the levee did not meet applicable
safety standards for underseepage when analyzed for the 1957 design water surface profile
established by the USACE for the project area. Slurry walls have been constructed to correct the
1957 design deficiency by limiting underseepage to meet the safety standards by the USACE,
and to help qualify the levees for FEMA 100-year flood protection certification for the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).
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RD 2103 also widened an approximately 1,300-foot length of the Bear River North Levee that
has been subject to severe waterside erosion. Completion of Phase 1 provided protection to most
areas east of SR 65; including, a majority of the project site (See Figure 4.10-1). In addition, the
levee improvements included minor improvements to the Grasshopper Slough levee that
replaced corrugated metal culverts under the levee.

Phase 2 - Dry Creek

As discussed above, the Dry Creek Levee has been determined to have insufficient freeboard. As
shown in Figure 4.10-2, failure of the Dry Creek Levee would subject a large portion of the City
of Wheatland to flooding. Currently, funding has not been identified to conduct the engineering
studies and environmental review necessary to develop detailed construction plans to resolve the
Dry Creek Levee insufficiencies. Therefore, neither a permitting or construction timetable is
available for improvements to the Dry Creek Levee.

Phase 3 — Feather River Ponding

During high-water flood conditions both the Bear River and Dry Creek can backup from their
confluence with the Feather River, resulting in flooding within the City of Wheatland (See
Figure 4.10-3). Currently, funding has not been identified to conduct the engineering studies and
environmental review necessary to develop detailed construction plans to resolve the
improvements required to protect the City of Wheatland from flooding resulting from the
ponding of floodwaters. Therefore, neither a permitting or construction timetable is available for
the improvements. It is important to note that Feather River ponding would not have an effect on
the proposed project.

Although an engineering solution has been identified for the Bear River flooding and RD 2103
has completed work on that project, a similar solution has not been identified for either the Dry
Creek flooding or the backwater effects. The City has continued to work with RD 2103 and RD
817 in order to help identify feasible solutions; however, at this point in time, a first-step levee
reconnaissance study has not been completed in order to identify the magnitude of the levee
deficiencies, which is required to determine the appropriate engineering solutions to remove the
flooding impact from the proposed project site. After identifying the deficiencies, RD 2103
engineers and other staff can then proceed to design and seek funding for the projects to address
the Dry Creek and backwater flooding. The costs associated with the reconnaissance study,
design and construction of the necessary Dry Creek levee improvements will be substantial and
likely exceed $21 million dollars. Costs associated with the improvements necessary to address
backwater flooding (Phase 3) could likely equal in excess of $34 million dollars.

Local Drainage

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project area is located east of SR 65 and is
directly adjacent to the eastern City limits. The project drainage is generally divided into four
areas, Tributaries of Bear River, Tributaries of Dry Creek, Tributaries of Grasshopper Slough to
Dry Creek, and Grasshopper Slough North and South Wheatland.
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Figure 4.10-1
Areas Subject to Flooding — Bear River Levee
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Tributaries of Bear River

The Bear River tributary area of the project, as shown in Figure 4.10-4, includes five watersheds,
BRO1, BR02, BR11, BE12, and BR13. The existing watershed boundaries are outlined in red, the
existing concentrated drainage flow patterns are outlined in blue, and the project area is in white
cross hatch. Flows from the Bear River Tributary area flow into a canal that borders the southern
border of the watershed. The water delivery canal delivers water from Camp Far West to
downstream users. As shown in Figure 4.10-5, the soils in the Bear River Tributaries area are
predominately Type D. The construction of impervious surfaces on Type D soils would result in
minimal increases to runoff volume because the soils have very low infiltration capacities.

Figure 4.10-4
Bear River Tributaries

Figure 4.10-5
Bear River Tributaries Soils Map
Johnson Rancho

g

Soil Type
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Tributaries of Dry Creek

The Dry Creek tributary area of the project, as shown in Figure 4.10-6, includes 11 watersheds,
DCO01, DC11, DC12, DC22, DC23, DC31, DC41, DC51, DC61, DC71, and DC81 The existing
watershed boundaries are outlined in red, the existing concentrated drainage flow patterns are
outlined in blue, and the project area is in white cross hatch. Near the eastern boundary of the
watersheds, the upper reaches of the south branch of Dry Creek pass through the project at DC01
and DC11 watersheds. As shown in Figure 4.10-7, the soils in the Dry Creek Tributaries area
consist of Type D and Type B. Type D soils have a very low infiltration capacity and the
difference of runoff volume compared to impervious surface is less than other soil types.
However, Type B soils infiltration capacities are higher than Type D soils and development of
impervious surfaces would result in a larger displacement of runoff compared to existing uses.

Figure 4.10-6
Dry Creek Tributaries

Diry Creek
Watershed

Grasshopper Slough
Watershed

Figure 4.10-7
Dry Creek Tributaries Soils Map

Soil Type
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Tributaries of Grasshopper Slough to Dry Creek

The tributaries of Grasshopper Slough to Dry Creek area of the project, as shown in Figure 4.10-
8, includes 10 watersheds, OD02, OD03, OD04, OD06, OD07, OD08, OD09, OD10, and OD11.
The existing watershed boundaries are outlined in red, the existing concentrated drainage flow
patterns are outlined in blue, and the project area is in white cross hatch. In addition, watersheds
ODO01, ODO05, and portions of OD01, ODO03, and ODQ0G6, to the east of the site are part of the
Tributary and would flow through the site. As shown in Figure 4.10-9, the soils in the
Grasshopper slough Tributary to Dry Creek area consist of Type D and Type B. Type D soils
have a very low infiltration capacity and the difference of runoff volume compared to impervious
surface is less than other soil types. However, Type B soils infiltration capacities are higher than
Type D soils and development of impervious surfaces would result in a larger displacement of
runoff compared to existing uses.

Figure 4.10-8
Grasshopper Slough Tributary to Dry Creek

Diversion Ditch
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Figure 4.10-9
Grasshopper Slough Tributary to Dry C
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Grasshopper Slough North and South Wheatland

The Grasshopper Slough North and South Wheatland area of the project, as shown in Figure
4.10-10 includes three watersheds, GP101, GP102, and GP103. The existing watershed
boundaries are outlined in red, the existing concentrated drainage flow patterns are outlined in
blue, and the project area is in white cross hatch. The delivery canal from the Bear River
Tributaries area continues along the southern border of the site. However, in the Grasshopper
Slough North and South Wheatland area, the canal is above the existing grade and flows cannot
cross the canal. As shown in Figure 4.10-11, the soils in the Grasshopper Slough Tributary to
Dry Creek area consist of Type D and Type B. However, as a majority of the Grasshopper
Slough Tributary soils are Type B, runoff from the development of impervious surfaces would
be higher than existing uses.

Figure 4.10-10
Grasshopper Slough North and South Wheatland
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Figure 4.10-11
Grasshopper Slough North and South Wheatland Soils Map
Wi Soil Type
NP0 '
gf.ﬁ;ﬂL . A
healldldiaiCelEgy AKTWheatland Ran¢h  eeic -
,,,,,, B
K
D

Local Flooding

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project drains to Dry Creek to the north, Bear
River to the southeast, and to Grasshopper Slough to the southwest. As discussed above, due to
the approval of the LOMR, the majority of the project area is located within Zone X, and only
small portions of the area are in Zone A. Zone A and Zone X are defined as follows:

e Zone A is a flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to an area within the 100-year
floodplain and base flood elevations and flood hazard factors are not determined; and

e Zone X is a flood insurance rate zone with average depths of less than one foot or with
drainage areas less than one square mile and areas protected by levees from 100-year
flood.

See Appendix T of this Draft EIR for the FIRMs of the proposed project area.
Water Quality

Given the existing land use in the City of Wheatland, water quality of stormwater runoff would
be typical of urban watersheds as well as agricultural/open space watersheds. The pollutants
found would typically originate from non-point sources such as pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers,
industrial/commercial wastes, custodial/household products, building/home maintenance
supplies, oil and grease from automobiles, heavy metals found in exhaust, weathered paint, tires,
and other constituents associated with current land use in the incorporated area.

REGULATORY CONTEXT

Existing policies, laws and regulations that would apply to the proposed project are summarized
below.
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Federal Regulations

Federal Emergency Management Agency

FEMA is responsible for determining flood elevations and floodplain boundaries based on
USACE studies. FEMA is also responsible for distributing the Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRMs), which are used in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). These maps identify
the locations of special flood hazard areas, including the 100-years floodplains.

FEMA allows non-residential development in the floodplain; however, construction activities are
restricted within the flood hazard areas depending upon the potential for flooding within each
area. Federal regulations governing development in a floodplain are set forth in Title 44, Part 60
of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). These standards are implemented at the State level
through construction codes and local ordinances; however, these regulations only apply to
residential and non-residential structure improvements. Roadway construction or modification is
not explicitly addressed in the FEMA regulations. However, the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) has also adopted criteria and standards for roadway drainage systems
and projects situated within designated floodplains. Standards that apply to floodplain issues are
based on federal regulations (Title 23, Part 650 of the CFR). At the State level, roadway design
must comply with drainage standards included in Chapters 800-890 of the Caltrans Highway
Design Manual.

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systems

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit system was established
in the Clean Water Act (CWA) to regulate municipal and industrial discharges to surface waters
of the U.S. Each NPDES permit contains limits on allowable concentrations and mass emissions
of pollutants contained in the discharge. Sections 401 and 402 of the CWA contain general
requirements regarding NPDES permits. Section 307 of the CWA describes the factors that
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) must consider in setting effluent limits for priority
pollutants.

The federal Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of pollutants to navigable water from point
and non-point sources unless authorized by an NPDES permit. Point source discharges generally
pertain to discharges from wastewater treatment facilities or other identifiable dischargers. Non-
point discharges generally pertain to areawide or stormwater discharges. Point source discharges
are generally regulated by general NPDES permits that have been issued to states by the EPA.
Permits issued under NPDES contain discharge prohibitions, effluent limitations, and necessary
specifications and provisions that ensure proper treatment, storage, and disposal of wastewater.

State Regulations

Inland Surface Water Plan

In March 2000, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted Inland Surface
Water Plan / Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Program (ISWP/EBEP) Phase | water quality
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objectives for inland surface waters. Included among the provisions of these objectives are: (a)
that all point and nonpoint discharges must comply with identified water quality objectives; and
(b) that effluent limits are to be imposed, either through NPDES permits or Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs), such that water quality objectives shall not be exceeded in the receiving
water outside a designated mixing zone. The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board (CVRWQCB) is responsible for ensuring that stormwater discharges meet the adopted
numerical objectives within the Wheatland General Plan Update Study area.

California General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the SWRCB regulate point sources
of pollution, such as construction sites, that have the potential to discharge pollutants into the
waters of the United States. This is accomplished through the issuance of NPDES stormwater
discharge permits. NPDES Phase Il regulations took effect in March 2003, requiring that
applicants proposing construction activities involving disturbance of from one to five acres, and
associated stormwater discharge, must obtain a NPDES permit from the State. Construction
activities larger than five acres were already regulated, under NPDES Phase | (1990). (Phase II
also required that small [population < 100,000] municipal separate storm sewer system [MS4]
operators obtain a NPDES permit.) Landowners are responsible for applying for coverage under
the permit and complying with permit requirements, but may delegate specific duties to
developers and contractors by mutual consent.

Permit applicants are required to prepare, and retain at the construction site, a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which describes the site, erosion and sediment controls,
means of waste disposal, implementation of local plans, control of post-construction sediment
and erosion control measures and maintenance responsibilities, and non-stormwater management
control. Dischargers are also required to inspect construction sites before and after storms to
identify stormwater discharge from construction activity, and to identify and implement controls
where necessary.

As of July 1, 2010, the new Statewide General Construction permit requires that projects provide
on-site mitigation such that 100 percent of volume impacts, from impervious surfaces, for the
85" percentile storm events and more frequent events are eliminated. The project would be
required through the NPDES General Construction permit to implement extensive Low Impact
Development (LID) measures to provide hydromodification benefits and meet the new general
construction permit standards. LID is a sustainable practice that benefits water supply and
contributes to water quality protection. The goal of LID is to mimic a Site’s pre-development
hydrology by using design techniques that infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate, and detain runoff
close to the source of rainfall.

According to the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), basic information for many
of the State’s groundwater basins is lacking. To this end, the California Legislature mandated in
the Budget Act of 1999 that the Department of Water Resources prepare:

“[...] the statewide update of the inventory of groundwater basins contained in Bulletin
118-80, which includes, but is not limited to, the following: the review and summary of
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boundaries and hydrographic features, hydrogeologic units, yield data, water budgets,
well production characteristics, and water quality and active monitoring data;
development of a water budget for each groundwater basin; development of a format and
procedures for publication of water budgets on the Internet; development of the model
groundwater management ordinance; and development of guidelines for evaluating local
groundwater management plans.”

Groundwater use in the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin is largely unregulated, although
some local agencies in the Sacramento Valley have chosen to write groundwater management
plans based on AB 3030, the Groundwater Management Act of 1992 (California Water Code
Sections 10750-10756). The Groundwater Management Act provides a systematic procedure for
an existing local agency to develop a groundwater management plan.

2007 Flood Control Reforms

In October 2007, Governor Schwarzenegger signed a package of six bills aimed at strengthening
local governments, flood control agencies, and flood protection in California. The bills
established new flood requirements and deadlines to meet the requirements for cities, counties,
and state agencies. Together the bills establish a comprehensive approach to floodplain planning
and management at the state, regional, and local levels.

The six bills, in order of signing, are described briefly below.

SB 5 - Enacts the Central Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008. SB 5 requires the Department of
Water Resources and the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (previously known as the State
Reclamation Board) to prepare and adopt a Central Valley Flood Protection Plan by 2012. SB 5
also establishes 200-year flood protection requirement for new development projects in areas
with a population of 10,000 or greater and a 100-year flood protection requirement for areas with
a population of less than 10,000. SB 5 sets deadlines for cities and counties in the Central Valley
to amend general plans and zoning ordinances to conform to the Plan within 24 months and 36
months, respectively, of adoption of SB 5. SB 5 restricts approval of development agreements,
permits, entitlements, and subdivision maps in flood hazard zones, once the general plan and
zoning ordinance amendments have been enacted, unless certain findings are made. This act also
obligates Central Valley counties to develop flood emergency plans within 24 months of
adoption of the Plan. The legislative intent is also found in AB 5 and AB 156.

SB 17 — Sets compensation for the members of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board.
Establishes the duties of the Board. The SB 17 provisions were also enacted by AB 5.

AB 5 — Establishes the Central Valley Flood Protection Board and duties of the Board. AB 5 sets
out requirements and deadlines for reports on the flood control system to be prepared by DWR
and the Board, including levee flood zone protection maps to be prepared by DWR. The same
requirements are also enacted by AB 156.

AB 70 — Provides that cities and counties will share liability with the state in the case of litigation
over unreasonably approved new development on agricultural lands. This would not apply where
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the city or county has amended its general plan and zoning, and otherwise makes land use
decisions consistent with the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan. “Unreasonably approving” is
defined as approval without appropriate consideration of known significant risks of flooding.

AB 156 — Requires DWR and the Board to adopt a schedule for mapping flood risk areas within
the Central Valley. AB 156 sets out requirements for reports on the flood control system to be
prepared by DWR and the Board, including levee flood zone protection maps to be prepared by
DWR by December 31, 2008. DWR is to provide yearly notices to owners of property within a
levee protection zone, beginning September 1, 2010. The requirements are also enacted by AB 5.

AB 162 - Requires cities and counties to amend the land use, conservation, safety, and housing
elements of their general plans to address flood-related matters. The amendments are required to
be made by the next scheduled revision of the housing element after January 1, 2009.

Local Regulations

Yuba County Water Agency

The Yuba County Water Agency (YCWA) has prepared a Groundwater Management Plan for
Yuba County. The purpose of the YCWA’s Groundwater Management Plan is to build on and
formalize the historically successful management of the County’s groundwater resource and
develop a framework for implementation of future activities.

City of Wheatland General Plan

The City of Wheatland General Plan established the following General Plan, Environmental
Resources Chapter, recommendations and goals regarding hydrology and water quality.

Goal 8.A To protect and enhance the natural quantity and qualities of the Wheatland area’s
rivers, creeks, sloughs, and groundwater.

Policy 8.A.1. The City shall cooperate with Yuba County in the conservation of
Bear River and Dry Creek for the protection of water resources and
open space qualities.

Policy 8.A.2. The City shall monitor any activities that may degrade the aquifers
of Bear River or Dry Creek as it impacts city water supply and
shall support the maintenance of high water quality in these water
bodies.

Policy 8.A.3. The City shall cooperate with other jurisdictions in jointly studying
the potential for using surface water sources to balance the
groundwater supply so as to protect against aquifer over drafts and
water quality degradation.
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The City shall require proposed developments to comply with
streambed alteration and watershed protection regulations as
administered by the California Department of Fish and Game and
regulations adopted by the Environmental Health Department.

The City shall endeavor to protect, preserve and improve riparian
corridors.

To protect the lives and property of the citizens of Wheatland from hazards and
manage floodplains for their open space and natural resources values.

Policy 9.C.1.

Policy 9.C.2.

Policy 9.C.3.

Policy 9.C.5.

Policy 9.C.7.

Policy 9.C.10

Policy 9.C.12

The City shall continue to implement floodplain zoning and
undertake other actions required to comply with State floodplain
requirements, and to maintain the City’s eligibility under the
Federal Flood Insurance Program.

The City shall require evaluation of potential flood hazards prior to
approval of development projects. The City shall require
proponents of new development to submit accurate topographic
and flow characteristics information.

The City shall not allow development in areas subject to flooding
unless adequate mitigation is provided to include project levees
designed for a standard project flood.

The City shall prohibit the construction of facilities essential for
emergencies and large public assembly in the 100-year floodplain,
unless the structure and road access are free from flood inundation.

The City shall preserve floodways and floodplains for non-urban
uses, except that development may be allowed in a floodplain with
mitigation measures that are in conformance with the City’s Flood
Protection Master Plan and Internal Source Drainage Master Plan.

The City shall require that roadway systems for areas protected
from flooding by levees be designed to provide multiple escape
routes for residents in the event of a levee failure.

The City shall coordinate with and support the efforts of
Reclamation Districts 2103 and 817, to provide flood protection to
the new development of the city.
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Floodplain Management Ordinance

The City of Wheatland adopted Wheatland Municipal Code Chapter 15.12, which provides the
City’s floodplain management regulations. The purpose of the ordinance is to promote the health
and safety, and general welfare, and to minimize public and private losses due to flood
conditions in specific areas of the city. The ordinance provides direct and specific requirements
for development within the floodplain, including that all building pad elevations must be raised
to at least one-foot above the base flood elevation.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The impacts to hydrology and water quality regarding the proposed project are analyzed and
assessed in this section.

Standards of Significance
A hydrology or water quality impact would be significant if the proposed project were to:

e Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;

e Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge;

e Result in adverse impacts from the construction of new (or expanded) drainage
facilities;

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

e Result in or allow for substantial reduction in the flood carrying capacity in an
existing waterway (100-year flood event);

e Result in or allow for substantial flooding, erosion or siltation; or

e Substantially degrade water quality (i.e., through sedimentation or pollutant loading).

Method of Analysis

The hydrology and water quality impact analysis below is primarily based on information
provided by Civil Engineering Solutions, Inc. in the Draft Master Drainage Study for the
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation area, as well as additional information provided by
the Reclamation Districts and the City of Wheatland. The storm drainage and water quality
infrastructure designs proposed for the project are evaluated below and impacts are identified if
the above standards of significance would be exceeded as a result of the proposed designs.

The Hydrologic modeling for the Johnson Rancho and Harm Farm Annexation area was
performed using the USACE Hydrologic Engineering Center’s program, HEC-1. An existing
conditions model, post-project without mitigation, and post-project with mitigation model was
developed. Flows were computed for the 10-year and 100-year 24 hour storm events. A
theoretical balanced storm precipitation methodology based on the precipitation/frequency
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curves from the City of Wheatland gauge was utilized to develop the analysis, and rainfall
intensity-duration values were obtained from Yuba County Improvement Standards and
converted to rainfall depths.

Infiltration rates were computed based on the National Resources Conservation Service
hydrologic soil groups and are shown in Table 4.10-1. In addition, Table 4.10-1 shows the
average impervious surface coverage for each land use type.

Table 4.10-1
Infiltration Rates by Land Use and Soil Type
Infiltration Rate by Soil Type Average
(inches/hour) Impervious
Land Use Surface

Code Type A Type B Type C Type D Percentage
C 0.48 0.25 0.16 0.12 90
CIVIC 0.48 0.25 0.16 0.12 90
EMP 0.48 0.25 0.16 0.12 50
ES 0.48 0.25 0.16 0.12 50
HDR 0.48 0.25 0.16 0.12 80
HWY65 0.07 0.06 0.03 0.02 95
LDR 0.48 0.25 0.16 0.12 30
LMDR 0.48 0.25 0.16 0.12 40
MDR 0.48 0.25 0.16 0.12 50
MS 0.48 0.25 0.16 0.12 50
(O] 0.31 0.16 0.09 0.07 2
P 0.48 0.25 0.16 0.12 5
ROAD 0.07 0.06 0.03 0.02 95
VLDR 0.31 0.16 0.09 0.07 25

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following discussion of impacts is based on the implementation of the proposed project
(Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm), unless otherwise noted.

4.10-1 Impact from project stormwater runoff.

Currently surface runoff on the project site enters into the Bear River, Dry Creek,
Grasshopper Slough Tributaries, and Grasshopper Slough. The Johnson Rancho and Hop
Farm Annexation project involves the development of approximately 4,149 acres of
agricultural land. Approximately 14,396 dwelling units (dus) are proposed for the entire
project area, consisting of 13,330 single-family dus, 556 multi-family dus, and an
additional 500 dus within non-residential land uses. The total proposed acreage consists
of approximately 3,249 acres of residential, 131 acres of commercial, 274 acres of
employment, 55 acres of elementary schools, 40 acres of middle schools, 24 acres of
civic center, 50 acres of parks, 57 acres of linear parkway, approximately 238 acres of
open space/drainage, and 31 acres of potential Wheatland Expressway. The project site
currently consists of active farmland and grazing land with only a two percent impervious
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area, and implementation of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project
would add impervious surfaces to the area. Table 4.10-2 shows the post-project

hydrologic parameters, including impervious surface area and soil type.

Table 4.10-2

Post-Project Conditions Hydrologic Parameters

Constant | Impervious Cover Impervious
Loss Plane 1 Cover Plane 2 Hydrologic Soils Group (acres)
Subbasin (in/hr) Non-Urban (%) Urban (%) A B D
Al 0.13 2.0 87.5 - 12.6 35.4
BRO1 0.07 2.0 25.1 - - 72.3
BR0O2 0.07 2.0 25.7 - - 51.1
BRO3 0.08 2.0 25.0 0.6 - 16.4
BR0O4 0.19 2.0 27.1 0.2 0.9 88.5
BRO5 0.25 2.0 10.8 1.7 3.2
BR11 0.16 2.0 27.2 - 3.2 65.0
BR12 0.21 2.0 25.0 5.8 12.7 0.0
BR13 0.13 2.0 25.4 - 2.3 23.2
BR14 0.16 2.0 - 7.0 0.1
BR15 0.16 2.0 25.7 0.4 15 30.5
BR16 0.18 2.0 1.9 10.4 0.1
BR17 0.07 2.0 40.4 - - 20.5
BR18 0.12 4.9 32.2 0.6 - 152.1
BR19 0.07 2.0 50.2 - - 8.7
BR20 0.12 5.0 53.0 - - 8.9
BR21 0.25 2.0 30.8 9.0 1.9 2.3
DC01 0.07 2.0 30.0 - 19.6 68.0
DC02 0.16 2.0 30.0 - 59.5 -
DC11 0.15 2.0 30.4 - 18.1 79.3
DC12 0.14 2.0 30.0 - 51.8 12.3
DC22 0.13 2.0 30.0 - 16.2 9.4
DC23 0.08 2.0 30.0 - 1.7 18.7
DC31 0.16 2.0 30.0 - 7.8 18.3
DC41 0.12 5.0 41.5 - 0.8 158.5
DC51 0.07 2.0 30.0 - 2.4 39.0
DC61 0.16 2.0 36.7 - 4.1 21.8
DC71 0.08 2.0 50.0 - 0.7 10.5
DC81 0.07 2.0 50.0 - - 10.9
DC82 0.14 2.0 50.0 - 14.4 4.7
Gl 0.07 2.0 48.4 - 183.3 - -
G2 0.10 2.1 42.6 1.5 109.2 84.1 3.4
G3 0.25 5.0 44.5 - 64.9 2.1
G4 0.25 5.0 47.4 - 102.4 -
GP103A 0.08 2.1 67.6 - 17.7 87.4
GP1A 0.07 2.0 50.1 - - 27.3
GP1B 0.19 2.6 43.0 1.3 115.1 27.9

(Continued on next page)
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Table 4.10-2 (continued)
Post-Project Conditions Hydrologic Parameters
Constant | Impervious Cover Impervious
Loss Plane 1 Cover Plane 2 Hydrologic Soils Group (acres)
Subbasin (in/hr) Non-Urban (%) Urban (%) A B C D
GP1C 0.17 2.0 42.4 2.8 103.7 3.8 0.3
GP1D 0.16 2.0 90.7 - 25.7 - 1.0
GP1E 0.17 2.7 52.9 - 200.5 - 11
GP1F 0.14 2.0 42.5 - 135.0 3.4 -
GP1G 0.08 2.0 50.2 - 0.7 - 23.8
GP2A 0.15 2.5 49.4 - 97.4 4.6 1.2
GP2B 0.13 2.0 91.0 - 48.0 - 0.8
GP2C 0.07 2.0 91.7 - - - 14.1
GSNO02 0.11 2.0 66.4 - 51.0 - 65.6
GSNO6A 0.18 5.0 49.9 - 19.0 - 16.6
GSNO7A 0.07 2.0 63.4 - 37.8 - 14.9
0OD01 0.07 2.0 - - - 399.4
0D02 0.08 2.0 30.0 - 31.9 - 185.5
0OD03 0.08 2.0 30.0 - 14.1 - 215.6
0D04 0.15 2.0 31.2 - 36.5 - 199.1
OD05 0.07 2.0 - 7.1 - 539.1
OD06 0.08 2.0 30.0 - 271.7 - 172.2
0ODO07 0.15 2.0 34.7 - 38.7 - 76.6
0OD08 0.07 2.0 41.5 - - - 147.3
0OD09 0.15 2.6 34.7 - 20.8 - 182.2
0OD10 0.16 2.0 46.2 - 36.6 - 162.5
0OD11 0.14 2.0 36.5 - 12.2 - 30.7
0OD12 0.16 2.0 54.5 - 24.2 - 65.7
OD13 0.15 2.0 42.5 - 28.3 - 39.4
OD14 0.07 2.0 53.8 - - - 76.0
0OD15 0.07 2.0 50.7 - - - 164.3
0OD16 0.15 3.1 47.9 - 16.7 - 34.1
0OD17 0.15 2.0 55.1 - 18.9 - 28.1
0OD18 0.07 2.0 58.0 - - - 27.4
0OD19 0.15 2.0 53.6 - 22.2 - 127.4
0D20 0.11 2.0 54.8 - 1.4 - 40.5
0D21 0.09 2.0 57.4 - 0.3 - 37.4
0D22 0.11 2.0 59.2 - 42.8 - 122.8
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Bear River Tributaries

The Bear River Tributaries area of the project includes development of Low Density
Residential (LDR) and Very Low Density Residential (VLDR) uses. Development of the
Bear River Tributaries area includes the development of impervious surfaces that would
generate additional flows. However, the project includes development of an on-site
detention basin, DETEOB, located upstream of the water delivery canal. Detention Basin
DETEOB is shown on Figure 4.10-12, the proposed drainage plan for the Bear River
Tributaries area. The detention basin would be designed to operate with major flows in
storm events passing through via gravity. Table 4.10-3 shows the 10-year and 100-year
peaks flows for the existing, post-project, and post-project with mitigation conditions for
the Bear River, Dry Creek, and Grasshopper Slough. The Draft Master Drainage Study
estimated that the DETEOB detention basin would require approximately 44.0 acre-feet
of storage.

Figure 4.10-12
Bear River Tributaries — Proposed Drainage Plan
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Dry Creek Tributaries

The Dry Creek Tributaries area of the project includes the Development of LDR,
Medium Density Residential (MDR), Employment (EMP), and Open Space (OS) uses.
Development of the Dry Creek Tributaries area includes the development of impervious
surfaces that would generate additional flows. However, the project includes
development of nine on-site detention basins, DETDC1 through DETDC9. The
approximate locations of the Dry Creek Tributaries detention basins are shown on Figure
4.10-13, the proposed drainage plan for the Dry Creek Tributaries area. The detention
basins would be designed to operate with major flows in storm events passing through via
gravity. The Draft Master Drainage Study estimated Dry Creek detention basins sizes as
shown in Table 4.10-4. Approximately one-third of the Dry Creek Tributaries area flows
into an existing excavated channel which funnels runoff to Dry Creek. A detention basin,
DETDCS, would be constructed downstream to mitigate 100-year peak flows.

CHAPTER 4.10 — HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
4.10-21



DRAFT EIR

JOHNSON RANCHO AND HOP FARM ANNEXATION

JUNE 2011

Pre and Post Condition Flow for the Bear River Tributaries Area

Table 4.10-3

HEC-1 Model Location ID Area (sg mi) 100-Year Peak (cfs) 10-Year Peak (cfs)
Change Change
Post and Post- (Pre to (Pre to
Pre Post Post-Mit | Pre | Post-Mit Pre Post Mit Post-Mit) Pre Post | Post-Mit | Post-Mit
Bear River
BRO1 YBRO3 YBRO3 0.22 0.22 66 130 130 64 35 78 78 43
BR02 YBRO05 YBRO5 0.16 0.18 44 175 175 131 21 107 107 86
YBRO02 YBR052 | YBR052 | 0.38 0.40 111 290 290 179 56 1739 179 123
BR11 YBR14 YBR14 0.18 0.20 48 165 465 117 23 102 102 79
YBR11 YBR142 | YBR142 | 0.56 0.60 158 412 412 254 79 256 256 177
BR12 YBR16 YBR16 0.08 0.07 17 62 62 45 7 39 39 32
YBR12 YBR162 | YBR162 | 0.64 0.67 174 407 407 233 85 257 257 172
YBR13 YBR213 | DETEOB | 0.95 1.06 255 581 251 -4 128 369 127 -1
Dry Creek
DCO01 YDCO02 YDCO02 0.23 0.23 57 90 57 0 24 50 24 0
DC11 YDC12 YDC12 0.23 0.23 65 193 65 0 29 115 29 0
DC21 YDC23 YDC23 0.07 0.07 19 45 19 0 9 27 9 0
DC31 DC31 DETDC4 | 0.04 0.04 11 51 11 0 5 31 5 0
DC41 DC41 DETDC5 | 0.25 0.25 75 351 75 0 40 219 40 0
DC51 DC51 DETDC6 | 0.06 0.06 19 82 19 0 10 50 10 0
DC61 DC61 DETDC7 | 0.04 0.04 11 53 11 0 6 33 6 0
DC71 DC71 DETDC8 | 0.02 0.02 5 16 5 0 3 10 3 0
DC81 YDC82 YDC82 0.05 0.05 12 31 12 0 5 19 4 0
Grasshopper Slough North
YODO072 YOD08 | DETOD1 | 3.12 3.27 919 1706 918 -1 479 606 479 0
YODO09 YOD13 | DETOD2 | 4.65 4.66 1345 1680 1345 0 701 1017 701 0
YOD10 YOD20 YOD20 | 5.06 5.08 1445 1752 1377 -68 756 982 725 -31
YOD112 YOD222 | VOD222 | 5.38 5.40 1519 112 1411 -108 796 985 748 -48
Grasshopper Slough South
RR101 | YGP2C | DETGP1 [ 122 [ 131 | 499 | 68 | 499 | 0 248 | 422 | 248 0
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Figure 4.10-13
Dry Creek Tributaries — Proposed Drainage Plan
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Table 4.10-4
Dry Creek Tributaries — Detention Basin Sizes
Watershed Detention Basin ID Size (acre feet)

DCO01 DETDC1 3.1
DC11 DETDC2 9.8
DC23 DETDC3 2.4
DC31 DETDC4 2.5
DC41 DETDC5 16.0
DC51 DETDC6 3.9
DC61 DETDC7? 2.5
DC71 DETDCS8 0.7
DC81 DETDC9 1.2

Grasshopper Slough Tributary to Dry Creek

The center portion of the project drains to Grasshopper Slough, which conveys runoff
water from east to west towards the City of Wheatland. Upstream of the City of
Wheatland, near Spenceville Road, the slough splits into two branches, north and south.
The Northern Branch of Grasshopper Slough runoff is limited by a culvert at Spenceville
Road.

The Grasshopper Slough Tributary to Dry Creek area of the project includes a variety of
land uses, including Civic, EMP, LDR, MDR, High Density Residential (HDR),
Highway, Low Medium Density Residential (LMDR), School, and OS uses.
Development of the Grasshopper Slough Tributary to Dry Creek area includes the
development of impervious surfaces that would generate additional flows. However, the
project includes development of three on-site detention basins, DETOD1, DETOD2 and
DETOD3 upstream of the Grasshopper Slough split to control 100-year peak flows. The
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approximate location of the Grasshopper Slough Tributary detention basin are shown on
Figure 4.10-14, the proposed drainage plan for the Grasshopper Slough Tributary to Dry
Creek Tributaries area.

Figure 4.10-14
Grasshopper Slough Tributary to Dry Creek — Proposed Drainage Plan
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Two of the detention basins would be located upstream of the proposed major roadway
crossings and provide segmentation of the project without impacting downstream
properties. The detention basins would be designed to operate based on regulating creek
flows through the downstream roadway crossings. In addition, the detention basin located
downstream, DETOD3, would control the flow of discharge into Dry Creek during 100-
year peak flows. The Draft Master Drainage Study estimated Grasshopper Slough
Tributary to Dry Creek detention basin sizes as shown in Table 4.10-5. In addition,
portions of Grasshopper Slough would require deepening and widening to accommodate
100-year peak flows.

Table 4.10-5
Grasshopper Slough Tributary to Dry Creek — Detention Basin Sizes

Watersheds Detention Basin ID Size (acre feet)
0ODO01, OD02, OD03, OD04,
0OD05, OD06, OD07, OD08 DETOD1 17.0
0ODQ09, OD10, OD11, OD12,
0OD13, OD14, OD15, OD16 DETOD? 485
0OD17, 0D18, OD19, OD20,

OD21, OD22 DETOD3 24.7
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Grasshopper Slough North and South Wheatland

As noted above, Grasshopper Slough branches into two portions, north and south. From
the split of the slough at Spenceville Road, runoff enters the South Branch of
Grasshopper Slough and is conveyed west along the southern boundary of the City of
Wheatland. Per the General Plan, one of the four planned detention basins, POND R3,
would be constructed upstream of SR-65 and designed to reroute outflows south to Bear
River via a pump station.

The Grasshopper Slough North and South Wheatland area of the project includes a
variety of land uses, including Civic, EMP, LDR, MDR, HDR, Highway, LMDR,
School, and OS uses. Development of the Grasshopper Slough Tributary to Dry Creek
area includes the development of impervious surfaces that would generate additional
flows. However, the project includes development of two on-site detention basins,
DETGP1 and POND R3. The approximate locations of the Grasshopper Slough North
and South Wheatland detention basins are shown on Figure 4.10-15, the proposed
drainage plan for the Grasshopper Slough North and South Wheatland area.

Figure 4.10-15
Grasshopper Slough North and South Wheatland — Proposed Drainage Plan

The Draft Master Drainage Study estimated that the storage requirement for POND R3
would be 87 acre-feet, as compared to the 70 acre-feet concluded by the 2030 General
Plan. The cost of POND R3 would be shared on volumetric contribution basis by
upstream development, via fee. The increase in required storage is a result of the increase
of runoff volume generated by the proposed project annexation boundaries. The Draft
Master Drainage Study estimated Grasshopper Slough North and South Wheatland
detention basin sizes as shown in Table 4.10-6. In addition, portions of Grasshopper
Slough would require deepening and widening to accommodate 100-year peak flows.
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Table 4.10-6
Grasshopper Slough North and South Wheatland — Detention Basin Sizes
Watersheds Detention Basin ID Size (acre feet)
GP1B, GP1C, GP1D, GP1E,
GP1F, GP1G, GP2A, GP2B, DETGP1 42.5
GP2C
Al, G1, G3, GP103, G2, G4 POND R3 86.7
Conclusion

Construction of 17 detention facilities would lower peak flow increases generated by
buildout of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project to at or below pre-
project conditions. However, deepening and widening of portions of Grasshopper Slough
would be required. In addition, the peak flow increases associated with future
development of non-participating properties could result in adverse downstream impacts
if adequate storm drain systems are not included in the design of future development
applications. Therefore, should the recommendations in the Draft Master Drainage
Report not be implemented, a potentially significant impact would occur to the
Wheatland drainage system with development of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation project. It should be noted that the future 200-year State flood protection
requirement of SB 5 is addressed in Impact 4.10-5, below.

Mitigation Measure(s)
The following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a less-than-
significant level.

4.10-1(a) In conjunction with submittal of first zoning or tentative map application
for any development within the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation area, the applicant shall submit a Master Drainage Plan for
the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project area for review
and approval of the City Engineer. The drainage study shall incorporate
recommendations set forth in the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation Draft Master Drainage Study, dated July 2010. The Master
Drainage Plan shall also incorporate a fee mechanism for the City to
collect from future tentative map applications and reimburse for the
preparation of the Master Drainage Plan. The Master Drainage Plan and
fee mechanism shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission and/or City Council in conjunction with the review of the
zoning or tentative map application.

4.10-1(b) In conjunction with submittal of first zoning or tentative map application
for any development within the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation area, the applicant(s) shall submit a long-term maintenance
and funding strategy for the necessary improvements for detention basin
and POND R3 for the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project
area. The maintenance and funding strategy shall include coverage of the
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City’s ongoing costs for maintenance and capital replacement, as well as
regulatory compliance. The maintenance and funding strategy shall be
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission and/or City Council
in conjunction with the review of the zoning or tentative map application.

In conjunction with submittal of each subsequent zoning or tentative map
application for development within the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation area, the applicant shall be required to submit a site-specific
drainage plan. The site-specific drainage plan shall be reviewed to ensure
consistency with the Master Drainage Plan. The site-specific drainage
plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission and/or
City Council in conjunction with the review of the zoning or tentative map
application.

The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
zoning or tentative map application for any development within the
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation area:

“Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall pay fair-
share fees for the Master Drainage Plan as well as for the necessary
improvements for detention basin and POND R3, for review and approval
of the Community Development Department.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the Community
Development Department prior to the issuance of building permits.

4.10-2 Detention basin maintenance.

The detention ponds required to accomplish the controlled stormwater release, by
detaining stormwater peak flow, would require regular maintenance to clear the
accumulated vegetation, sediment, and debris. In addition, maintenance would be
required to control pest populations (e.g., mosquitoes). Without regular maintenance, the
detention facilities would not perform properly resulting in increased peak flow,
sedimentation, and debris being discharged to Grasshopper Slough, Bear River, and Dry
Creek. Therefore, a potentially significant impact would occur to water quality.

Mitigation Measure(s)

The following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a less-than-
significant level.

4.10-2

In conjunction with the submittal of the first zoning or tentative map
application for any development within the Johnson Rancho and Hop
Farm Annexation area, the applicant(s) shall submit a long-term
maintenance and funding strategy for the drainage improvements. The
strategy shall include, but not be limited to, the following:
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e Dispersion of alluvial sediment deposition at inlet structures, thus
limiting the extended localized ponding of water;

e Periodic sediment removal;

e Monitoring of the facility to ensure the site is completely and
properly drained;

e Outlet riser cleaning;

e Vegetation management to prevent marsh vegetation from taking
hold, and to limit habitat for disease-carrying fauna;

e Removal of graffiti, grass trimmings, weeds, tree pruning, leaves,

litter, and debris;

Preventative maintenance on monitoring equipment;

Vegetative stabilization of eroding banks and basal areas;

Animal and vector control;

Structural inspection; and

Funding plan for the above strategies.

The long-term maintenance and funding strategy for the drainage
improvements shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission and/or City Council in conjunction with review of the zoning
or tentative map application.

4.10-3 Degradation of water quality.

Construction sites are subject to NPDES permitting under the federal Clean Water Act.
Contaminants generated by short-term grading and construction activities may include
sediment, solvents, fuels, lubricants, and chemical wastes improperly handled or stored
on construction sites. These contaminants may be picked up in site runoff and ultimately
enter downstream waterways. In addition, during the operational phase of the project,
urban pollutants such as solvents, oil, fuel, and common household and landscaping
chemicals could also be picked up in stormwater runoff and transported to receiving
waters. These latter contaminants are characterized as non-point source pollution, and are
not subject to NPDES permitting. The City of Wheatland is responsible for ensuring
compliance with all applicable stormwater pollution control standards.

Construction Impacts to Water Quality

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would require grading and other
earthmoving activities within the Dry Creek, Bear River, and Grasshopper Slough
watersheds. Because the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would
require construction activities resulting in a land disturbance of more than one acre, as
part of the NPDES process, the applicant is required by the State to obtain a General
Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity
(Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ). Construction activity subject to
this permit includes clearing, grading and disturbances to the ground such as stockpiling,
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or excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities performed to restore
the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility.

In addition, the Construction General Permit “[...] requires the development and
implementation of a SWPPP that should contain a site map(s) that shows the construction
site perimeter, existing and proposed buildings, lots, roadways, stormwater collection and
discharge points, general topography both before and after construction, and drainage
patterns across the project. The SWPPP must list Best Management Practices (BMPS) the
discharger will use to protect stormwater runoff and show the placement of those BMPs.
Additionally, the SWPPP must contain a visual monitoring program, a chemical
monitoring program for "non-visible" pollutants to be implemented if there is a failure of
BMPs, and a sediment monitoring plan if the site discharges directly to a water body
listed on the 303(d) list for sediment.””

Furthermore, if a single project traverses more than one RWQCB jurisdiction, a complete
Notice of Intent package (Notice of Intent, site map, and fee) and Notice of Termination
(upon completion of each section), must be filed for each RWQCB.

Post-Construction Impacts to Water Quality

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project has adopted the Placer Regional
Stormwater Coordination Group’s “Guidance Document for Volume and Flow-based
Sizing of Post-Construction Best Management Practices for Stormwater Quality
Protection” for the design methodology for volumetric and flow-based treatment control
stormwater BMPs. The volume based BMP design applies to BMPs where the primary
mode of pollutant removal is based on volumetric capacity, such as detention, retention,
and infiltration basins.

The drainage area for calculation of the necessary BMP volume is required to include all
areas that contribute runoff to the proposed BMP, including: pervious areas, impervious
areas, and off-site areas contributing runoff onto the site. Currently, detailed design
standards for project water quality treatment features have not been submitted to the City.

Conclusion

Currently, the non-participating properties have not submitted a drainage report to the
City of Wheatland. As a result, verification of compliance with NPDES regulations is not
possible. In addition, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project requires
NPDES permits to ensure water quality control. Therefore, a potentially significant
impact to water quality could occur.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.
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4.10-3 The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative map application for any development within the Johnson Rancho
and Hop Farm Annexation area:

“Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant(s) shall obtain an
NPDES Construction General Permit from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board. The permit is required to control both construction and
operation activities that may adversely affect water quality. To obtain
coverage under this General Permit, the appropriate Legally Responsible
Person (LRP) must electronically file Permit Registration Documents
(PRDs), which include a Notice of Intent (NOI), a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and other documents required by the General
Permit, and mail the appropriate permit fee to the SWRCB. In addition, a
Risk Level Assessment shall be completed in accordance with SWRCB
Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ. The SWPPP shall describe the erosion and
sediment controls using Best Management Practices (BMPs) and Best
Available Technologies (BATs). The SWPPP shall also include means of
waste disposal, implementation of approved local plans, control of post-
construction sediment and erosion control. Typical BMPs that could be
used during construction of the proposed projects include, but are not
limited to temporary facilities such as straw wattles and sandbags.
Temporary facilities will capture a majority of the siltation resulting from
construction activities prior to discharging into existing natural channels.
The construction contractor shall be required to comply with the permit
and implement, monitor, and maintain all BMPs during construction to
ensure they function properly for review and approval of the City
Engineer.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the issuance of grading permits and during construction.

4.10-4 Impacts to groundwater recharge.

Creation of impervious surfaces can adversely affect groundwater recharge. The City of
Wheatland draws the City’s entire water supply from six municipal groundwater wells.
The City of Wheatland has evaluated the water availability for buildout of the General
Plan. The proposed project land use developments would be consistent with what was
anticipated for the area in the Wheatland General Plan. However, the Bear River channel
has been identified as a significant groundwater recharge area for Yuba County (as well
as Sheridan, which is located south of the City, and Placer County) and a portion of the
site is within the surrounding significant groundwater recharge areas, according to Figure
4.8-3 on page 4.8-15 of the Wheatland General Plan EIR. Although the project includes
the development of impervious surfaces, water from the Bear River Tributaries area
would ultimately flow into Bear River via the project drainage system. The project would
not result in a net loss of recharge to the Bear River channel and, therefore, would not
result in a loss of recharge to Bear River or Dry Creek. Implementation of the project
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would have a less-than-significant impact to groundwater recharge. Water supply and
impacts are discussed in Chapter 4.13, Public Services and Utilities.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

Impacts related to regional flooding.

The Bear River levee improvements were completed in November 2009. With the recent
approval of the LOMR for the Bear River levee improvements, a majority of the project
area is now in Zone X. Although the majority of the project area is in Zone X, a portion
of the Hop Farm area and a small portion of the Johnson Rancho area of the project
remain within Special Flood Hazard Area Zone A. Therefore, a portion of the project site
is currently designated within a flood zone and development of the project could result in
a potentially significant impact related to regional flooding.

It is important to note that SB 5 will result in a future 200-year flood protection
requirement for new development in the Central Valley. Currently SB 5 regulations do
not apply to the proposed project; however, future development associated with the
proposed project may be subject to SB 5 as the City’s population grows, SB 5 timelines
are reached, and the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan is completed. Therefore, all
future development in the Wheatland area may be subject to future SB 5 requirements.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

4.10-5(a) The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative map application for any development within the Johnson Rancho
and Hop Farm Annexation area:

“Prior to recording any Final Map, the applicant(s) shall prepare and
submit a grading plan with hydraulic analysis that demonstrates that the
developable area would no longer be in a special flood hazard area (as
defined by the then-applicable City Floodplain Management Ordinance
[Wheatland Municipal Code chapter 15.12]) in accordance with the then-
applicable City Floodplain Management Ordinance. The plan will be
subject to review and approval by the City Engineer and the final map will
not be approved until after the City Engineer has approved the plan.

Or

Prior to recording any Final Map, the applicant(s) shall show proof that
all structures are designed to be at least two feet above the base flood
elevation in accordance with the then-applicable City Floodplain
Management Ordinance, for review and approval by the City Engineer.”
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Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the recording of any Final Map.

4.10-5(b) Project development and subsequent project-related approvals shall
comply with and be subject to the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan to
be adopted by the State, pursuant to Government Code section 65302.9,
the related implementing amendments to the Wheatland General Plan and
zoning code, and the limitations of Government Code sections 65865.5,
65962 and 66474.5.

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures

As defined in Section 15355 of the State CEQA Guidelines, “cumulative impacts” refers to two
or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which
compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be changes
resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from
several projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact of the
project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable
future projects (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355).

An assessment of cumulative impacts should consider both impacts identified as significant as
well as those impacts identified as less-than-significant for individual projects that may become
significant in a collective sense when considering the co-occurrence of multiple projects.

4.10-6 Cumulative increases in peak stormwater flows into the existing drainage system
and regional flooding.

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would create impervious
surfaces where none currently exist. The addition of impervious surfaces to the project
site would reduce infiltration of rainwater and increase peak stormwater flows originating
on the project site. The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project in
combination with other urban development in the project area could increase peak flows
to exceed the existing drainage system capacity and result in flooding downstream.

The project site’s stormwater runoff would be detained with on-site basins and
discharged into Bear River and Dry Creek. As noted previously, the Draft Master
Drainage Study determined that with development of detention basins and
deepening/widening of Grasshopper Slough, peak flows from the Bear River, Dry Creek,
and Grasshopper Slough tributaries would be reduced from the existing conditions for
both the 10-year and 100-year flows.

Therefore, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would not have an
adverse effect on the cumulative impacts to downstream waterways. In addition, future
projects in the City of Wheatland would also be required to detain peak flows to ensure
that they are reduced or maintained at their pre-development levels. In addition, the
proposed project would not impact the existing floodplain with implementation of the
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required mitigation in this chapter. As noted above, all future development in the
Wheatland area may be subject to future SB 5 requirements as SB 5 milestones are
reached. Therefore, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project, in
combination with other projects in the Wheatland area, would be considered to have a
less-than-significant impact on cumulative stormwater flows.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

Cumulative adverse impacts to water quality.

Development of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project in conjunction
with buildout of the General Plan would contribute to an increase in the sediment load of
area waterways. In addition, stormwater runoff generated in urbanized areas would
continue to contribute pollutants to adjoining channels. As such, water quality in the
region could be affected on a short-term and long-term basis. The City of Wheatland
General Plan EIR analyzed these impacts, noting that the implementation of the goals
and policies would reduce the impacts of erosion, sedimentation, and subsequent
degradation of the surface water quality, but not to a less-than-significant level. The
General Plan further states that additional mitigation measures would be required to
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. The General Plan EIR presents the
following two mitigation measures:

e The City of Wheatland shall require new development projects to provide onsite
or off-site detention sufficient to maintain pre-development levels of peak
stormwater runoff at predetermined locations in drainage canals. Detention can
occur on the project site or downstream; it can occur above ground in swales or
ponds, or below ground, in holding tanks or oversized pipes, in consultation with
the affected reclamation or drainage district; and

e For projects that qualify, project applicants and public projects shall be required
to obtain Construction Activity Storm Water Permits and prepare Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plans in accordance with the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System from the Regional Water Quality Control Board prior to
construction.

The proposed project design includes the detention of stormwater flows with onsite
detention basins maintaining a peak flow rate less than the existing rate, which satisfies
the first mitigation measure listed above. Mitigation Measure 4.10-3 included in this
section requires NPDES compliance, which satisfies the second mitigation measure
above. Consistent with the City of Wheatland General Plan EIR, the Johnson Rancho and
Hop Farm Annexation project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on
water quality.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.
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Endnotes

! City of Wheatland. City of Wheatland General Plan Policy Document. July 2006.

? Raney Planning & Management, Inc. City of Wheatland General Plan EIR. July 11, 2006.

® Civil Engineering Solutions, Inc. Draft Master Drainage Study. July 2010.

* Civil Engineering Solutions, Inc. Background, Constraints and Opportunities Analysis for Drainage. August 2010.

> State Water Resources Control Board.
http://www.swrcbh.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/construction.shtml. Accessed April 2011.
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4.11 MINERAL RESOURCES

INTRODUCTION

The Mineral Resources chapter of the EIR describes the mineral characteristics of the project site
and evaluates the extent to which implementation of the proposed project could affect the
availability of locally and regionally valuable mineral resources. Information sources for this
evaluation include the City of Wheatland General Plan,' the City of Wheatland General Plan
EIR,? the Yuba County General Plan (YCGP),® and a review of aerial photos to determine
existing mineral resources on the project site.

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Environmental Setting section presents a description of the proposed project site and any
known mineral resources located on-site. The proposed project is located within Yuba County
and within the City of Wheatland General Plan study area, but outside the Wheatland city limits.

Regional Mineral Resources

The proposed project is located within the northeastern portion of the Sacramento Valley, which
is within the Great Valley Geomorphic Province. The Great Valley consists of an elongated
lowland that extends 500 miles north and south, separating the Sierra Nevada from the Coast
Ranges. The elongated asymmetric structural basin or trough was formed by the westward tilting
of the Sierra Nevada block against the eastern flank of the Coast Ranges. The basement rock
complex of the Sierra extends westward, beneath the Valley, on a gentle slope reaching points
near the Coast Ranges. Elevation in the Valley is generally several hundred feet above sea level
(asl) but ranges from a low point below sea level to approximately 1,000 feet asl.

The Great Valley is filled with thick sedimentary rock sequences or strata, which began
deposition approximately 200 million years ago. Large alluvial fans have developed on each side
of the Valley. The larger and more gently sloping fans are located on the east side of the Valley
and overlie metamorphic and igneous basement rocks. This basement rock is exposed in the
Sierra Nevada Foothills and consists of metasediments, volcanics, and granites. The sediments
that form the Valley floor are largely derived by erosion of the Sierra Nevada. The smaller and
steeper slopes on the west side of the Valley overlie sedimentary rocks more closely related to
the Coast Ranges.

Local Mineral Resources

According to the YCGP, raw or manufactured mineral products are used every day in developed
nations. Unlike most natural resources, minerals are not renewable. A mineral resource is a
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concentration of elements in a particular location in such a form that a usable mineral commodity
can be extracted from the deposit.

Mineral resources found in Yuba County include precious metals (i.e., gold, platinum,
molybdenite), copper, zinc, Fullers earth, sand and gravel, and crushed stone. The majority of
Yuba County lies within the Sierra Nevada gold belt districts with sparse seam-type containing
gold deposits.

The mineral resources under greatest depletion are construction materials, especially sand and
gravel, and crushed stone. Increasing urbanization in the San Francisco Bay and Sacramento
areas has resulted in the depletion or obliteration of local aggregate resources. The San Francisco
Bay and Sacramento areas are looking to more remote areas to meet their resource requirements.

Project Site Mineral Resources

The California Geological Survey (formerly California Division of Mines and Geology
[CDMG]) has not identified the potential for mineral resources within the Wheatland General
Plan study area. The YCGP identifies a nearby mineral resource extraction site in close
proximity to the Wheatland General Plan study area, as shown in Figure 4.11-1, Surface Mining
Activities.

The Wheatland Clay Pit is an inactive clay pit located approximately one mile north of the City
of Wheatland, immediately east of SR 65. The site encompasses approximately 114 acres, and is
relatively flat, with an overall relief of five to seven feet. According to the State Mining and
Geology Board Executive Officer’s Report (December 11, 2008), agricultural land borders the
site and Grasshopper Slough runs parallel to the southern portion of the site. Materials that have
been extracted from the site include deposits of silty clay from depths as low as nine feet.
Unmined areas in the southeast corner of the site that are underlain by silty clay deposits are
evident in aerial photographs. Sandy silty loam that is left in place underlies Wyman Silt Loam.
The extracted soils have been transported to the operator’s facility in Lincoln, California and
used for various clay products. Material extraction related-activities ceased on July 30, 2003,*
and an inspection of the surface mining operation was performed on August 22, 2008.

In addition, south of the project area, the Cemex Patterson Sand and Gravel Mine is located in
the unincorporated areas of Placer County and Yuba County. The Cemex Patterson Sand and
Gravel mine was recently expanded in October 2007 to include 365 acres of additional mining
area and 83 acres of preservation area for a total of 884 acres. The mine is anticipated to operate
until 2058.

REGULATORY CONTEXT

Existing policies, laws, and regulations applicable to the proposed project that apply to mineral
resources are summarized below.
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Figure 4.11-1
Surface Mining Activities
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Source: Yuba County, Yuba County General Plan Background Report, 2008.
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State Regulations

California Building Standards Code / Uniform Building Code

Site development and design are regulated in the State of California by the California Building
Standards Code (CBC), based on the Uniform Building Code (UBC), and suited to the unique
sensitivity of the State’s geology and faultlines. CBC and UBC regulations must be adhered to
with regard to expansive soils, drainage, erosion, earthquake resistance, and required safety
measures during on-site development.

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975

The primary State law concerning conservation and development of mineral resources is the
California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) of 1975, as amended. The SMARA
is found in the California Public Resources Code (PRC), Division 2, Chapter 9, Section 2710, et.
seg. The SMARA was enacted in 1975 and revised in 2007 to limit new development in areas
with significant mineral deposits and to prevent or minimize the negative impacts of surface
mining to public health, property, and the environment. SMARA calls for the State Geologist to
classify the lands within California based on mineral resource availability. The primary products
are mineral land classification maps and reports. Local agencies are required to use the
classification information when developing land use plans and when making land use decisions.
The SMARA is managed by California Geological Survey (CGS).

Local Regulations

The following are the applicable City of Wheatland General Plan goals and policies related to
mineral resources:

City of Wheatland General Plan

Goals 8.D To preserve and enhance open space lands to maintain the natural resources of the
Wheatland area.

Policy 8.D.1. The City shall support the preservation and enhancement of natural
land forms, natural vegetation, and natural resources as open space
to the maximum extent feasible.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The Impacts and Mitigation Measures section presents the standards of significance for any
potential impacts regarding mineral resources and the methods by which the potential project
impacts are assessed, and identifies impacts associated with implementation of the proposed
project as well as any necessary mitigation to reduce the potential impacts.
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Standards of Significance

For the purposes of this EIR, an impact to mineral resources would be considered significant if
the proposed project would:

e 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

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

Method of Analysis

Determinations of impacts to mineral resources were based on information from the City of
Wheatland General Plan, the City of Wheatland General Plan EIR, the Yuba County General
Plan, as well as a review of literature and aerial photos to determine existing minerals on the
project site.

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following discussion of impacts is based on the implementation of the proposed project
(Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm), unless otherwise noted.

4.11-1 Loss of availability of a known State, regional, and/or locally valuable mineral
resource.

According to the YCGP, mineral resources present in Yuba County include precious
metals, copper, zinc, Fullers earth, sand and gravel, and crushed stone. However, the
project site is located outside of the recognized Mineral Land Classification Area, as
identified in the YCGP. Therefore, the project site does not contain any significant
quantities of mineral resources. In addition, according to the California Department of
Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources, gas and oil wells do not
exist on the project site. The closest mineral resource to the project site is the Wheatland
Clay Pit, which is an inactive clay pit located approximately one mile north of the City of
Wheatland. In addition, the Cemex Patterson Sand and Gravel Mine is located adjacent to
the southeastern end of the AKT Wheatland Ranch portion of the site. The aggregate
mine was recently expanded in 2007 to include approximately 448 of additional mining
and preservation areas south of the project area in Yuba County and Placer County.

The proposed project is not located within a known mineral resource area and the project
would comply with the City of Wheatland goals and policies protecting natural resources.
In addition, the development of the project area would not preclude access to or
extraction of mineral resources. Therefore, development of the project area would result
in a less-than-significant impact regarding loss of availability of a known mineral
resource.
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Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following discussion of impacts is based on the implementation of the proposed project in
combination with other proposed and pending projects in the region.

4.11-2 Long-term loss of mineral resource availability from the proposed project in
combination with existing and future developments in the City of Wheatland study
area.

As previously stated, the proposed project is located outside of the recognized Mineral
Land Classification Area and does not contain significant quantities of mineral resources.
In addition, according to the City of Wheatland General Plan EIR, the Wheatland study
area does not contain any significant quantities of mineral resources, and the General
Plan Update does not contain any goals and policies pertaining to regional mineral
resources. Because the proposed project site is located within the Wheatland study area,
which does not contain any significant quantities of mineral resources, development of
the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

Endnotes

! City of Wheatland. City of Wheatland General Plan Policy Document. July 2006.

? Raney Planning & Management, Inc. City of Wheatland General Plan EIR. July 11, 2006.

® Yuba County. Yuba County General Plan. May 1994.

* State of California Mining and Geology Board. Executive Officer’s Report. December 2008.
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POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT,

4.12 AND HOUSING

INTRODUCTION

The Population, Employment, and Housing chapter of the EIR describes existing and projected
population, housing, and employment conditions in the City of Wheatland. Primary documents
and information sources referenced to prepare this section include the City of Wheatland General
Plan,' the City of Wheatland General Plan EIR,* the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG),? the California Department of Finance (DOF),* the City of Wheatland Housing
Element Update Background Report (Housing Element Background Report),> and housing
estimates and projections modeled by ESRI.

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The following setting information provides an overview of the existing population, housing
supply, and employment characteristics in the City of Wheatland in Yuba County. In addition,
the regulatory agencies and policies associated with population, housing, and employment are
described.

Current Population

According to the California Department of Finance, the population of the City of Wheatland as
of January 1, 2010 was estimated to be 3,558. As can be seen in Table 4.12-1 below, the
population of the City of Wheatland has increased by over 1,250 residents in the past 10 years;
however, the growth has moderated over the past five years.

Growth Rates

As noted in the City of Wheatland General Plan 2005 Housing Element, SACOG has made
population projections for Yuba County, including the City of Wheatland. The Sacramento Area
Council of Governments has projected future population for the jurisdictional boundaries of the
City of Wheatland, as well as for the subregional study area for the City, which consists of
Wheatland’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). The horizon for the population projections is to the Year
2035.

Projections and Growth Rates

The SACOG projections are for defined jurisdictional boundaries as of the year 2007. Fixed
boundaries are used in order to provide a constant frame of reference, and their use does not
imply any assumption about how cities will incorporate surrounding areas during the forecast
period. Table 4.12-2 lists the population projections made by SACOG for the City of Wheatland
jurisdictional boundaries.
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Table 4.12-1
Wheatland Population from 2000-2010
As of January 1 Estimated Population

2010 3,558

2009 3,536

2008 3,516

2007 3,517

2006 3,528

2005 3,500

2004 3,237

2003 2,767

2002 2,432

2001 2,341

2000* 2,272
* As of April 1, 2000.
Source: California Department of Finance, E-4 Population Estimates
for Cities, Counties and the State, 2001-20010 with 2000 Benchmark,
www.dof.ca.gov, accessed June 2010.

Table 4.12-2
Population and Growth Rate Projections for the City of Wheatland
2005 2005-2035 2035
Population 4,303 18,753 23,056
Growth Rate 0.2% 1.5% 0.7%
Source: SACOG MTP 2035 Land Use Allocation, March 2008.

The population growth rate that would occur in the City of Wheatland over the next 25 years was
estimated. It should be noted that housing market conditions have changed dramatically since
SACOG prepared projections in 2007, and the City anticipates much slower population growth.

Current Housing

The City of Wheatland currently contains an estimated 1,215 housing units, of which 966 are
single-family units, 210 are multi-family units, and 39 are mobile home units. Table 4.12-3
summarizes the number of housing units per housing type within the City of Wheatland, as of
January 1, 2010.

Housing Tenure

In 2009, 57.2 percent of the housing stock was owner-occupied in the City of Wheatland, 39.0
percent of the stock was renter-occupied, and 3.8 percent was vacant.

The California Department of Finance identified a 3.87 percent vacancy rate in Wheatland, as of
2010. Vacancy rates in the four to six percent range generally indicate a healthy housing market
where new housing is being absorbed efficiently by the market.
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Table 4.12-3
Wheatland Housing Units (as of January 1, 2010)
Unit Type Number of Units
Single Family 966
2-4 155
5+ 55
Mobile Homes 39
Total 1,215
Source: California Department of Finance, E-5 City/County
Population and Housing Estimates, 2001-2010; accessed on
www.dof.ca.gov; June 2010

Future Housing Projections

The SACOG Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for the City of Wheatland from
January 2006 to June 2013 is 916 dwelling units.

Household Income

Table 4.12-4 shows the projected incomes of households in Wheatland in 2009. The median
household income in 2009 was $47,150 and the average household income was $54,698.

Table 4.12-4
Wheatland and Yuba County Household Incomes (2008)
Number
Households Wheatland | Yuba County
Less than $15,000 122 4,441
$15,000 to $24,999 122 3,548
$25,000 to $34,999 113 4,135
$35,000 to $49,999 113 4,186
$50,000 to $74,999 259 5,870
$75,000 to $99,999 73 1,582
$100,000 to $149,999 60 1,174
$150,000 to $199,999 15 280
$200,000 or more 14 280
Median Household Income (dollars) $47,150 $37,542
Average Household Income (dollars) $54,698 $49,520
Source: ESRI, 2010.

Very-low-income households are defined as earning a gross income of less than 50 percent of the
median income of Yuba County (as determined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development). Low-income households are defined as earning a gross income of more than 50
percent and less than 80 percent of the median income for Yuba County. Moderate-income
households are defined as earning a gross income of more than 80 percent and less than 121
percent of the median income for Yuba County. Therefore, a moderate-income household in
Yuba County is one that earns between $45,040 and $67,560 per year, which would include
approximately 23.8 percent of the households in the City of Wheatland.
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Employment

According to SACOG’s 2007 projections, the City of Wheatland was estimated to have 634
employed residents in 2005 (See Table 4.12-5).

Table 4.12-5
Jobs and Growth Rate Projections for the City of Wheatland
2005 2005-2035 2035
Jobs 634 4,065 4,669
Growth Rate 0.1% 0.5% 0.3%
Source: SACOG MTP 2035 Land Use Allocation, March 2008.

The City of Wheatland unemployment rate fluctuated minimally from 2000 through 2007.
However, starting in 2008, the unemployment rate dramatically increased due to slowing of
growth and an eventual recession, mainly because of the decline of the housing market (See
Table 4.12-6).

Table 4.12-6
Historical Labor Force
City of Wheatland Yuba County
Year Employment | Unemployment | Rate Employment | Unemployment | Rate
2000 1,000 100 7.7% 22,363 1,930 7.9%
2001 1,000 100 8.3% 22,745 2,117 8.5%
2002 1,000 100 9.6% 22,658 2,472 9.8%
2003 1,000 100 10.5% 22,651 2,728 10.7%
2004 1,000 100 9.5% 22,875 2,464 9.7%
2005 1,000 100 9.0% 23,404 2,337 9.1%
2006 1,000 100 8.7% 24,358 2,346 8.8%
2007 1,100 100 9.1% 24,967 2,536 9.2%
2008 1,100 100 11.7% 24,558 3,290 11.8%
2009 1,000 200 17.2% 23,686 4,958 17.3%
2010° 1,000 200 18.6% 22,934 5,900 20.5%

1 As of March 2010

Source: http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov.

Jobs-to-Housing Ratio

The jobs-to-housing ratio of a particular area is a measure of the match between local
employment opportunities and the availability of housing. According to SACOG 2007
projections the 2005 jobs-to-household ratio for the City of Wheatland was 0.40 (634 / 1578 =
0.40) and the 2035 jobs-to-household ratio will be 0.55 (4,699 / 8,490 = 0.55).

REGULATORY CONTEXT

The following regulations apply to population, housing, and employment issues associated with
the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation.
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State Regulations

Regional Housing Needs Plan

California General Plan law requires each city and county to have land zoned to accommodate a
fair share of the regional housing need. The share is known as the Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) and is based on a Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP) developed by
councils of government. SACOG s the lead agency for developing the RHNP for a six county
area that includes Yuba County and the City of Wheatland. The latest housing allocation covers
the 7.5 year period from January 1, 2006 through June 30, 2013. The jurisdiction is not required
to make development occur; however, the jurisdiction must facilitate housing production by
ensuring that land is available and that unnecessary development constraints have been removed.

As mentioned above, the City of Wheatland Housing Element and other portions of the General
Plan were updated in 2005 and 2006.

Local Regulations

City of Wheatland General Plan

The following are applicable goals and policies from the Housing Element of the City of
Wheatland General Plan related to population, housing, and employment:

Goal 1.A To grow in an orderly pattern consistent with economic, social, and
environmental needs, while preserving Wheatland’s small town character, and
historic significance.

Policy 1.A.1. The City shall strive to preserve Wheatland’s traditional small-
town qualities and historic heritage, while expanding its residential
and employment base.

Goal 1.G To support development of employment uses to meet the present and future needs
of Wheatland residents for jobs and to maintain Wheatland’s economic vitality.

Policy 1.G.1. The City shall designate specific areas suitable for employment
development and reserve such lands in a range of parcel sizes to
accommodate a variety of employment uses.

Policy 1.G.2. The City shall only approve new employment development that
has adequate infrastructure and services. Employment
development shall be required to provide sufficient buffering from
residential areas to avoid impacts associated with noise, odors, and
the potential release of hazardous materials.

Policy 1.G.3. The City shall promote the development of new high technology
uses in the employment locations near the SR 65 bypass.
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The City shall promote the development of business park and
research and development uses in Wheatland.

The City shall require new developments projects to pay their fair
share of infrastructure construction costs as pursuant to the City’s
Infrastructure Financing Plan.

The City shall require that proposed commercial, employment, and
residential development is phased in order to insure the
continuation of an adequate tax base to fund necessary
infrastructure and City services.

Provide for the city’s regional share of new housing for all income groups.

Policy 4.A.1.

Policy 4.A.2.

Policy 4.A.5.

The City shall continue to monitor residential land use
designations and zoning annually to ensure that sufficient land is
designated and zoned at various densities to meet the city’s
regional share of housing.

The City shall designate and zone areas for higher density
residential development that are within or adjacent to existing
developed areas in which public facilities and services can be
extended, or within large, master-planned developments which
have the financial capability of providing needed public facilities
and services for higher density development.

The City shall work with other public agencies and private
organizations to build affordable housing.

Meet the special housing needs of homeless persons, seniors, large families,
disabled persons, and farmworkers.

Policy 4.C.2.

Policy 4.C.3.

Policy 4.C.4.

Policy 4.C.5.

The City shall promote increased housing opportunities for seniors,
large families, and disabled persons.

The City shall encourage developers of rental units to build units
for large families.

The City shall encourage the incorporation of child care in
residential areas and employment-based land uses to help
households with young children.

The City shall provide reasonable accommodation for individuals
with disabilities to ensure equal access to housing.
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Goal 4.D Ensure equal housing opportunity.

Policy 4.D.1. The City shall support equal housing opportunities to all without
regard to race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, marital
status, sexual orientation, ancestry, family status, size of
household, or physical handicap.

Policy 4.D.2. The City shall undertake educational efforts to ensure that all
segments of the population are aware of their rights and
responsibilities regarding fair housing.

Policy 4.D.3. The City shall ensure that fair housing practices are applied to all
housing offered within the city.

Policy 4.D.4. The City shall encourage the housing industry to comply with fair
housing laws and practices.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Standards of Significance

An impact of the proposed Johnson Ranch and Hop Farm Annexation project to population,
employment, or housing would be considered significant if implementation of the project would
potentially result in any of the following conditions:

e Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly; and
e Increase the jobs-to-housing ratio to a level inconsistent with the General Plan goals and
policies related to the jobs-to-housing balance.

As discussed in the Introduction to the Analysis chapter of this Draft EIR, impacts identified in
the Initial Study as less-than-significant or having no impact, which do not require mitigation,
have already been addressed in the Initial Study. As stated in the Initial Study, the proposed
project would not displace substantial numbers of people or existing housing which would
necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. All other impacts identified as
potentially significant within the Initial Study are addressed below.

Method of Analysis
The following section evaluates the impacts of the proposed project on the existing population,

employment, and housing that would occur if the project as currently proposed is developed.
Impact significance is determined by comparing project conditions to the existing conditions.
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Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following discussion of impacts is based on the implementation of the proposed project
(Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm), unless otherwise noted.

4.12-1

Impacts to jobs-to-housing ratio.

In 2005, the City of Wheatland jobs-to-housing ratio was 0.49 (634 / 1,578 = 0.49). At
buildout, the 2025 jobs-to-housing ratio in the City of Wheatland is estimated to be
0.9:1 (11,100 / 12,350 = 0.9). A jobs-to-housing ratio less than one generally suggests
that residents must travel outside the local area to reach a place of employment.

Policy 2.11, Balancing Jobs and Housing, of the Yuba County LAFCo Standards states:

LAFCO will normally encourage those applications which improve the regional
balance between jobs and housing. LAFCO will consider the impact of a
proposal on the regional supply of housing for all income levels in light of the
housing and jobs balancing policies of the applicable General Plan. The agency
that is the subject of the proposal must demonstrate to the Commission that any
adverse impacts of the proposal on the regional affordable housing supply have
been mitigated.

Buildout of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would include the
development of approximately 14,396 dwelling units. The project includes 274.3 acres
of employment/offices uses with an approximate density of 25 employees per acres and
131 acres of commercial uses at a Floor Area Ratio of 0.5 and density of 1 employee
per 450 square feet. As shown in Table 4.12-7, buildout of the project area would result
in approximately 13,197 jobs and a jobs/housing ratio of 0.92.

Table 4.12-7
Employment Projections for Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Land Use Acres FAR Employees per Acre Jobs
Commercial 131.0 0.5 96.8 6,340
Employment/Office 274.3 - 25 6,857
Total 405.3 13,197

The jobs/housing ratio of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation area would be
consistent with the ratio anticipated in the General Plan Update. In fact, the proposed
project would be expected to slightly improve the jobs-to-housing ratio, as compared to
what is expected under buildout of the General Plan. Therefore, the project would be
consistent with the Yuba County LAFCo policy (as well as the City of Wheatland
policy) that addresses the jobs-to-housing ratio, and the impact related to the jobs-to-
housing ratio within the City of Wheatland would be less-than-significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.
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Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures

4.12-2 Long-term impacts to population, housing, employment, and jobs-to-housing ratio
from the proposed project in combination with existing and future developments
in the Wheatland area.

The Wheatland General Plan Update EIR indicates that General Plan buildout would
include 12,350 dwelling units, resulting in 30,100 persons. The impacts associated with
the addition of residents associated with the proposed project would be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level through the provision of sufficient infrastructure and
services. The proposed project, as well as other planned projects, would be required to
provide adequate infrastructure and services to meet the demands created by the project
(as discussed in Chapter 4.10). The proposed project could potentially induce
population growth of 43,907 through the construction of 14,396 additional housing
units; approximately 3,000 units greater than anticipated at buildout of the General
Plan. However, it should be noted that the project would result in a change in the
Wheatland jobs-to-housing balance, moving closer to a 1:1 ratio. Development of the
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would increase the populations of
the City of Wheatland approximately 9,138 persons or 24.3 percent greater than
anticipated at buildout of the General Plan. Therefore, the additional population
resulting from buildout would be a substantial increase and a significant cumulative
impact to population within the City of Wheatland.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Feasible mitigation to reduce the above impact to a less-than-significant level does not
exist. Therefore, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Endnotes

'City of Wheatland. City of Wheatland General Plan Policy Document. July 2006.

“Raney Planning & Management, Inc. City of Wheatland General Plan EIR. July11, 2006.

*Sacramento Area Council of Governments. http://www.sacog.org. Accessed September 2007.

*California Department of Finance. E-1: City/County Population Estimates with Annual Percent Change.
http://www.dof.ca.gov. Accessed January 2010.

® City of Wheatland. City of Wheatland Housing Element Update Background Report. January 27, 2005.
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4.13 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

INTRODUCTION

The Public Services and Utilities chapter of the EIR summarizes setting information and
identifies potential new demands resulting from the proposed project on water supply,
wastewater systems, solid waste disposal, law enforcement, fire protection, schools, libraries,
and parks and recreation. Information for this chapter was drawn from project information
provided by the Water Supply Assessment, Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Properties (See
Appendix U),' the Wheatland General Plan Update Water Master Plan (See Appendix V), the
Wheatland General Plan Update Sewer Collection System Master Plan (See Appendix W),” the
City of Wheatland Proposed Annexation of Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Properties EIR -
Wastewater Treatment/Disposal Assessment (See Appendix X),* the City of Wheatland General
Plan,’ the City of Wheatland General Plan EIR,® and information from local service providers.

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The environmental setting section describes the existing water supply, wastewater collection and
treatment, solid waste, law enforcement, fire protection, schools, parks and recreation facilities,
and other related public utilities.

Water Supply

The proposed project is situated within the South Yuba Sub-basin which lies within the
Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin. The South Yuba Sub-basin is bounded on the north by
the Yuba River, which separates the South Yuba Sub-basin from the North Yuba Subbasin, on
the west by the Feather River, on the south by the Bear River, and on the east by the Sierra
Nevada. According to California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Groundwater Bulletin
118 (DWR Bulletin 118), the sub-basin encompasses approximately 107,000 acres with a surface
area of approximately 89,000 acres (138 square miles). Elevations range from approximately 150
feet in the northwest portion of the sub-basin to approximately 30 feet in the southwest portion of
the sub-basin near the confluence of the Feather and Bear Rivers. The average annual
precipitation in the sub-basin is 20 to 24 inches.

The South Yuba Sub-basin aquifer system is comprised of continental deposits of Quarternary
(Recent) to Late Tertiary (Miocene) age with a cumulative thickness that increases from a few
hundred feet near the Sierra Nevada foothills to greater than 1,400 feet along its western margin.

Recharge to the sub-basin is derived primarily through the highly permeable stream and flood
plain deposits along the Bear River, Yuba River, Feather River, and Honcut Creek. The potential
for artificial recharge in the sub-basin is considered limited because areas with available storage
capacity commonly have overlying soils with low infiltration rates.
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DWR Bulletin 118 states that as early as 1960, groundwater levels showed a well-developed
cone of depression beneath the sub-basin, with water levels in the center of the depression below
sea level and the adjacent river levels of the Bear, Feather and Yuba Rivers. By 1984, the
recorded water levels continued to show a heavy reliance on groundwater pumping with the
levels in the center of the depression falling to more than 30 feet below sea level. However, by
1990, the recorded water levels adjacent to the Bear and Yuba Rivers began to show large
gradients and seepage from the rivers with the water level rising to 10 feet above sea level. This
recovery of the sub-basin was reportedly due to increased surface water irrigation supplies and
reduced groundwater pumping. Current DWR records suggest that groundwater levels are
continuing to increase. This recovery in groundwater levels is corroborated by data presented in
the draft Yuba County Water Agency (YCWA) Groundwater Management Plan (DGMP) dated
November 12, 2010, which indicates that groundwater levels in the basin have largely recovered
from historic overdraft conditions. The hydrographs presented in the DGMP also indicate that by
2009-2010, the groundwater levels in the basin had recovered from water transfers during the
1990s and 2000s. According to data presented in the YCWA 2008 report titled Hydrogeologic
Understanding of the Yuba Basin (HUYB) the groundwater levels returned to near pre-transfer
levels by the end of the spring season following the transfers,

DWR Bulletin 118 further states that in 1992, Bookman-Edmonston Engineering Inc. in an
unpublished report (Bookman-Edmonston Report) estimated the storage capacity of the sub-
basin at 1,090,000 acre-feet (AF) based on an area of 88,700 acres, an assumed thickness of 200
feet and a specific yield of 6.9 percent. Data presented in the DGMP and the HUYB suggests
that this is a conservative estimate of the true storage capacity of the subbasin, since the actual
aquifer thickness is greater than that assumed in the Bookman-Edmonston Report. The estimated
storage capacity for the South Yuba Subbasin is not broken out from the Yuba County
groundwater basin in the DGMP and HUYB, but they list the combined storage capacity of the
North and South Yuba Subbasins as 7,500,000 AF with an aquifer thickness of up to 900 feet.
Approximately 2,800,000 AF of the estimated storage capacity for the basin are contained in the
upper 200 feet of the aquifer where production currently occurs. The South Yuba Subbasin is the
geographically larger of the two subbasins and the subsurface geology of them is similar.

Per DWR Bulletin 118, the groundwater within the sub-basin is reportedly of good water quality
with total dissolved solid (TDS) concentrations generally below 500 milligrams per liter (mg/1)
throughout the basin. Of 27 wells maintained by DWR within the sub-basin, the reported TDS
levels range from 141 to 686 mg/l with a median of 224 mg/l. The water chemistry has been
reported to contain calcium magnesium bicarbonate or magnesium calcium bicarbonate. Some
magnesium bicarbonate waters are found in the northwest portion of the sub-basin. However,
data presented in the DGMP and HUYB indicate that groundwater from aquifers deeper than 200
feet may exceed the drinking water standard for TDS and nitrate standards were exceeded in one
of 27 wells tested. The drinking water standard for TDS is a secondary standard and is based on
taste, not on a health risk.

Overview of Camp Far West Irrigation District (CFWID)

CFWID is an independent district formed to provide irrigation water to landowners west of the
Camp Far West Reservoir. The principal governing act for the CFWID is the Irrigation District
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Law (California Water Code Section 20500-29978). This act allows districts to provide water
“for any beneficial use” and any act to put to any beneficial use any water under its control.
CFWID’s boundaries lie within Yuba and Placer counties. The boundary area extends north to
Spenceville Road, west to SR 65, east to the Camp Far West Reservoir and south to Camp Far
West Road and beyond. The CFWID has a boundary area of approximately 4,700 acres (7.34
square miles).

According to a Yuba County Municipal Service Review (MSR) prepared for Yuba Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCO) (Burr Consulting), CFWID considers its customer base to be
landowners; thirteen of which reportedly are water users, one of which comprises approximately
two-fifths of the district’s water use. Of the approximately 4,700 acres of land within the
CFWID, approximately 3,500 acres have access to irrigation water. The CFWID users rely on a
system of canals and ditches for water delivery, with water flowing through the Camp Far West
Canals as well as the South Sutter Canal. CFWID does not provide water treatment services and
only provides services within the district boundaries.

Approximately 47 residents are within CFWID, providing a population density of 6.4 per square
mile, according to the MSR. The primary business within CFWID is ranching and farming,
primarily for orchard crops and rice. Reportedly, CFWID does not distribute water for domestic
use, but is not prohibited from doing so by the principal act. However, the CFWID water rights
license lists only irrigation use as authorized.

The CFWID water source is the Bear River watershed that is influenced primarily by rainfall
and, in most years, the Camp Far West reservoir is full by mid-February. One mile downstream
from the Camp Far West Dam, South Sutter Water District (SSWD) operates the Camp Far West
Diversion Dam that releases Bear River water into the Camp Far West Canal north of the river
and the South Sutter Canal south of the river.

The MSR states that CFWID has rights to the first 13,000 AF of Bear River surface water in the
Camp Far West Reservoir. CFWID and SSWD have an agreement to provide water to the DWR
during dry and critical years but, CFWID is not required to contribute water to implement the
objectives in the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan. The MSR lists an average daily demand (ADD) of 10.6
million gallons. The reported average annual demands for 1995, 2000 and 2005 are 8,765, 9,824
and 11,543 AFA, respectively; all reportedly applied towards irrigation and landscaping.

Overview of Wheatland Water District

The Wheatland Water District (WWD) is located on the eastern side of the central portion of the
Sacramento Valley near the town of Wheatland, within Yuba County. The WWD encompasses
an area of about 11,230 acres of which approximately 9,750 are irrigable. The district was
formed in September 1950 under the provisions of the California Water District Act for the
purpose of providing irrigation water to the residents northwest of the City of Wheatland and
east of SR 65. The principal source of supply within WWD was to be unappropriated water from
the Middle Fork of the Yuba River and groundwater pumping. However, since its inception, the
WWD has relied solely on groundwater and the district continues to use groundwater for
irrigation. The Yuba County Multi-Jurisdictional Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan reports that at
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least two WWD wells have been capped because of poor water quality. However, Geocon
Consultant’s personal interviews with Mr. Doug Waltz, Director of the WWD, did not confirm
that any WWD wells have been capped or taken out of service.

For the purpose of completing surface water delivery to the WWD, the WWD, in partnership
with the Yuba County Water Agency (YCWA), received a grant from the DWR to fund
construction of a new canal system (the New East Side Canal Extension Project). The canal
system, which was completed in 2010, is designed to deliver approximately 35,000 AFA to
WWD. Service agreements have been approved and water delivery to the WWD has begun.

Overview of City of Wheatland Public Works Department (WPWD)

The WPWD provides retail water service to greater than 1,050 customers in the form of
groundwater pumping, treatment, water quality testing, conveyance, storage (743,000 gallons)
and delivery. The WPWD provides all water within the City boundaries except for a private
irrigation well in a senior apartment housing complex. The WPWD currently provides no water
service outside of the City limits.

The WPWD’s water supply is provided entirely by groundwater from the South Yuba
Groundwater Basin and is treated with chlorine at each well for compliance with the Department
of Health Services disinfection requirements. The WPWD operates six groundwater wells, two
storage tanks, a pump station, approximately 21 miles of pipeline, water meters and a
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system. The water system consists
primarily of looped mains, with the exception of cul-de-sac streets. The water system and major
component locations are shown in Figure 4.13-1, Existing City Water System.

The six wells have capacities ranging from 550 gpm to 800 gpm with a total capacity of 4,245
gpm (Dauwalder, 2004). This equates to the City’s water supply system having a maximum
pumping capacity of greater than 6.1 million gallons per day (mgd) if all six wells are online.
Typically, only two to three wells operate at any given time with a pumping capacity of
approximately 3 mgd. The locations of the WPWD wells are shown on Figure 3 of the Johnson
Rancho and Hop Farm Properties WSA (See Appendix V of this Draft EIR).

Geocon Consultants estimated an average annual dwelling unit water demand for WPWD of
approximately 780 gpd based on the annual groundwater extraction totals shown below in Table
4.13-1, assuming 1,058 dwelling units. It should be noted that the estimated average annual
demand (AAD) of 780 gpd differs from domestic water use totals referenced in supporting
documents reviewed in the preparation of this document. The MSR references an average water
use of 270 gpd for operators of private domestic wells, 286 gpd for the average Sacramento
urban community, 270 gpd for Yuba County, 230 gpd for the City of Marysville, 201 gpd for the
Olivehurst Public Utility District, 237 gpd for WPWD, 327 gpd in Linda Community Water
District, and 368 gpd for Beale Air Force Base. Dauwalder referenced an AAD for WPWD of
490 gpd. However, an Olivehurst PUD WSA for the Country Club Estates Project in Yuba
County showed similar AADs referencing between 619 gpd and 936 gpd for 2002 through 2005.
Based on the other data sources, the AAD used for this WSA should be considered to be on the
conservative side of average.
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Figure 4.13-1
Existing City Water System
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Table 4.13-1
WPWD Annual Groundwater Extraction Volumes
Gallons
Year Produced AFA | AFA/DU | GPD/DU
2003 252,537,730 775 0.732 653.14
2004 363,109,205 1,114.2 1.05 936.88
2005 301,019,240 923.66 0.873 778.95
2006 288,587,000 885.51 0.837 746.83
2007 298,303,300 915.32 0.865 771.81
2008 300,856,450 923.16 0.873 778.95
Average Annual Demand 922.81 0.8722 778.25
Notes: Based on 1,058 dwelling units
AFA — AF Annually
AFA/DU - AFA per dwelling unit
GPD/DU — Gallons per day per dwelling unit
Source: Geocon Consultants, August 2010.

Wastewater Collection and Treatment

The Public Works Department operates the City’s sanitary sewer collection and wastewater
treatment plant (WWTP) system. The collection system consists of gravity collection lines and
main lines ranging in size from four inches to 15 inches in diameter, and five sewage lift stations
with force mains ranging in size from four inches to 12 inches in diameter. Sewage lift stations
are needed due to the relatively flat topography within the existing City limits. All sewage must
be lifted by sewer lift stations to reach the WWTP.

The majority of the buildings within the City limits that require wastewater disposal are
connected to the City sewer system, and only a few private septic tank/leach field systems exist
within the City limits, and these are in recently annexed areas. The major components and
location of the sewer system are shown in Figure 4.13-2, Existing City Sewer System.

Projected wastewater flows from lands within the existing City limits at buildout are summarized
in Table 4.13-2.
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Figure 4.13-2
Existing City Sewer System
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Table 4.13-2
Projected Wastewater Flows from Existing City Limits at Buildout
Average, Unit Flow
Land Use Acres | Du/Ac | Dwelling Units | Gal/Du/Day | Gal/Ac/Day | ADWF (mgd)

Rural Residential Estate 12.0 1.5 18 270 0.005
Low Density Residential 364.0 3 1,092 270 0.295
Medium Density Residential | 2.3 6.5 15 270 0.004
High Density Residential 5.1 12 61 270 0.017
Commercial 26.0 1,750 0.046
Industrial 2.0 1,750 0.004
Elementary School 4.0 2,500 0.010
Middle School 45.0 2,500 0.113
High School 35.0 2,000 0.070
Parks 5.0 275 0.001
500.4 1,125 0.563

Source: West Yost Associates, August 27, 2010.

Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP)

The following sections provide detailed information regarding the City’s existing WWTP.

Existing Wastewater Flows and Loadings

Influent wastewater flow monitoring data collected during the past two years is summarized

in Table 4.13-3.

Table 4.13-3

2008-2009 Wastewater Flow Summary — City of Wheatland WWTP

Period Flow (mgd) Peaking Factor
Average Dry Weather Flow 0.29 1.00
Peak Month Flow 0.37 1.28
Peak Daily Flow 0.68 2.34

Source: West Yost Associates, August 27, 2010.

Influent wastewater constituent concentration data collected during the past two years is

summarized in Table 4.13-4.

Table 4.13-4
2008-2009 Influent Wastewater Characteristics — City of Wheatland WWTP
Average During Maximum Maximum
Constituent Period Monthly Average | Daily Average
BODs Concentration, mg/1 231 320 410
Suspended Solids Concentration, mg/1 219 370 480

Source: West Yost Associates, August 27, 2010.
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Existing Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Facilities

The City of Wheatland WWTP is situated on a 2.1-acre parcel at the southern edge of the
community adjacent to the Bear River levee, with an area on the south side of the levee for
infiltration of treated water. The WWTP was originally constructed in 1969 and was upgraded in
1990 and 2008. The plant consists of a headworks facility with sewage combination
grinder/screen/screenings compactor unit, an oxidation ditch, a secondary clarifier, an effluent
pump station, a return-activated-sludge (RAS) and waste-activated-sludge (WAS) pump station,
an aerated sludge storage basin and three sludge drying beds.

In 2004 CH,MHill concluded that the capacity of the WWTP was limited by the organic load
treatment capacity, and that the capacity of each unit process was as follows in Table 4.13-5.

Table 4.13-5
Estimated Capacity of Unit Processes in 2004 — City of Wheatland WWTP
Process ADWE Capacity (mgd) Limiting Flow Period (mgd)
Screening 0.80 Peak Dry Weather Flow (2.0)
Oxidation Ditch
Aeration Capacity 0.62 Peak Month Flow (0.79)
Volumetric Capacity 0.72 Peak Month Flow (1.1)
Secondary Clarification 0.63 Peak Dry Weather Flow (1.5)
Sludge Drying Beds 0.62 Average Annual Flow (0.66)

Source: CH2MHill, September 2004,

Recent improvements to the WWTP include a new grinder/screen/screenings compactor unit,
new oxidation ditch disc aerators, new RAS, WAS and effluent pumps, and a new supervisor-
control-data-acquisition (SCADA) system. Available information indicates that these
improvements have not increased the capacity of the facility.

Current Wastewater Effluent Discharge Requirements

Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) issued by the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board-Central Valley Region (RWQCB) permit the WWTP to discharge an average dry
weather flow (ADWF) of 0.62 mgd. Other limits in the current WDRs are summarized in Table
4.13-6.

Table 4.13-6
Current Waste Discharge Requirements — City of Wheatland WWTP
Constituent Maximum 30-Day Average Daily Maximum
BODs Concentration, mg/1 30 60
Suspended Solids Concentration, mg/1 30 60
Settleable Solids Concentration, ml/1 0.1 0.2
pH 6.5-8.5 6.5-8.5

Source: West Yost Associates, August 27, 2010.

CHAPTER 4.13 — PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
4.13-9




DRAFT EIR
JOHNSON RANCHO AND HOP FARM ANNEXATION
JUNE 20171

A review of the past two years (2008 and 2009) of monitoring and reporting data indicates that
the WWTP consistently complies with these discharge requirements.

The WWTP currently discharges treated wastewater to percolation and evaporation ponds
located within the Bear River floodplain. RWQCB staff has indicated that it is unlikely that
future WDRs will permit continued use of these basins unless (1) the elevations of levees
surrounding the basins are raised above the 100-year flood elevation; and (2) the City can
demonstrate that no hydraulic connection exists between the infiltration basins and the Bear
River. A review of data obtained from monitoring wells near the existing infiltration basins
indicates that it is likely that such a hydraulic connection does exist.

Existing Gravity Sewer System

Except for newer gravity sewer lines installed in the Wheatland Ranch, Park Place, and
Ryantown subdivisions, most of the sewer gravity lines predate 1962. The oldest sewer system
lines primarily consist of clay pipe with cement joints. Some of these lines have broken joints
and the cement has deteriorated. Several portions of older lines are asbestos cement pipe (ACP).

Existing Sewage Lift Stations and Force Main System

A total of five sanitary lift stations are located in the City. Two of the lift stations (Spruce and
Malone) lift the entire City's sewage to the City's WWTP.

Malone Lift Station

The 12-inch Malone force main discharges directly to the WWTP, and is connected to the Spruce
eight-inch force main. The Malone lift station pump and electrical panel was updated in 2003.
The panel has an old standby power unit but not an automatic transfer switch in case of power
outage.

Spruce Lift Station

The Spruce lift station was completely rebuilt in 2003 and provided with standby power and
automatic transfer switch. The portion of force main from the lift station to Hooper Street is an
eight-inch diameter Asbestos Cement Pipe (ACP) force main installed in 1962. The force main is
in relatively good condition. The force main was extended as an eight-inch diameter Polyvinyl
Chloride (PVC) force main from Hooper Street to the Malone Lift Station in 2003, and is in
excellent condition. With the 2003 improvements, the Spruce eight-inch force main is connected
into the 12-inch Malone force main, which discharges directly to the WWTP.

Sunrise Lift Station

The Sunrise lift station was completely rebuilt in 2002 (except for relining of the inside of the lift
station tank). The lift station now has a non-automatic transfer switch. The force main consists of
an eight-inch pipe and during construction activities in 2001 was determined to be in good
condition. The force main discharge termination manhole was replaced in 2002 with a specially
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lined manhole with protective coating to prevent deterioration that had occurred in the previous
manhole.

Forest Glen Lift Station

The Forest Glen lift station was installed in 1992. The lift station is in fair condition, has a
receptacle for connection to standby power, but does not have standby power at the site. The
four-inch diameter PVC force main is in good condition and a portion of the length was
eliminated with the construction of the Park Place Subdivision Improvements (2002/04). The
four-inch force main now extends from the lift station to a manhole near Redwood Street and
Carpenter Street. The main from the Forest Glen lift station is PVC pipe installed in 1992 and
appears to be in good condition. The force main discharge termination manhole was replaced in
2002 with a manhole lined with protective coating to prevent the deterioration that occurred in
the previous manhole.

C Street Lift Station

The “C” Street lift station was installed in 1990. The lift station is in fair condition but does not
have standby power. The four-inch force main is of unknown material and condition. The force
main discharge termination manhole is in fair condition but needs to be replaced with a manhole

lined with protective coating to prevent further deterioration.

South Yuba County Regional Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study

The South Yuba County Regional Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study (Feasibility Study)
was prepared for Yuba County in June 2010. The Feasibility Study was intended to provide an
evaluation of a regionalization concept for five of the largest wastewater service providers in
south Yuba County. The Feasibility Study reviewed wastewater collection, treatment, and treated
effluent discharge in South Yuba County and considered facilities operated independently by the
City of Marysville, Olivehurst Public Utility District (OPUD), Linda County Water District
(LCWD), the City of Wheatland and Beale Air Force Base. In conjunction with the Feasibility
Study, each agency evaluated expansion/modification requirements and possible implementation
of improvements in order to meet changing demand and regulatory treatment requirements. The
Feasibility Study was intended to provide an understanding of the current and future conditions
of the individual systems and evaluate the systems to determine the most feasible regionalization
solution for the future wastewater treatment and discharge for South Yuba County. As of now,
further progress has not been made toward regionalization of wastewater treatment in South
Yuba County.

Solid Waste

Recology Yuba-Sutter, formerly Yuba-Sutter Disposal, Inc. (YSDI), provides residential and
commercial garbage collection, debris box service, green waste, commercial cardboard
recycling, and recycling services for the incorporated and urbanized unincorporated areas of the
County including residents of Beale Air Force Base, Live Oak, Marysville, Yuba City,
Wheatland, and the counties of Yuba and Sutter.
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The company also operates a materials recovery facility to extract recyclables from the waste
stream; two transfer stations, one household hazardous waste collection facility, one buy-back
center and a pilot composting facility. Recology Yuba-Sutter serves more than 43,000 residential
customers and 3,500 commercial customers and collects more than 100,000 tons of materials
annually. Recology Yuba-Sutter provides service to the communities of Beale Air Force Base,
Live Oak, Marysville, Wheatland, Yuba City and the counties of Yuba and Sutter. Collected
material is taken to the company’s transfer station located at 3001 North Levee Road in
Marysville. Waste is then transferred to the Ostrom Road Sanitary Landfill located at 5900
Ostrom Road near Wheatland.

Recology operates the Ostrom Road Sanitary Landfill near Wheatland. The Landfill is located
approximately five miles east of SR 65 adjacent to the southern boundary of Beale Air Force
Base. The Ostrom Road facility currently encompasses an area of approximately 261 acres, with
225 acres available for disposal. The facility has been in operation since 1995, and to date,
approximately 35 acres of the 225 total disposal area have been constructed. The landfill facility
provides disposal services for both municipal and commercial customers. In addition to
accepting municipal solid waste, Ostrom Road Landfill accepts a variety of commercial and
industrial waste streams, including the following:

Municipal Solid Waste;

Waste Water Treatment Sludge;

Construction and Demolition Debris;

Green Waste and Food Waste;

Contaminated Soils;

Non-Friable Asbestos (asbestos material that cannot be easily crumbled or reduced to
powder); and

e Other Designated Wastes as Approved by Specified Acceptance Criteria.

The Ostrom Road Landfill has a capacity of up to 3,000 tons of municipal solid waste per day.’
The Ostrom Road Landfill currently has at least 56 years of capacity based on existing and
projected waste streams. The closure date for the facility is estimated to occur in the year 2066.

It should be noted that Recology also provides 18 separate and distinct reuse and recycling
programs in San Francisco. Out of this has come a plan for Recology to send via “green rail” a
portion of San Francisco’s waste to the Ostrom Road Landfill, starting in 2015 or 2016. Material
from the San Francisco contract will take up less than 20 percent of Ostrom Road’s capacity.®

Law Enforcement

Wheatland Police Department (WPD) was established with the City’s incorporation in 1874. The
City of Wheatland is currently small enough to allow an officer to reach anywhere within the
City within two minutes. Two minutes is an exceptional response time; however, response times
can be affected by traffic congestion on SR 65 and trains traveling through the City. The traffic
congestion may slow responses, but slow or stopped freight trains halt responses until the train
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passes. Train-caused response delays are not common, but have occurred in the past and remain
a potential problem.

According to the General Plan EIR (page 4.13-2), the minimum recommended ratio of police
officers to population is 1.7 per 1,000 persons. This staffing ratio is currently considered to be an
acceptable staffing level, but due to a variety of local conditions many police departments
operate at a lesser ratio while others operate at a higher ratio. The optimum ratio depends on the
incident activity levels, response times, and officer safety factors. Such ratios also are dictated by
what the community determines to be an acceptable level of service.

The WPD currently consists of the following paid staff (WPD also has four non-paid reserves):

Chief of Police
Corporals
Officers

Total

NS N =

Current equipment and facilities are as follows:

Four marked police units;

One administrative unit;

Trailers designed to house 12 officers and two administrative positions;
Radar trailer;

Eight Tazers;

Handguns;

Shotguns;

AR-15 long rifles; and

Bullet-proof vests.

Fire Protection

Effective January 1, 2006, the Plumas-Brophy Fire District and the Wheatland Fire Department
merged operations under a joint powers agreement. The joint powers agreement established a
Joint Powers Authority (JPA) called the Wheatland Fire Authority (WFA), which operates as a
regional fire protection agency. The makeup of the Authority Board consists of two members of
the Wheatland City Council and two members of the Plumas Brophy Board. Because of growth
in the region and recent passage of a fire assessment in the JPA area, the Board has initiated the
transition from an all-volunteer fire force to a combined full time and volunteer force.

Daily staffing is mostly paid-call personnel. Monday through Friday a paid Captain is on duty.
Nearly every day two paid-call personnel are assigned to an apparatus and a paid-call Duty
Officer is on-call to respond. The WFA also has a paid Fire Chief and part-time Booker.
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Fire Stations and Associated Apparatus and Equipment

Three fire stations are located within the WFA. The three fire stations have the equipment shown
in Table 4.13-7. The WFA also has two “staff” vehicles, a utility vehicle generally utilized by the
Captain for utility work and maintenance, and a chief officer duty response vehicle.

Table 4.13-7
WEFA Fire Stations and Associated Apparatus and Equipment
Station Apparatus Type of Apparatus
Station 1, 4514 Dairy Road
Engine 413 Type 1 Structural Engine
Brush Engine 362 Type 3 Wildland Engine
Brush Engine 475 Type 3 Wildland Engine
Water Tender 378 Water Tender (5,000 Gallons)
Rescue 367 Light Rescue/Light/Air
Station 2, 3282 Spenceville Road
Engine 371 Type 1 Structural Engine
Brush Engine 432 Type 3 Wildland Engine
Water Tender 368 Water Tender (3,000 Gallons)
Station 3, 313 Main Street
Engine 421 Type 1 Structural Engine
Engine 411 Type 1 Structural Engine
Brush Engine 433 Type 3 Wildland Engine

It should also be noted that the Public Safety Services Master Plan for the City of Wheatland,
California states “The City will experience an emergency response rate of approximately 0.11
responses per person as future development occurs.” The Interim Fire Chief for the WFA has
indicated tll?)at this projected rate is consistent with actual emergency response calls over the past
two years.

Schools

Four school districts serve the Wheatland area; however, the Wheatland School District and the
Wheatland Union High School District serve the majority of the General Plan Study Area. All of
the school facilities within the City of Wheatland and in the surrounding area have been recently
operating below capacity. Table 4.13-8 shows the recent enrollment numbers for the Wheatland
School District and Wheatland High School.
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Table 4.13-8
School Enrollment and Capacity —
Wheatland School District and Wheatland Union High School District

School Grade Level Enrollment Capacity
Wheatland Elementary K-5 427 529
Lone Tree Elementary K-5 409 1,020

Bear River Middle School 6-8 415 946

Wheatland Charter Academy' K-12 132 160

Wheatland High School 9-12 748 994
Total 2,131 3,753

'Wheatland Charter Academy is housed on the Lone Tree School Campus.

Source: Wheatland School District and Wheatland Union High School District, 2008-2009.

The following are brief descriptions of the schools operated by the two school districts serving
Wheatland.

Wheatland School District

Wheatland School District estimates the current “yield rate” for grades K-8 at 0.553 students per
single-family dwelling (See Table 4.13-9).

Table 4.13-9
Student Generation Factors
Grade Levels Student Generation Factor per Household
K-8 0.553
9-12 0.180

Source: City of Wheatland General Plan, July 2006.

The District’s Master Plan establishes the optimal capacity of K-5 elementary schools at 600
students and 6-8 middle schools at 800 students. Among the District’s concerns are that planning
for the new subdivisions consider the size of schools planned, the District’s yield rate, and State
Department of Education school siting criteria. Similarly, new development planning should
provide for footpaths, bicycle trails, and safe bus routing needs to ensure safe transport for
students to and from school. The District would welcome the opportunity to purchase school
sites in new developments that meet State Board of Education criteria.

Wheatland Union High School District

Wheatland Union High School District operates Wheatland High School, which is located on
Wheatland Road at the western edge of the City. The High School District also operates the
Academy for Career Excellence, a charter school providing alternate education options to high
school-age students.

As of the 2008-2009 school year, the District’s enrollment was approximately 748. Total
capacity is estimated at approximately 1,000 students. The capacity was designed to
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accommodate students from Beale Air Force Base, but enrollment has fluctuated with changes in
Base operations. Currently, overcrowding is not a problem, and the campus has capacity to
accommodate enrollment increases.

The Wheatland Union High School District projects an average of 0.18 high school students
(grades 9-12) per new household. The District expects that new high schools eventually will be

needed as a result of growth and development. Each new high school would serve approximately
1,300 to 1,400 students, and would require between 40 and 45 usable acres.

Parks
Wheatland currently has two distinct types of City parks: neighborhood and community.

Neighborhood City Parks

Neighborhood parks are designated to serve from 3,000 to 5,000 people located within a quarter
to half-mile radius of the park. Park sites typically range in size from 5 to 10 acres.

Neighborhood park sites are generally located within short walking distance of residents. The
following two current parks currently meet these criteria:

e Park Place Subdivision, which contains a landscaped park occupying approximately two
acres, as well as open space totaling approximately 4.2 acres. A drainage channel takes
up most of this open space.

e Wheatland Ranch Subdivision, which contains approximately 1.1 acres of landscaped
parkland, and 3.8 acres of open space/turf area. Approximately 2.3 acres of the open

space/turf area consists of a joint use detention basin/athletic field.

Community City Parks

Community City parks are designated to be centrally located to a larger population, and should
serve 20,000 to 30,000 people located within five-mile radius. These parks are generally 20 to 30
acres in size. Facilities located in community parks should include lawn areas, playing fields,
multipurpose equipment, and picnic areas.

Current community facilities are designated as community parks even though they only
encompass 0.25 to 3.8 acres. As these community facilities are major focal points in the
community, they have community park status.

e City Park is the largest park, occupying 3.8 acres on the east side of State Route 65,
between C Street and the Union Pacific tracks. Most of City Park is occupied by a little
league baseball diamond (Tom Abe Field); however, a portion of the park now contains
the Wheatland Community Center and the City Hall portable structures.
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e Tomita Park occupies a quarter-acre site in downtown, and is located along the Union
Pacific tracks on the west side of Front Street — the location of the City’s original train
depot. Tomita Park is landscaped with turf and large trees, and includes benches, a
gazebo, and a plaque commemorating the Johnson Rancho historical landmark.

City standards for the development of City-owned park facilities are shown in Table 4.13-10.

Table 4.13-10
City-Owned Park Development Standards
Facility Type Size Standard
Neighborhood Park 5to 10 acres 2 acres / 1,000 population
Community Park 20 to 30 acres 1 acre / 1,000 population

Source: City of Wheatland General Plan, July 2006.

Other Public Utilities
Other public utilities include electricity and natural gas, telephone, cable, and internet services.

Electricity and Natural Gas

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) is the primary service provider in Yuba County for natural gas
and electricity for homes and businesses and is regulated by the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC). The service area covered by PG&E extends from Eureka to Bakersfield
(north to south) and from the Sierra Nevada to the Pacific Ocean (east to west).

Power plants and natural gas fields in northern California, as well as energy purchased outside
the PG&E service area and delivered through high voltage transmission lines, provide energy
supplies to PG&E. Pacific Gas and Electric purchases both gas and electrical power from a
variety of sources, including utility companies in other western states and Mexico.

Telephone Service

American Telephone & Telegraph (AT&T) is the primary local telephone service provider for
Yuba County, including the City of Wheatland. Long distance access for a limited portion of
Yuba County is provided by AT&T; however, Sprint, and MCI also provide long distance
service in accordance with the rules of the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). Modern
telephone facilities that include digital transmission of voice and data communications have been
installed in Yuba County by AT&T. The company is confident that AT&T has the capabilities to
expand facilities and service capacity to meet future County needs (General Plan EIR, page 4.13-
13).

Cable & Internet Service

Comcast Corporation provides television and internet services in the Wheatland area, including
state-of-the-art services such as digital cable and high-speed internet access.
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REGULATORY CONTEXT

Existing public service and utility policies, laws, and regulations that would apply to the
proposed project are summarized below.

State Regulations
Water
SB 610

The California Water Code requires coordination between land use lead agencies and public
water purveyors. The purpose of this coordination is to ensure that prudent water supply
planning has been conducted and that planned water supplies are adequate to meet both existing
demands and the demands of planned development.

Water Code Sections 10910 — 10915 (inclusive), sometimes referred to as SB 610, require land
use lead agencies: 1) to identify the responsible public water purveyor for a proposed
development project, and 2) to request from the responsible purveyor, a “Water Supply
Assessment” (WSA). The purposes of the WSA are (a) to describe the sufficiency of the
purveyors’ water supplies to satisfy the water demands of the proposed development project,
while still meeting the current and projected water demands of customers, and, (b) in the absence
of a currently sufficient supply to describe the purveyor’s plans for acquiring additional water.
Water Code Sections 10910-10915 delineate the specific information that must be included in
the WSA.

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15155, a “water-demand project” means:

(A) A residential development of more than 500 dwelling units.

(B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000
persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space.

(C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having
more than 250,000 square feet of floor space.

(D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms.

(E) An industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned
to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or
having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area.

(F) A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in
subdivisions (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(1)(C), (a)(1)(D), (a)(1)(E), and (a)(1)(G)
of this section.

(G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater
than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.

(H) For public water systems with fewer than 5,000 service connections, a project
that meets the following criteria:

CHAPTER 4.13 — PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
4.13-18



DRAFT EIR
JOHNSON RANCHO AND HOP FARM ANNEXATION
JUNE 20171

1. A proposed residential, business, commercial, hotel or motel, or industrial
development that would account for an increase of 10 percent or more in
the number of a public water system's existing service connections; or

2. A mixed-use project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to,
or greater than, the amount of water required by residential development
that would represent an increase of 10 percent or more in the number of
the public water system's existing service connections.

At a minimum, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project meets criterion (A).
Parks
Quimby Act

In 1965, the State Legislature enacted the Quimby Act. The Quimby Act allows local agencies to
establish ordinances requiring residential subdivision developers to provide land or pay in-lieu
fees for park and recreation purposes. The City established a Parkland Dedication and In-Lieu
Fee Ordinance in November 1979, and subsequently amended the ordinance in September 1981.

The Quimby Act was amended in 1982, to establish general standards to determine the amount
of land or fees to be collected. The standards are based on the amount of existing parkland in the
jurisdiction, a maximum number of acreage per 1,000 population, and a formula based upon
population estimates or dwelling units.

The Quimby Act provides for a maximum of three acres per 1,000 persons as the maximum
standard for park dedication and fee collection, unless the amount of existing neighborhood and
community parkland exceeds that limit. Because the City of Wheatland exceeds that standard,
the City may use the higher standard of five acres per 1,000 persons. The City has revised the
Parkland Dedication and In-Lieu Fee Ordinance in accordance with parkland dedication
standards set forth in the Open Space Element of the City’s General Plan. The collection fees are
used for the facilities that the City Council, with support of the community, has determined are
of the greatest recreational need.

Schools
California Law

The California Code of Regulations, Title 5 and Education Code govern all aspects of education
within the State.

Proposition 1A/Senate Bill 50

Proposition 1A/Senate Bill (SB) 50 (Chapter 407, Statutes of 1998) is a school construction
measure authorizing the expenditure of State bonds totaling $9.2 billion through 2002, primarily
for modernization and rehabilitation of older school facilities and construction of new school
facilities. $2.5 billion is for higher education facilities and $6.7 billion is for K-12 facilities.
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Proposition 1A/SB 50 implemented significant fee reforms by amending the laws governing
developer fees and school mitigation:

e Establishes the base (statutory) amount (indexed for inflation) of allowable developer
fees at $1.93 per square foot for residential construction and $0.31 per square foot for
commercial construction.

e Prohibits school districts, cities, and counties from imposing school impact mitigation
fees or other requirements in excess of or in addition to those provided in the statute.

e Suspends for a period of at least eight years (2006) a series of court decisions allowing
cities and counties to deny or condition development approvals on grounds of inadequate
school facilities when acting on certain types of entitlements.

Proposition 1A/SB 50 prohibits local 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])
Additionally, a local agency cannot require participation in a Mello-Roos for school facilities;
however, the statutory fee is reduced by the amount of any voluntary participation in a Mello-
Roos. Satisfaction of the Proposition 1A/SB 50 statutory requirements by a developer is deemed
to be “full and complete mitigation.” The law identifies certain circumstances under which the
statutory fee can be exceeded, including preparation and adoption of a “needs analysis,”
eligibility for State funding, and satisfaction of two of four requirements (post-January 1, 2000)
identified in the law including year-round enrollment, general obligation bond measure on the
ballot over the last four years that received 50 percent plus one of the votes cast, 20 percent of
the classes in portable classrooms, or specified outstanding debt. Assuming a district qualifies for
exceeding the statutory fee, the law establishes ultimate fee caps of 50 percent of costs where the
State makes a 50 percent match, or 100 percent of costs where the State match is unavailable.
District certification of payment of the applicable fee is required before the City or County can
issue the building permit.

Proposition 55

Proposition 55 is a school construction measure passed in 2004 authorizing the sale of
approximately $12.3 billion in bonds to fund qualified K-12 education facilities to relieve
overcrowding and to repair older schools. Funds target areas of the greatest need and must be
spent according to strict accountability measures. These bonds would be used only for eligible
projects. Approximately ten billion dollars would be allocated to K-12 schools, with the
remaining 2.3 billion allocated to higher education facilities.

Department of Education Standards

The California Department of Education published the Guide to School Site Analysis and
Development to establish a valid technique for determining acreage for new school development.
Rather than assigning a strict student/acreage ratio, this guide provides flexible formulas that
permit each district to tailor its ratios as necessary to accommodate its individual conditions. The
Department of Education also recommends that a site utilization study be prepared for the site,
based on these formulas.

CHAPTER 4. 13 — PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
4.13-20



DRAFT EIR
JOHNSON RANCHO AND HOP FARM ANNEXATION
JUNE 20171

Local Regulations

City of Wheatland General Plan

The following applicable goals and policies are from the City of Wheatland General Plan, Public
Facilities and Services Element.

Goal 5.A.

Goal 5.C.

Goal 5.D.

Goal 5.E.

Goal 5.F.

Goal 5.G.

Goal 5.H.

To ensure the timely development of public facilities and services, the
maintenance of specified service levels for public facilities, and that adopted
facility and service standards are achieved and maintained through the use of
equitable funding methods.

Policy 5.A.1. Where new development requires the construction of new public
facilities, new development shall fund its fair share of the
construction of those facilities.

Policy 5.A.5. Through fiscal revenues generated be new development, the City
shall expand, as needed, general government services (e.g. City
administrative services) in connection with new development.

To ensure a safe and reliable water supply sufficient to meet the future needs of
the City.

To ensure adequate wastewater collection and treatment and the safe disposal of
effluent.

To collect and dispose of stormwater in a manner that protects the City’s residents
and property from the hazards of flooding, manages stormwater in a manner that
is safe and environmentally sensitive, and enhances the environment.

Policy 5.E.6. Future drainage systems requirements shall comply with applicable
federal and State pollutant discharge requirements.

To ensure the safe and efficient disposal or recycling or solid waste generated in
Wheatland.

To deter crime and to meet the growing demand for police services associated
with increasing population and commercial/employment development in the City.

Policy 5.G.1. Within the City’s overall budgetary constraints, the City shall
strive to maintain a staffing ratio of 2.0 personnel per 1,000
residents (0.5 non-sworn and 1.5 sworn).

To protect residents, employees, and visitors in Wheatland from injury and loss of
life and to protect property from fires.
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Policy 5.H.2. The City shall, through adequate staffing and patrol arrangements,
endeavor to maintain the minimum feasible response times for fire
and emergency medical service.

Fire Flow and Response Time Goals

Type of Development Fire Flow Standard Response Standard
Commercial and Employment 3,500 gallons per minute (gpm) First response within 4 minutes
Multi-Family 2,500 gpm First response within 4 minutes
Single-Family 1,500 gpm First response within 4 minutes
EMS -- First response within 4 minutes

The following applicable goals and policies are from the City of Wheatland General Plan,
Recreation, Educational, and Community Services Element.

Goal 6.A. To establish and maintain a public park system, recreational, and civic facilities
suited to the needs of Wheatland residents, employees, and visitors.

Policy 6.A.4. The City shall require new development to provide a minimum of
5 acres of parkland for every 1,000 new residents.

Goal 6.D. To provide for the educational needs of all Wheatland residents.

Policy 6.D.1. The City shall work with the Wheatland School District and
Wheatland Union High School District in providing quality
educational facilities that will accommodate projected student
growth.

Goal 6.E. To ensure that adequate school facilities are available and appropriately located to
meet the needs of Wheatland residents.

Policy 6.E.2. The City’s land use planning shall be coordinated with the
planning of school facilities and shall involve the Wheatland
School District and Wheatland Union High School District in the
early stages of the land use planning process.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Standards of Significance

An impact to public services and utilities in the proposed project area would be considered
significant if the proposed project would:

e Increase demand on existing water supply and distribution facilities, such that the
facilities cannot meet the demand of the project in addition to existing and other
planned future uses;
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e Adversely impact the wastewater delivery system and increase the wastewater
capacity beyond the ability of the wastewater treatment plant;

e Increase the demand for additional law enforcement or fire protection services
beyond the ability of the existing departments to provide adequate service;

e Increase the total number of students beyond the capacity of the three local school
districts;

e Increase the demand for recreational uses beyond the existing or proposed parks and
recreational facilities; or

e Exceed the available provisions of local solid waste disposal/recycling agencies.

Method of Analysis

The following section evaluates the impacts of the proposed project on the existing public
services and utilities that would occur if the project as currently proposed is approved and
implemented. Impact significance is determined by comparing project conditions to the existing
conditions, using the above significance criteria. The general methodology employed for the
various technical reports is summarized below.

Water Supply Assessment

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Properties WSA documents the projected water demands
associated with the proposed Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Properties development, the
existing and projected water demands within the City boundaries and General Plan Study Area,
past water supplies received by the WPWD, and projected supplies available from-long term
sources.

Water demands for this WSA are derived from the following documents:

e The Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed
Annexation of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Properties, City of Wheatland, August
28, 2008;

e Land Use Summary (Appendix A of the WSA), October 6, 2009; and

e  WPWD Well Extraction Records, 2003 through 2008.

Water supplies and water supply estimates have been developed from:

o  WPWD water supply/delivery records;

e  WWD water supply/delivery records; and

e Preliminary water supply acquisition information provided by published Yuba County,
YCWA and DWR Reports.

It is important to note that the WSA was based on a conservative 14,562 dwelling units for the
proposed project. As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, the project
now includes 14,396 dwelling units (as a result of minor revisions to the project description since
the initial preparation of the WSA).
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Water Code Sections 10910-10915 delineate the specific requirements of a WSA. The WSA for
the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Properties development is structured according to those
requirements. The purpose of this WSA is to provide an analysis of whether the WPWD has
sufficient projected water supplies to meet the anticipated demands of the Johnson Rancho and
Hop Farm Properties development and other future development. This WSA evaluates whether
the total projected water supply estimated to be available for the project will meet the projected
water demand associated with the proposed project, in addition to existing and planned future
water uses, including agriculture and manufacturing uses.

The project’s WSA does not reserve water or function as a "will serve" letter or any other form
of commitment to supply water. The provision of water service will continue to be undertaken in
a manner consistent with applicable WPWD policies and procedures, consistent with existing
law. If there are changes in the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Properties development, the
WSA should be reviewed in order to assess if a subsequent WSA is required.

General Plan Update Water Master Plan

At the time of the update of the City of Wheatland General Plan in 2006, the then-current
contract City Engineer, TLA Associates, prepared a Water Master Plan to determine the total
water demand at buildout of the General Plan. As part of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation project, this Water Master Plan has been updated to account for the provision of
water to the Johnson Rancho portion of the project, which was identified as Urban Reserve in the
2006 General Plan Update. The original Water Master Plan already accounted for water demand
associated with buildout of the Hop Farm portion of the proposed project. This update to the
Water Master Plan also includes identifying additional major delivery lines needed to provide
water to the Johnson Rancho portion of the project site.

General Plan Update Sewer Collection System Master Plan

At the time of the update of the City of Wheatland General Plan in 2006, the then-current
contract City Engineer, TLA Associates, prepared a Sewer Collection System Master Plan to
determine the total sewer treatment capacity needed at buildout of the General Plan. As part of
the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project, this Sewer Collection System Master
Plan has been updated to account for the provision of sewer treatment for the Johnson Rancho
portion of the project, which was identified as Urban Reserve in the 2006 General Plan Update.
The original Sewer Collection System Master Plan already accounted for treatment capacity
associated with buildout of the Hop Farm portion of the proposed project. This update to the
Sewer Collection System Master Plan also includes identifying additional major trunk lines
needed to collect sewage from the Johnson Rancho portion of the project site.

City Wastewater Treatment Plant Evaluation

West Yost Associates prepared an evaluation of the City’s existing Wastewater Treatment Plant,
which included the following tasks:

e Describe existing wastewater flows and loadings;
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e Describe existing wastewater treatment and disposal facilities and their capacities;

e Summarize estimated wastewater flows and loadings from the proposed project, based on
land use information and population projections provided by Raney; and

e Address additional wastewater treatment and disposal facilities necessary to
accommodate buildout of the proposed project and other General Plan buildout.

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following discussion of impacts is based on the implementation of the proposed project
(Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm) unless otherwise noted.

4.13-1 Adequate water supply and delivery for new residents.

Currently the WPWD service area consists of approximately 1.5 square miles (960 gross
acres) providing retail water service to 1,058 customers. 1,045 of the customers are
domestic users, seven of the customers are irrigation/landscape users, and six of the
customers are other users. The WPWD provides all water within the City boundaries
except for a private irrigation well at a senior apartment housing complex. The WPWD
does not currently provide water service outside of the City limits. It should be noted that
the City currently has two pending annexation requests (Bishop’s Pumpkin Farm and
Nichols Point) that would require water supply and delivery. However, given the very
low demand that would be associated with the two projects, which are 40 acres and 13
acres, respectively, approval of the annexation requests would not change this EIR’s
impact discussion regarding the proposed project.

Existing Water Demand On-Site

Information on current agricultural water use on the Hop Farm and Wheatland Ranch
properties is based on information provided by the manager of the AKT Wheatland
Ranch, as relayed through Bret Hogge, the Land Use Manager for the River West
Developments. AKT Wheatland Ranch has been using between 4,000 and 5,000 AFA of
water for 1,300 acres of walnuts, and Hop Farm has been using 1,000 to 1,200 AFA of
water from CFWID. Geocon has estimated that the CFWID demand will decrease as
much as 4,620 AFA as agricultural activities within the boundaries of the Johnson
Rancho and Hop Farm development are eliminated. This surplus CFWID supply may
potentially be available to satisfy partial water needs for the project.

Projected Water Demand On-Site

Upon full buildout of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Properties development, the
WPWD is projected to service an additional 3,788 gross acres with a projected 14,562
dwelling units as well as an additional 330 gross acres of parks, linear parkway and open
space drainage. It is important to note that the WSA was based on a conservative 14,562
dwelling units for the proposed project. Minor revisions to the project description have
resulted in the inclusion of 14,396 dwelling units. See Chapter 3, Project Description, of
this Draft EIR for a detailed description of the project.
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Thirty-one acres of the proposed Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Property development is
projected to be committed to the proposed Wheatland Expressway. Once this annexation
is finalized, the service area of the City will increase to approximately 5,110 acres. Per
Table 4.13-11, buildout water demand for the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation
project would be approximately 12,730 AF per year based on an ADD of 780 gpd.

It should be noted that, per Table 4.13-11, at full buildout of the Johnson Rancho and
Hop Farm Annexation project, approximately 3,046 AF per year of Bear River
Watershed surface water would no longer be utilized for agricultural operations on the
project site.

Table 4.13-11
WPWD 20-Year Demand Projection (AF/year)
Type 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Current City Customers 923 942 961 980 1,000
Projected GPU Demand 0 5,218.25 10,436.5 15,654.75 20,873
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm 0 3,182.45 6,364.9 9,547.35 12,730
Properties Development '
Total Demand 923 9,342.70 | 17,762.40 | 26,182.1 34,603

" The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm development and the other GPU areas are assumed to begin in 2010,
with buildout in 2030. Buildout demand for the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm development will be
approximately 12,730 AF/year based on an ADD of 780 gpd. Buildout demand for the other GPU
developments will be approximately 20,873 AF/year based on an ADD of 1,150 gpd as presented in the
GPU.

Source: Geocon Consultants, August 2010.

Projected Water Demand Associated with Other General Plan Buildout

Excluding the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project, the other projected
development (i.e., General Plan buildout) in the City of Wheatland General Plan Update
Study Area includes an additional 1,591.8 gross acres of residential development, totaling
an estimated 9,472 additional dwelling units; 1,469.2 gross acres of other development
(commercial, employment, business professional, parks, open space, etc.), totaling an
estimated 6,504 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs); and 1,356.1 gross acres of
professional development, totaling an estimated 218 EDUs (See the Wheatland General
Plan Update Water Master Plan, updated May 2010, and attached to this Draft EIR as
Appendix W).

The WPWD demands have been developed based on the average dwelling unit demand
for the years 2003 through 2008 for their current customer base (as provided by the
WPWD), by applying this average dwelling unit demand to the projected dwelling units
for the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm development discussed above, and the demand
estimates included in the GPU. The WSA assumed a two percent increase in demand
over each five-year increment for the WPWD’s existing customers and an equally
proportional buildout in four five-year increments over 20 years for the Johnson Rancho
and Hop Farm development and the other developments included in the GPU.
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Excluding the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project, the GPU identifies an
additional 16,195 EDUs over the next 20 years. The WSA prepared for the proposed
project is based on a maximum of 14,562 dwelling units at buildout of the project.
Combining the water demand projections for the proposed project, as well as existing
customers in the City and future customers associated with buildout of the remainder of
the General Plan Study Area, results in the long-term water demand projections shown in
Table 4.13-11.

Projected Dry-Year and Multiple Dry-Year Demand

Because groundwater is generally not considered to be immediately affected in drought
years by reduced infiltration, consistent with accepted practice by the DWR, the regional
water supply in dry and multiple dry years is considered to be constant. Groundwater
levels may be affected by increased pumping to make up for shortages in surface
supplies. However, even with almost 1,000,000 AF in groundwater transfers out of the
area during drought years between 1987 and 2007, groundwater levels showed a general
increase in the South Yuba Subbasin and water levels returned to approximately their
pre-transfer levels by the end of the spring season immediately following the transfer.
Because the WPWD’s plans are to exclusively use groundwater, which is generally
assumed to be drought-resistant, demands in the dry years will remain the same as typical
precipitation year levels. However, it must be considered that regional groundwater
demands may increase due to in-lieu use and changes in surface water transfers, thus
creating the potential for localized decreases in groundwater elevation. This will require
the WPWD’s participation in regional groundwater monitoring and planning exercises to
confirm available water supplies for the WPWD and other groundwater users in the area.

Potential Sources of Water Supply

The following “types” of water sources are available, or potentially available, to satisfy
projected water needs within the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Properties Annexation
project and the serving district:

e Groundwater — WPWD has been identified as the serving department for the
proposed project. WPWD relies on groundwater to serve its current customer base
and owns and operates six wells, two storage tanks, a pump station and
approximately 21 miles of pipeline within the current City boundaries. In
addition, surplus groundwater may be available from the WWD service area as
their dependence on groundwater will decrease upon final agreement for surface
water deliveries from the YCWA. Groundwater rights are not adjudicated in the
South Yuba Subbasin, so additional sources of groundwater inside and outside of
the City of Wheatland’s sphere of influence could also be developed. These
additional water sources include other water sources from the currently utilized
aquifers within the upper 200 feet of the aquifer as well as water from the
generally unutilized aquifers deeper than 200 feet.
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e YCWA - YCWA wholesales water to its entities (retailers) authorized to purvey
water. The purveyors, depending on their geographic area utilize both surface
water and groundwater to meet customer demands. YCWA holds 12 water rights
of varying priorities and in recent years has participated in surface water transfers
to other downstream water users or for environmental purposes. Surface water
transfers to the DWR have ranged from 100,000 to 200,000 AF. Groundwater has
been used in-lieu of surface water to facilitate some of these transfers. YCWA
delivers approximately 310,000 AFA to its member units from the Yuba River to
meet agricultural demands only. YCWA has recently expanded its delivery
system to the Wheatland area with deliveries of up to 35,000 AFA, which began
in 2010.

e Other Surface Water Supplies — The proposed project area is currently
agricultural and served by surface water provided by the CFWID. As urbanization
demand increases and agricultural demand decreases within the project area,
surplus CFWID surface water supplies could potentially be used for the project.

e Reclaimed Wastewater — While the proposed project does not specify any
provisions for reclaimed wastewater, treated and reclaimed wastewater is
commonly used as an irrigation supply and has been successfully implemented for
new development projects particularly for meeting irrigation demand at public
parks, along linear parkways, and in recreational areas.

Projected Supplies

Currently, groundwater is the WPWD’s only long-term water supply. The WPWD owns
and operates six groundwater wells, which extract water from within the upper 200 feet
of aquifers within the subbasin and are capable of providing a maximum of 6,850.87
AF/year of water (See Table 4.13-12). Sufficient groundwater extraction and conveyance
infrastructure exists within the current WPWD boundaries to serve the current customer
base and groundwater extracted from within the WPWD is a realistic source of long-term
water for current uses.

Table 4.13-12
WPWD Sources of Supply (AF/year)
Production
Source (GPM) AF/Year
Well #3 740 1,194.26
Well #4 675 1,089.36
Well #5 740 1,194.26
Well #6 740 1,194.26
Well #7 550 887.63
Well #8 800 1,291.10
Total 4,245 6,850.87
Source: Geocon Consultants, August 2010.
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However, as can be seen in Table 4.13-12, additional groundwater wells and
infrastructure including storage tanks, booster pumps, standby power and SCADA
controls will be necessary to meet the additional demand associated with the Johnson
Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project (12,730 AF/year) and the other projected
development within the GPU Study Area.

The California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118-80 documents that the South
Yuba Sub-basin is not considered to be in overdraft and that groundwater levels within
the sub-basin are continuing to increase to near historic high elevations due to increasing
surface water irrigation supplies and reduced groundwater pumping. The South Yuba
Sub-basin appears to have sufficient groundwater to meet regional demands.

Bulletin 118-80 and the GPU both include estimates of the storage capacity and specific
yield of the sub-basin with both documents referencing an estimated storage capacity of
1,090,000 AF. Bulletin 118-80 references a Bookman-Edmonston study stating a basin
area of 88,700 acres and an average specific yield of 6.9 percent based on an assumed
thickness of 200 feet. Based on data from the various sources evaluated, extraction rates
between 0.51 and 0.85 AF per acre are sustainable without effecting groundwater levels
within the upper 200 feet of the basin. According to the DGMP, current extraction rates
for the entire Yuba Groundwater basin average approximately 1.0 AFA, with almost all
of the water being produced from within the upper 200 feet. This number exceeds the
calculated sustainable extraction rate, but overall average groundwater levels continue to
stay static or increase slightly. Therefore, in Geocon’s professional opinion, the
calculated sustainable extraction rates presented are conservative (the calculated is lower
than the actual sustainable rate). When considering the additional demand associated with
the proposed project as well as Wheatland General Plan buildout, consideration should be
given to utilizing a combination of the following: conjunctive surface water supplies,
installation of wells tapping deeper aquifers underlying the project area within the basin,
or the utilization of groundwater from outside the GPU area, so as to ensure the long-term
viability of the groundwater supply within the South Yuba Subbasin.

Among the potential sources of water available to the proposed project is the diversion of
surface water from agricultural to non-agricultural uses in the areas slated for
development. Information on current agricultural water use on the Hop Farm and
Wheatland Ranch properties is based on information provided by the manager of the
AKT Wheatland Ranch, as relayed through Bret Hogge, the Land Use Manager for the
River West Developments. AKT Wheatland Ranch has been using between 4,000 and
5,000 AFA of water for 1,300 acres of walnuts, and Hop Farm has been using 1,000 to
1,200 AFA of water from CFWID. Geocon has estimated that the CFWID demand will
decrease as much as 4,620 AFA as agricultural activities within the boundaries of the
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm development are eliminated. This surplus CFWID supply
may potentially be available to satisfy partial water needs for the project.

Another important factor to take into account when considering the water supply context
for the South Yuba Subbasin and the effects this may have on the water supply available
for the proposed project is the completion of the surface water delivery project to the
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WWD. The WWD (in partnership with the YCWA) received a grant from the DWR to
fund construction of a new canal system (the New East Side Canal Extension Project) for
delivery of surface water to the WWD. The completed canal system is designed to deliver
approximately 35,000 AFA to WWD. This newly constructed canal will provide
substantial surface water to agricultural users within the South Yuba Sub-basin
previously relying on groundwater. This will, in turn, provide a substantial offset to
continued groundwater extraction from the South Yuba Sub-basin, including the
groundwater associated with the proposed Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation
project.

In addition, while not readily quantifiable, water conservation measures such as the use
of recycled water for irrigation, water-conserving landscape, and the use of water-

efficient appliances could also be used to reduce the anticipated water demand.

Water Supply Infrastructure

The water supply for the proposed project would be provided by groundwater wells
connected to the City’s well system. The project includes the installation of four new
wells located throughout the Johnson Rancho portion of the project site (See Figure 4.13-
3, Proposed Water System Infrastructure).

The water supply for the Hop Farm portion would be provided by three new groundwater
wells connected to the City’s well system. It should be noted that Figure 4.13-3 is an
update to the original figure included in the Water Master Plan prepared for the 2006
Wheatland General Plan Update. The figure has been updated to account for the
provision of water to the Johnson Rancho portion of the project, as the Water Master
Plan already accounted for water demand associated with buildout of the Hop Farm
portion of the proposed project.

Conclusion

Per Table 4.13-11, buildout water demand for the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation project would be approximately 12,730 AF/year based on an ADD of 780
gpd. The WSA for the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project concludes that
the amount of groundwater needed to meet the calculated buildout demand of the
proposed project, as well as Wheatland General Plan buildout, is available in the
groundwater basin. However, the groundwater cannot be provided without the
development of additional infrastructure to extract and deliver it to the users. If
groundwater alone is used to supply the 20-year buildout sustainable demand for water
needed for existing uses, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Property project, and the
other projects identified in the GPU, WPWD would likely need extract groundwater from
geographic areas within and extending beyond the aerial extent of the current WPWD
service area, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Properties area and the other
developments listed in the GPU. Without the construction and installation of additional
water supply infrastructure to serve the project, a potentially significant impact to water
supply delivery will occur.

CHAPTER 4. 13 — PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
4.13-30



DRAFT EIR
JOHNSON RANCHO AND HOP FARM ANNEXATION

JUNE 201711
Figure 4.13-3
Proposed Water System Infrastructure
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Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

Hop Farm and Johnson Rancho Properties

4.13-1(a)

4.13-1(b)

In conjunction with the submittal of the first zoning or tentative map
application for development within the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation area, to ensure proper management of groundwater supply,
the applicant(s) shall submit a long term groundwater monitoring plan for
the project wells to ensure that the new concentration of urban supply
wells is not causing groundwater depletion, nor adversely affecting the
City’s water supply. The monitoring plan shall include an appropriate
funding mechanism for the implementation of the plan. The groundwater
monitoring plan and funding mechanism shall be reviewed and approved
by the Planning Commission and/or City Council prior to approval of the
first zoning or tentative map application.

In conjunction with the submittal of each zoning or tentative map
application for any development within the Johnson Rancho and Hop
Farm Annexation area, a Water Supply Verification (SB 221) shall be
conducted to ensure that sufficient water supply needed for the project is
available and can be provided by the City. The Water Supply Verification
showing adequate supply for the Hop Farm portion of the project shall be
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission and/or City Council
prior to approval of the each zoning or tentative map application.

Hop Farm Property

4.13-1(c)

The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative map application for any development within the Hop Farm area:

“Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant(s) shall pay the
City’s Development Water Impact Fees, as determined by the City
Engineer and Department of Public Works.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the issuance of building permits.

Johnson Rancho Property

4.13-1(e)

The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative map application for any development within the Johnson Rancho
area:
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“Prior to issuance of building permits for any future development within
the Johnson Rancho portion of the project, the City of Wheatland Public
Facilities Financing Plan shall be updated to include the water supply and
conveyance improvements, and their associated costs, needed to provide
the water required by the Johnson Rancho portion of the proposed project.
The project applicant(s) within the Johnson Rancho portion of the project
site shall be required to pay the City’s updated Water Impact Fees, as
determined by the City Engineer and Department of Public Works.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the issuance of building permits.

4.13-2 Adequate wastewater facilities for new residents.

Projected wastewater flows from the proposed annexation of the Johnson Rancho and
Hop Farm Annexation project are summarized in Table 4.13-13. The combined project
average dry weather wastewater flows from the existing City limits and the proposed
annexation is approximately 4.90 mgd. Further, according to the Wheatland General Plan
Update Sewer Collection System Master Plan, prepared by TLA Engineers and updated
by Au Clair Consulting for the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation Project in
May 2010, the projected average dry weather wastewater flows from the entire General
Plan Study Area, including the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project, is
8.98 mgd.

As mentioned above, the existing WWTP has a permitted design treatment capacity of
0.62 mgd ADWF. Per Table 4.13-13, the ADWF for the existing WWTP for 2008-2009
was 0.29 mgd. The current capacity of 0.62 mgd ADWF is adequate to meet the WWTP
demands within the existing City limits when buildout occurs, which includes serving the
Heritage Oaks Estates and Jones Ranch tentative maps should these projects ultimately be
constructed. However, the WWTP is not sized to provide for any substantial new
proposed annexation development areas.

As shown in Table 4.13-13, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project
would generate an additional 4.333 mgd ADWF sewer demand, thus exceeding the
existing WWTP capacity. As also mentioned above, the buildout of the remainder of the
General Plan Study Area would result in a combined total sewer demand of 8.98 mgd.

Furthermore, the WWTP currently discharges treated wastewater to percolation and
evaporation ponds located within the Bear River floodplain. RWQCB staff has indicated
that it is unlikely that future WDRs will permit continued use of these basins unless (1)
the elevations of levees surrounding the basins are raised above the 100-year flood
elevation; and (2) the City can demonstrate that no hydraulic connection exists between
the infiltration basins and the Bear River.
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Table 4.13-13
Projected Wastewater Flows from Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation Project
Acres, | Average | Dwelling Unit Flow ADWF
Land Use Ac Du/Ac | Units, Du | Gall/Du/Day | (mgd) | (mgd)
Johnson Rancho
Very Low Density Residential 245.0 1.5 368 270 0.099
Low Density Residential 1,097.0 3 3,291 270 0.889
Low-Medium Density Residential 853.0 5 4,265 270 1.152
Medium Density Residential 515.0 6.5 3,348 270 0.904
Employment/Office 177.0 300 1,750 0.310
Commercial 101.0 200 1,750 0.177
Elementary School 45.0 2,500 0.113
Middle School 20.0 2,500 0.050
Parks 35.0 275 0.010
Linear Parkway 28.0 0 0.000
Open Space/Drainage 225.0 0 0.000
Potential Highway 65 Bypass 16.0 0 0.000
Subtotals-Johnson Rancho 3,357.0 11,771 3.702
Hop Farm
Low Density Residential 139.8 3 419 270 0.113
Low-Medium Density Residential 133.6 5 668 270 0.180
Medium Density Residential 65.7 6.5 427 270 0.115
High Density Residential 20.9 12 251 270 0.068
Employment/Office 89.0 1,750 0.156
Commercial 36.0 1,750 0.063
Elementary School 10.0 2,500 0.025
Middle School 20.0 2,500 0.050
Civic Center 24.0 1,750 0.042
Parks 15.0 275 0.004
Linear Parkway 26.0 0 0.000
Potential Highway 65 Bypass 14.0 0 0.000
Subtotals-Hop Farm 594.0 1,765 0.477
Dave Browne
Medium Density Residential 54.0 6.5 351 270 0.095
High Density Residential 30.0 12 360 0.000
Employment/Office 20.0 1,750 0.035
Subtotals-Dave Browne 104.0 711 0.130
Wheatland Parcels
Medium Density Residential 13.0 6.5 85 270 0.023
Commercial 1.0 1,750 0.002
Subtotals-Wheatland Parcels 14.0 85 0.025
Totals 4,069.0 14,332 4.333

Source: West Yost Associates, August 27, 2010.
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Therefore, in order for adequate wastewater service to be provided to the Johnson Rancho
and Hop Farm Annexation project, either a new WWTP would need to be constructed or
the existing WWTP would need to be improved.

Potential Future Wastewater Effluent Discharge Requirements

Future effluent treatment requirements will be dictated by the means of disposal. Future
disposal options include:

e Discharge to Bear River or Dry Creek;
e Summer Reclamation, Winter Discharge; and
e Summer Reclamation, Winter Storage.

In 2004, the City evaluated future treatment and disposal alternatives and concluded that
discharge to Bear River or Dry Creek would be the least costly alternative as well as the
easiest alternative to implement; therefore, this evaluation focuses on that alternative.

Requirements of new WDRs for discharge to Bear Creek or Dry Creek may be expected
to be similar to those of the City of Olivehurst, which discharges to a tributary of the Bear
River, and the Linda County Water District, which discharges to the Feather River. These
discharge requirements are likely to include the limits shown in Table 4.13-14.

Table 4.13-14
Selected Anticipated Effluent Limits for Direct Discharge to Bear River or Dry Creek
Constituent Anticipated Effluent Limitation
Average Monthly BODs Concentration 10 mg/1
Average Monthly Total Suspended Solids 10 mg/1
Concentration
7-Day Median Total Coliform Organisms MPN 2.2/100 ml
Average Daily Turbidity 2 NTU
Average Monthly Ammonia Concentration pH & Temperature Dependent
Average Monthly Nitrate Concentration 10 mg/l
Total Trihalomethanes 10 pg/l
Receiving Water Dissolved Oxygen Concentration To Be Determined
Receiving Water Temperature To Be Determined

Source: West Yost Associates, August 27, 2010.

Potential Future Treatment Facilities

The anticipated effluent limits are likely to necessitate the following treatment processes
or actions:

Preliminary treatment (screening and grit removal);

Advanced secondary treatment with nitrification/de-nitrification;
Effluent filtration; and

Ultraviolet (UV) disinfection.
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The construction of these facilities may be staged, but the facilities should be planned so
that they may be easily expanded to treat an average dry weather wastewater flow of
approximately 9 mgd as a result of buildout of the General Plan Study Area (including
the Johnson Rancho portion of the project).

The area required to construct a wastewater treatment plant depends upon a number of
factors such as the treatment capacity, treatment processes, the shape of the property, and
the plant’s layout. As a rule-of-thumb, a 9 mgd average dry weather flow capacity
activated sludge wastewater treatment plant may be expected to occupy between about 10
and 30 acres of land, not including a buffer zone. In the absence of applicable regulations
a buffer of at least 150 to 250 feet is recommended between the wastewater treatment
facilities and residential areas. Various types of activated sludge treatment plants are
described below. Generally, sequencing batch reactor (SBR) and membrane bioreactor
(MBR) plants would be expected to require the least amount of land area and oxidation
ditches would be expected to require a greatest amount of land area.

Numerous variations of advanced secondary treatment are capable of achieving
nitrification/de-nitrification. Some of the most common include:

e Conventional activated sludge (CAS) with BNR;

e Oxidation ditch - extended aeration activated sludge (OXD) with BNR (similar to
existing facilities without biological nutrient removal);

e Sequencing batch reactor (SBR) with BNR; and

e Membrane bioreactor (MBR) with BNR.

Advantages and disadvantages of various secondary treatment options are summarized in
Table 4.13-15.

Table 4.13-15
Advantages/Disadvantages of Secondary Treatment Options

Type of
Secondary

Process Advantages Disadvantages
CAS/BNR Typically uses é;iioennsergy than other Typically has a higher capital cost than other options

More stable and resistant to upsets than Require more land area than other options
OXD/BNR . :
other options Generally use more energy than other options

Requires precise control of timing, mixing and
aeration, typically achieved with computer controls
linked to sensors
Generally used in small plants

SBR/BNR Require less land area than other options

Require less land area than other options Membranes typically must be replaced in 7-10 years,
MBR/BNR higher quality effluent can reduce the cost and cost of replacement can be significant
of subsequent UV disinfection systems Generally used in small plants

Source: West Yost Associates, August 27, 2010.
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Treatment Plant Site Options

The 2.1-acre parcel that contains the City’s existing Wastewater Treatment Plant lacks
sufficient space to construct a new 9 mgd average dry weather flow capacity wastewater
treatment plant capable of meeting potential future effluent discharge requirements. As
indicated above, land area requirements are dependent upon a number of factors;
however, for planning purposes it is reasonable to assume that between about 10 and 30
acres of land will be required, not including a buffer zone. While the properties
surrounding the existing WWTP site to the west and east are not owned by the City, the
possibility exists for these lands to be purchased for the purpose of expanding the existing
WWTP to accommodate buildout of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation
project and/or other future development within the General Plan Study Area. It should be
noted that the City has recently amended the Heritage Oaks Estates — East Development
Agreement to allocate five acres formerly designated for parks to be used for potential
expansion of the WWTP.

As an alternative to improving the existing WWTP to provide additional needed
treatment capacity, consistent with the Wheatland General Plan Update Policy Document
and accompanying Sewer Collection System Master Plan, the City is considering
constructing a new wastewater treatment plant on a different site — preliminary identified
in the northwest quadrant of the GP Study Area (See Figure 3 of the General Plan Policy
Document). Figures 4.13-4 and 4.13-5 show the two different options for providing
wastewater treatment to future development, including the backbone conveyance
infrastructure that would be needed for each alternative.

Conclusion

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would generate an additional
4.333 mgd ADWF sewer demand, thus exceeding the treatment capacity of the City’s
existing WWTP. As also mentioned above, buildout of the remainder of the General Plan
Study Area would result in a combined total sewer demand of 8.98 mgd. Therefore, in
order for adequate wastewater service to be provided to the Johnson Rancho and Hop
Farm Annexation project, either a new WWTP would need to be constructed or the
existing WWTP would need to be improved, resulting in a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact;
however, because a program has not been established to determine adequate funding
sources and schedule of completion, the construction of a new WWTP, or improvement
of the City’s existing WWTP, are uncertain. Therefore, a significant and unavoidable
impact would remain.
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Figure 4.13-4
Proposed Wastewater System Option — Conveyance to Existing WWTP
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Figure 4.13-5
Proposed Wastewater System Option — Conveyance to New WWTP
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Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Properties

4.13-2(a)

4.13-2(b)

Should plans and a fee program for a new regional WWTP that includes
the City of Wheatland be approved prior to submittal of the first zoning or
tentative map application for any development within the Johnson Rancho
and Hop Farm Annexation area, the project applicant(s) shall comply
with the plans and fee program for the WWTP including, but not limited
to, payment of any applicable fees. If plans for a new regional WWTP that
includes the City of Wheatland have not been approved prior to submittal
of the first zoning or tentative map application for any development within
the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation area, Mitigation
Measures 4.13-2(b) through 4.13-2(f) shall be implemented.

The City shall not approve any tentative map for the proposed project
until after the City has approved and implemented a WWTP construction
plan and related financing plan.

Hop Farm Property

4.13-2(c)

4.13-2(d)

The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative map application for any development within the Hop Farm area:

“Prior to issuance of building permits, the project applicant(s) shall be
required to pay the City’s Wastewater Development Impact Fees, as
determined by the City Engineer.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the issuance of a building permit.

The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative map application for any development within the Hop Farm area:

“Prior to occupancy, adequate wastewater treatment and sewer collection
system capacity shall exist to accommodate the project, as determined by
the City Engineer.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the occupancy of any buildings.

Johnson Rancho Property

4.13-2(e)

The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative map application for any development within the Johnson Rancho
area:
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“Prior to issuance of building permits for any future development within
the Johnson Rancho portion of the project, the City of Wheatland Public
Facilities Financing Plan shall be updated to include the sewer treatment
and conveyance improvements, and their associated costs, needed to
accommodate the 3.832 mgd ADWF sewer demand created by the
Johnson Rancho portion of the proposed project. The project applicant(s)
within the Johnson Rancho portion of the project site shall be required to
pay the City’s updated Wastewater Development Impact Fees, as
determined by the City Engineer.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the issuance of building permits.

4.13-2(f) The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
tentative map application for any development within the Johnson Rancho
area:

“Prior to occupancy, adequate wastewater treatment and sewer collection
system capacity shall exist to accommodate the project, as determined by
the City Engineer.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the occupancy of any buildings.

4.13-3 Need for additional waste disposal/recycling services.

The increase in population associated with the proposed project would increase the
generation of solid waste. The City of Wheatland General Plan EIR states that the
implementation of Wheatland’s Source Reduction and Recycling Element would reduce
the impact on the landfills resulting from General Plan buildout.

Recology Yuba-Sutter, formerly Yuba-Sutter Disposal, Inc. (YSDI), who provides
residential and commercial garbage collection, debris box service, green waste,
commercial cardboard recycling, and recycling services for Wheatland as well as other
communities operates a materials recovery facility to extract recyclables from the waste
stream; two transfer stations, one household hazardous waste collection facility, one buy-
back center and a pilot composting facility. Collected material is taken to the company’s
transfer station located at 3001 North Levee Road in Marysville. Waste is then
transferred to the Ostrom Road Sanitary Landfill located at 5900 Ostrom Road near
Wheatland.

Recology operates the Ostrom Road Sanitary Landfill near Wheatland. The Landfill is
located approximately five miles east of SR 65 adjacent to the southern boundary of
Beale Air Force Base. The Ostrom Road facility currently encompasses an area of
approximately 261 acres, with 225 acres available for disposal. The facility has been in

CHAPTER 4.13 — PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
4.13-41



DRAFT EIR
JOHNSON RANCHO AND HOP FARM ANNEXATION
JUNE 20171

operation since 1995, and to date, approximately 35 acres of the 225 total disposal area
have been constructed.

The Ostrom Road Landfill has a capacity of up to 3,000 tons of municipal solid waste per
day. The Ostrom Road Landfill currently has at least 56 years of capacity based on
existing and projected waste streams. The closure date for the facility is estimated to
occur in the year 2066. While the Johnson Rancho portion of the proposed project would
generate waste not previously anticipated in the City’s General Plan or planning efforts
associated with the receiving landfill, a substantial amount of remaining capacity exists at
the Ostrom Road Landfill. This is clearly demonstrated by Recology’s recent proposal to
send via “green rail” a portion of San Francisco’s waste to the Ostrom Road Landfill,
starting in 2015 or 2016. Material from the San Francisco contract will take up less than
20 percent of Ostrom Road’s capacity.''

The City is also required by AB 939 to ensure that the project achieves and maintains the
diversion and recycling mandates of the State. The project would include new
construction that will have materials leftover from woodcutting, concrete pours, and pipe
work. If these materials are placed in the sanitary landfill, the waste generated could
cause the City to violate State regulations. Recycling and reuse of these materials would
divert the materials from going to the landfill, and thus help the City stay in compliance
with AB 939 mandates. However, failure to recycle and reuse waste generated during
construction of the proposed project would result in a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

4.13-3 The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
zoning or tentative map application for any development within the
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation area:

“Prior to the issuance of grading permits for the Johnson Rancho and
Hop Farm Annexation project, the project applicant(s) shall submit a
recycling plan for construction materials to the City for review and
approval. The plan shall include that all materials that would be
acceptable for disposal in the sanitary landfill be recycled/reused.
Documentation of the material type, amount, where taken and receipts for
verification and certification statements shall be included in the plan. The
project applicant(s) shall cover all staff costs related to the review,
monitoring and enforcement of this condition through the deposit
account.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the Community
Development Department prior to the issuance of grading permits.
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4.13-4 Adequate ratio of law enforcement personnel to residents.

Upon annexation to the City of Wheatland, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation project would be located within the jurisdiction of the Wheatland Police
Department. Buildout of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation area would
result in the development of approximately 14,396 dwelling units (du) and 43,907
(14,396 x 3.05 = 43,907) residents. Based on an added population of approximately
44,000 residents, along with the proposed commercial and retail uses, the WPD has
preliminarily determined that the following resources would be needed to enable the
department to adequately serve the project: 2

Personnel

e 37 sworn positions;

e 8 support positions (2 administrative personnel; 3 community service officers; 3
record clerks);

e 10 reserve officers; and

e 8 community volunteers.

Facility and Equipment

An additional police department facility would also be needed that can accommodate a
total of 44 sworn officers; seven administrative personnel; 10 reserve officers; and eight
community volunteers. Prison facilities will continue to be provided by the Yuba County
Jail. In terms of equipment, it is anticipated that an additional nine marked units with
emergency equipment and eight administrative units would be needed, as well as
additional firearms and associated equipment.

Conclusion

Development of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would generate
additional demand for the Wheatland Police Department services. Without the provision
of additional officers and related equipment, the increase in service requirements would
be considered a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

Hop Farm Property

4.13-4(a) The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
zoning or tentative map application for any development within the Hop
Farm area:
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“Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant(s) shall be required
to pay the City’s Police Development Impact Fees.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the Community
Development Department prior to the issuance of building permits.

Johnson Rancho Property

4.13-4(b) The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
zoning or tentative map application for any development within the
Johnson Rancho area:

“Prior to issuance of building permits for any future development within
the Johnson Rancho portion of the project, the City of Wheatland Public
Facilities Financing Plan shall be updated to include the law enforcement
personnel and equipment, and their associated costs, needed to provide
adequate service to the Johnson Rancho portion of the proposed project.
The project applicant(s) within the Johnson Rancho portion of the project
site shall be required to pay the City’s updated Police Development
Impact Fees.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the Community
Development Department prior to the issuance of building permits.

4.13-5 Adequate fire protection services available to new residents.

As noted above, the Public Safety Services Master Plan for the City of Wheatland,
California states that the City will experience an emergency response rate of
approximately 0.11 responses per person as future development occurs. Buildout of the
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would result in the development of
approximately 14,396 dwelling units and 43,907 (14,396 x 3.05 = 43,907) residents.
Accordingly, this would result in a projected 4,830 incidents/demands for service per
year at full buildout of the proposed project, which is not expected to occur prior to 2030.
In order to accommodate the additional demand associated with the proposed project the
Interim Fire Chief has indicated that a new three-bay fire station with sleeping/living
quarters would be needed, preferably within the proposed Employment and Commercial
areas of the proposed project."

In addition, according to Wheatland’s Public Safety Services Master Plan, the mitigation
of fire risk can and should be substantially reduced by adopting and enforcing the UFC
and the Uniform Building Code (UBC), requiring built-in fire protection, such as fire
sprinkler systems, and performing annual inspections to assure continued code
compliance. These actions have a significant impact on controlling potential initial fire
losses. Fire sprinklers also reduce the time required to suppress the fire and help prevent
injury or loss of life to firefighters and the public.
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The proposed developments will require a minimum fire flow of 3,500 gpm for business
and commercial areas and 1,000 gpm for all single family dwellings (Under Title 24
Building Code, all structures are required to be protected by automatic fire sprinkler
systems). Greater flows would be required by the Fire Chief and/or Uniform Fire Code
for multiple-family dwellings. For General Plan Buildout purposes, the Public Safety
Services Master Plan notes that there is a deficiency of approximately 40,000 gallons of
water storage for fire protection purposes.

The City of Wheatland Public Facilities Financing Plan, February 1, 2006, includes a
Capital Facilities (Development) Impact Fee for new development of $1,431 per single
family dwelling unit; $1,199 per multi-family unit; and $0.26 per commercial square
foot. Policy 5.H.4 states “The City shall require new development to develop or fund fire
protection facilities that, at a minimum, maintain the above service level standards.”
Implementation Program 5.15 states that “The City shall update the plan for fire
protection services including the location of fire stations based on future development
trends. The City shall incorporate necessary service equipment and facilities in the
Infrastructure Financing Plan.” Should the Public Facilities Financing Plan not be
updated to include the additional fire protection personnel and facilities needed to
adequately serve the Johnson Rancho portion of the proposed project, a potentially
significant impact would occur.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

Hop Farm Property

4.13-5(a) The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
zoning or tentative map application for any development within the Hop
Farm area:

“Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant(s) shall be required
to pay the City’s Fire Protection Development Impact Fees.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the Community
Development Department prior to the issuance of building permits.

4.13-5(b) The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
zoning or tentative map application for any development within the Hop
Farm area:

“Prior to approval of Improvement Plans for any subsequent development
applications within the Hop Farm portion of the project site, the plans
shall include fire sprinkler systems in all buildings per UFC and UBC
standards, as determined by the WFA Fire Chief and City Engineer. In
addition, the improvement plans shall demonstrate that minimum fire
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flows can be provided, as follows (unless otherwise approved by the WFA
Fire Chief): 3,500 gpm for business and commercial areas and 1,000 gpm
for all single family dwellings. Greater flows shall be required by the Fire
Chief and/or Uniform Fire Code for multiple-family dwellings.”

Compliance with the condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer and
Fire Chief prior to the approval of Improvement Plans.

Johnson Rancho Property

4.13-5(c)

4.13-5(d)

The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
zoning or tentative map application for any development within the
Johnson Rancho area:

“Prior to issuance of building permits for any future development within
the Johnson Rancho portion of the project, the City of Wheatland Public
Facilities Financing Plan shall be updated to include the fire protection
personnel and equipment, and their associated costs, needed to provide
adequate service to the Johnson Rancho portion of the proposed project,
including but not limited to a new three-bay fire station. The project
applicant(s) within the Johnson Rancho portion of the project site shall be
required to pay the City’s updated Fire Protection Development Impact
Fees.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the Community
Development Department prior to the issuance of building permits.

The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
zoning or tentative map application for any development within the
Johnson Rancho area:

“Prior to approval of Improvement Plans for any subsequent development
applications within the Johnson Rancho portion of the project site, the
plans shall include fire sprinkler systems in all buildings per UFC and
UBC standards, as determined by the WFA Fire Chief and City Engineer.
In addition, the improvement plans shall demonstrate that minimum fire
flows can be provided, as follows (unless otherwise approved by the WFA
Fire Chief): 3,500 gpm for business and commercial areas and 1,000 gpm
for all single family dwellings. Greater flows shall be required by the Fire
Chief and/or Uniform Fire Code for multiple-family dwellings.”

Compliance with the condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer and
Fire Chief prior to the approval of Improvement Plans.
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4.13-6 Number of enrolled students exceeding capacity.

Hop Farm Property

Using the District’s student generation factors (See Table 4.13-8), the Hop Farm portion
of the project would generate an estimated 1,016 new elementary and middle school age
students. As shown on the General Plan Land Use Diagram, one 10-acre elementary
school site and one 20-acre middle school site have been included on the Hop Farm
portion of the project site in order to accommodate the additional students anticipated for
this portion of the project. Using the District’s student generation rate for high school
students, the Hop Farm portion of the project would generate an additional 331 high
school students. Per Figure 3 of the General Plan Policy Document, a large site for a
future high school has already been identified in the northeastern quadrant of the General
Plan Study Area, which would serve the Hop Farm students.

The Wheatland General Plan EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.13-3, found on page 4.13-20,
requires new development project proponents to pay applicable school impact fees to the
Wheatland School District and the Wheatland Union High School District. In addition,
the district currently imposes impact fees on residential and commercial development
occurring within district boundaries. The fees are intended to offset the potential impacts
developments would have on school facilities.

Johnson Rancho Property

Using the District’s student generation factors (See Table 4.13-8), the Johnson Rancho
portion of the project would generate an estimated 6,902 new elementary and middle
school age students. As shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this
Draft EIR, five new elementary school sites, totaling 45 acres, and one 20-acre middle
school site have been identified on the Johnson Rancho portion of the project site in order
to accommodate the additional students anticipated for this portion of the project. Using
the District’s student generation rate for high school students, the Johnson Rancho
portion of the project would generate an additional 2,247 high school students. Per Figure
3 of the General Plan Policy Document, a large site for a future high school has already
been identified in the northeastern quadrant of the General Plan Study Area.

Conclusion

Because the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would generate a student
population that would exceed the existing capacity of the Wheatland School District and
Wheatland Union High School District, requiring the construction of new facilities, a
potentially significant impact would result.
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Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level because satisfaction of the Proposition 1A/SB 50 statutory
requirements by a developer is deemed to be “full and complete mitigation.”

4.13-6 The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
zoning or tentative map application for any development within the
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation area:

“The applicant(s) shall be required to pay all applicable school impact
fees in effect at the time of building permit issuance.”

Compliance with the condition shall be ensured by the Community
Development Department prior to the issuance of building permits.

4.13-7 Adequate provision of parks and recreation space for new residents.

The proposed parks for both the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm portions of the project
site would provide various recreational activities and would be paired with schools or
open space areas. Parks paired with the designated open space areas would serve as a
conduit for pedestrian and bike traffic from the nearby trails. At various junctures along
the trail system, access points would be made to the street and sidewalk network within
the proposed project. The proposed open space, parks, and trails are all closely linked so
as to provide a sense of connectivity throughout the project site.

Hop Farm Property

As shown on the General Plan Land Use Diagram, two parks (one 10-acre park and one
five-acre park) have been included on the Hop Farm portion of the project site in order to
accommodate the recreational needs of the additional population anticipated for this
portion of the project. In addition to the two parks, the General Plan identified
approximately 29 acres of linear parkway and 13.2 acres of open space/drainage areas.
The City of Wheatland General Plan recommends five (5) acres of park per 1,000
residents. Therefore, the project would require approximately 28 acres of park space for
the additional residents (1,837 dus x 3.05 persons per household x 5 acres per 1,000
population).

The Land Use Matrix (See Table 3-1 in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft EIR)
indicates that for the Hop Farm portion of the site adequate park space would be
provided, if active park area is considered in combination with proposed linear parkway
and open space/drainage areas.

Johnson Rancho Property

As shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, five park
sites, totaling 35 acres, have been included in the Johnson Rancho portion of the project
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site. In addition to the five parks, Figure 3-5 and Table 3-1, Land Use Matrix, in the
Project Description chapter of this Draft EIR, identifies approximately 28 acres of linear
parkway and a substantial 225 acres of open space/drainage area, primarily along
Grasshopper Slough and the southern boundary of the AKT property, near the Bear River
levee.

As noted above, the City of Wheatland General Plan recommends five acres of park per
1,000 residents. Therefore, the project would require approximately 190 acres of park
space for the additional residents (12,481 dus x 3.05 persons per household x 5 acres per
1,000 population).

The Land Use Matrix (See Table 3-1 in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Draft EIR)
indicates that for the Johnson Rancho portion of the site adequate park space would be
provided, if active park area is considered in combination with proposed linear parkway
and open space/drainage areas.

Conclusion

The Hop Farm and Johnson Rancho portions of the project would individually exceed the
City’s requirements for parks. However, should future tentative map applications not
include adequate park acreage per General Plan standards, a potentially significant
impact would occur.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

4.13-7(a) In conjunction with the submittal of the first zoning or tentative map
application for any development within the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation area, the map shall indicate that a ratio of at least five acres of
park for every 1,000 residents is provided, for the review and approval of
the Wheatland Community Development Director.

4.13-7(b) The project applicant for each subsequent zoning or tentative map
application for any development within the Johnson Rancho and Hop
Farm Annexation area, shall pay the appropriate in lieu park fee at the
time of recording the Final Map, as determined by the Wheatland
Community Development Director.

Increase in electricity and natural gas demand.

Hop Farm and Johnson Rancho Properties

Development of the project would occur in a location that is near to electricity and gas
service. The proposed project would increase electricity and natural gas consumption, but
not to a level that would be considered substantial in relation to regional or statewide
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energy supplies. In addition, as will be discussed in more detail when future tentative
map applications are submitted, the residential and commercial uses of the project will
include several design features aimed at reducing the electricity and natural gas
consumption of the project (See the related discussion in Chapter 4.4, Air Quality and
Climate Change, of this Draft EIR). The residential and commercial components of the
project would be subject to the standards of Title 24, California’s Energy Efficiency
Standards. Title 24 measures consist of developing an energy budget for structures and
designing the structures to use less than or equal to the energy that is budgeted. Improved
site planning and building design as well as energy conservation measures, as outlined in
Title 24, would minimize the potential for wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy. The project would be subject to the minimum energy
conservation requirements of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, which are
applicable to all building construction.

The proposed project would also be required to construct the necessary infrastructure in
order to connect to existing electrical and gas lines in the project vicinity. Development
plans should also provide for unrestricted utility access and prevent easement
encroachments that might impair the safe and reliable maintenance and operation of
PG&E’s facilities. Because the project could result in impacts to current PG&E facilities,
a potentially significant impact would result.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

4.13-8 The City shall include the following as a condition of approval on each
zoning or tentative map application for any development within the
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation area:

“Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall coordinate with
PG&E and the City of Wheatland to determine the electrical and gas
utilities and/or easements needed to serve the project. The Improvement
Plans for the project(s) shall incorporate the necessary easements and
improvements for the review and approval by the City Engineer. The
applicant(s) shall be responsible for all costs associated with the identified
improvements.”

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the City Engineer
prior to the issuance of building permits.

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures

4.13-9 Increase in demand for additional public services and utilities as a result of the
proposed project and other projects proposed in the Wheatland area.

The proposed project is located outside the City limits, but is located within the
Wheatland Sphere of Influence. The proposed project includes annexation to the City of
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Wheatland. Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to an increased
demand for public services and facilities in the City of Wheatland. Public service and
facility needs for the City of Wheatland were evaluated in the City of Wheatland General
Plan EIR and associated Public Safety Services Master Plan to ensure that adequate
services would be available for buildout of the General Plan, according to the Land Use
Diagram. This General Plan Update analysis has been supplemented in this Draft EIR
with the necessary technical analyses in order to account for the additional public service
and utility demands of the Johnson Rancho portion of the project. The analyses found
that with implementation of the General Plan policies and additional mitigation measures
included in the General Plan EIR and other technical reports, impacts to public services
and utilities from buildout of the General Plan Study Area and the Johnson Rancho and
Hop Farm Annexation project would be less-than-significant, with the exception of the
increased demand for sewer treatment capacity.

Therefore, with the exception of sewer treatment capacity, the proposed project’s
incremental contribution to the City’s public services and facilities needs would not be
cumulatively considerable. Furthermore, similar to the proposed project, other future
development projects would be required by the City to pay fair-share fees toward the
expansion and creation of public services and facilities. However, because the proposed
project would generate a substantial new demand for sewer treatment capacity, which is
necessarily limited by the physical constraints of the existing WWTP and lack of funding
for WWTP improvements, overall, the project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative
impact on public utilities would be significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)

Implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce the project’s incremental
contribution to cumulative impacts on public services and utilities to a less-than-
significant level, with the exception of sewer treatment capacity. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures 4.13-2(a-d) regarding sewer treatment capacity would help reduce
the project’s incremental impact to public utilities; however, because a program has not
been established to determine adequate funding sources and schedule of completion of a
new WWTP, or improvement of the City’s existing WWTP, are uncertain, a significant
and unavoidable impact would remain.
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5 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

The primary intent of the alternatives evaluation in an EIR, as stated in Section 15126.6(a) of the
CEQA Guidelines, is to “[...] describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives [...].”

The following project objectives were provided by the project applicant, with the intent that any
alternative project should meet most of the objectives of the project:

1.

Further applicable goals and policies of the City of Wheatland General Plan while
meeting regional growth and development needs.

Facilitate delivery by the City of Wheatland of efficient municipal services characteristic
of a medium-sized city by the year 2030.

Define guidelines for the management of natural resources that recognize environmental
and cultural resources of regional concern.

Plan a balanced community of integrated land uses and regional services designed to
promote a high quality of life.

Create a new regional commercial and employment destination east of the existing
railroad tracks that is sufficient to meet the demand from residents and visitors.

Promote economic vitality with retail destinations, support services and employment
opportunities for local residents.

Establish a comprehensive development implementation framework that provides long-
term guidance and direction for future development, and includes mechanisms for
properly anticipating infrastructure improvements and mitigation requirements.

Provide planned development funding and financing opportunities to support
comprehensive planning and resolution of long term growth issues.

Provide a diverse range and style of single and multifamily housing units, including
opportunities for entry-level housing, executive housing, senior citizen housing and
housing for growing families, reflecting a variety of socioeconomic and design
characteristics.
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10. Provide a Land Use Plan and Circulation Concept that complements the existing
traditional grid system with planned regional highway facilities and a convenient
circulation network that offers a full range of transportation choices.

11. Provide a single, coordinated and comprehensive development plan with a high level of
consistency and quality for a large area in order to avoid the piecemeal, parcel by parcel
development that would likely develop in the absence of a unified development plan,
thereby enhancing the image and character of Wheatland and supporting the adopted
Wheatland Community Vision.

SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives that are included and evaluated in this EIR must be feasible alternatives. According
to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f), “[...] the alternatives shall be limited to those that
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project [...].” In addition,
Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the feasibility of an alternative may be determined based on a
variety of factors including, but not limited to, site suitability, economic viability, availability of
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional
boundaries, and site accessibility and control.

Furthermore, Section 15126.6(f) of the CEQA Guidelines states, “[...] The range of alternatives
required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only those
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice [...]”

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1) state that a ‘no project’ alternative should be
evaluated along with its impact. Specifically, the Guidelines state:

The specific alternative of the “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact.
The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision
makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not
approving the proposed project. The no project alternative analysis is not the baseline for
determining whether the proposed project’s environmental impacts may be significant,
unless it is identical to the existing environmental setting analysis which does establish
that baseline.

In addition, Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “[...] If an alternative would
cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as
proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the
significant effects of the project as proposed.”

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS
Consistent with CEQA requirements, primary consideration was given to alternatives that could

reduce significant impacts, while still meeting most of the project objectives. Those alternatives
that would have impacts identical to or more severe than the proposed project, and/or that would
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not meet any or most of the project objectives were rejected from further consideration. The
rejected alternatives are discussed below.

The City of Wheatland considered and dismissed the “Offsite Alternative” or “Alternate
Location Alternative.” The development of the Offsite Alternative would result in the
development of the project at a location other than the site proposed.

Development of the 4,149-acre project area includes approximately 14,395 dwelling units, 131
acres of commercial, 274 acres of employment, 55 acres of elementary schools, 40 acres of
middle schools, 24 acres of civic center, 50 acres of parks, 57 acres of linear parkway,
approximately 238 acres of open space/drainage, and 31 acres for the proposed Wheatland
Expressway. Property of sufficient size and configuration to accommodate the project with fewer
resulting impacts than those that would occur on the proposed site is unavailable within the City
Sphere of Influence. In addition, the applicants do not control other sites in Wheatland with the
potential to accommodate the proposed project. Therefore, the Offsite Alternative or the
Alternate Location Alternative would be infeasible, would not reduce the impacts, and is
dismissed from further consideration in this Draft EIR.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THIS EIR

The alternatives evaluated in this section are included for discussion in order to attempt to
minimize or eliminate the potentially significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft
EIR. This Draft EIR determined that significant and unavoidable impacts would occur in the
following five resource sections as a result of the project: Aesthetics; Land Use and Agriculture;
Transportation and Circulation; Air Quality; Biological Resources; Population, Employment and
Housing; and Public Services and Utilities. All other potentially adverse impacts are reduced to
less-than-significant through the implementation of mitigation measures. Each of the chosen
alternatives must strive to fulfill the stated objectives of the proposed project, while striving to
avoid or reduce environmental impacts. The alternatives to the proposed project evaluated in this
section are as follows:

e No Project Alternative (Includes both “No Build” and “Buildout Pursuant to Existing
Land Use Designations™);

e Clustered Development Alternative; and

e Reduced Density Alternative.

Table 5-1 at the end of this chapter provides a comparison of each alternative in the context of
the potential impacts for each resource section included in this Draft EIR.

No Project/No Build Alternative

CEQA requires the evaluation of the comparative impacts of the “No Project” alternative (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]). The No Project Alternative is defined in this instance as “no
action taken on the proposed project” or “no build” on the project site. A No Project alternative
in this case means that the site would remain located in unincorporated territory, and remain in
its current state; therefore, the development activity associated with the proposed project would
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not occur. The project site would continue to carry the current City of Wheatland General Plan
designations (Hop Farm portion of the project) and Yuba County General Plan designations
(Johnson Rancho portion of the project), but without approval of annexation to the City, as well
as the approval of other entitlements, the project cannot occur. A “no action taken on the
proposed project” or the “no build” alternative is the type of No Project Alternative that is
evaluated below for the proposed project. Therefore, under the No Project/No Build Alternative,
the project would remain in its current state of agricultural production and open grassland. While
this alternative would not meet the project objectives, CEQA requires the alternative to be
analyzed.

Aesthetics

The Draft EIR determined that construction of the project would have an impact on the current
appearance of the subject site based on three considerations. The aesthetic impacts are based on
potential changes to the visual character of the site, the potential to add or increase elements of
light and glare, and the cumulative visual impacts of the project. Impacts related to light and
glare were determined to be less-than-significant. However, impacts related to degradation of the
visual character of the site would remain significant and unavoidable (project-level and
cumulative). The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in the development of the
project site. Therefore, the site would remain as agricultural use, and open views would be
preserved for motorists traveling along SR 65 and other local roadways. In addition, identifiable
increases in light and glare would not occur under this alternative. Thus, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would result in fewer aesthetic impacts, compared to the proposed project, as the
alternative would not result in any aesthetics impacts.

Land Use and Agricultural Resources

The Draft EIR determined that development of the proposed project would cause significant and
unavoidable impacts related to the proposed project’s compatibility with surrounding agricultural
operations and the conversion of agricultural land (including Prime Farmland) to urban uses.
Implementation of the No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in the development of
the project site or a change in the land use designations for the site. Therefore, the site would
remain as Prime Farmland and in agricultural use. In addition, incompatibility with surrounding
land uses would not occur under this alternative. Thus, the No Project/No Build Alternative
would result in fewer impacts to land use and agricultural resources compared to the proposed
project.

Transportation and Circulation

The Draft EIR determined that development of the project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts related to traffic along the portion of SR 65 from the Wheatland
Expressway connection to the South Beale Road intersection in Yuba County, as well as traffic
on roadways in the extended region, potentially increasing the LOS on these roadways to a level
that exceeds existing thresholds. Implementation of the No Project/No Build Alternative would
not result in the development of the project site and would not generate additional traffic.
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Therefore, implementation of the No Project/No Build Alternative would not generate traffic and
would be considered to have fewer traffic-related impacts, as compared to the proposed project.

Air Quality and Climate Change

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm project area consists of approximately 4,149 acres located
within Yuba County, adjacent to and outside the Wheatland City limits. A majority of the project
area is currently used for agricultural operations. The Draft EIR determined that the proposed
project would generate project-level and cumulative operational emissions, which would be
considered significant and unavoidable. In addition, the proposed project would result in the
emission of greenhouse gases (GHG), which the Draft EIR determined would have a significant
and unavoidable impact relative to global climate change. Implementation of the No Project/No
Build Alternative would not result in a change in land use designation for the site, nor would it
result in substantially increased airborne pollutant emissions from construction of new
residential, commercial, and other uses on the site, as would the proposed project. However, it
should be noted that the existing agricultural uses on-site would continue to generate air pollutant
and GHG emissions. Therefore, implementation of the No Project/No Build Alternative would
not exceed Feather River Air Quality Management District significance criteria, and would be
considered to have minimal impacts to air quality and global climate change, as compared to the
proposed project.

Noise

The Draft EIR determined development of the project would generate construction noise levels
and construction-related vibration that could exceed limits identified in the General Plan;
however, all potential construction-related noise impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures. The Draft EIR determined traffic-
related noise levels at existing sensitive receptors could exceed the City’s residential outdoor
thresholds and a significant and unavoidable impact would occur. The No Project/No Build
Alternative would not result in the construction of any residential, commercial, or public uses
with the project area. Therefore, this alternative would not expose existing receptors to an
increase in traffic-related noise levels, as would development of the project area. This alternative
would likewise not result in construction or construction related-noise. Therefore,
implementation of the No Project/No Build Alternative would result in fewer noise impacts than
would the proposed project.

Biological Resources

The Draft EIR identified potential impacts to sensitive species and species habitat as a result of
construction of the proposed project. The potential impacts are reduced to less-than-significant
with the implementation of mitigation measures. For example, potential impacts to burrowing
owl and Swainson’s hawk are reduced to less-than-significant levels through satisfactory
mitigation. However, the cumulative loss of biological resources was determined to be
significant and unavoidable. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in
development of the project site and consequently would not disturb any of the existing biological
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resources. The No Project/No Build Alternative would therefore have fewer impacts than the
proposed project.

Archeological and Historical Resources

The Draft EIR determined the potential for cultural resources (both archeological and historical)
to be impacted by the proposed project. Mitigation measures are required, which reduce the
identified impacts to a less-than-significant level. However, the No Project/No Build Alternative
would not have resultant changes in the current land use (agricultural production and open space)
on the project site. Therefore, a continuation of the current site activities would not result in any
increased impacts to cultural resources. Under the No Project/No Build Alternative,
construction-related disturbances to previously undiscovered cultural resources would not occur,
resulting in fewer impacts as compared to the proposed project.

Geology and Soils

The Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would result in potential impacts related to
geology and soils, including expansive soils, corrosive soils, liquefaction, and soil erosion.
However, the mitigation measures required within the chapter would reduce the identified
impacts to a less-than-significant level. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in
potential impacts to structures via expansive soils, corrosive soils, or liquefaction because the
Alternative would not involve the development of any on-site structures. In addition, the No
Project/No Build Alternative would maintain the agricultural condition of the project site.
Because the site is currently under agricultural production (partially), soils are loosened during
operations, which are subject to wind and water erosion. Therefore, similar to the proposed
project, the No Project/No Build Alternative would result in soil erosion. Overall, due to the
decreased number of structures, the No Project/No Build Alternative would have fewer
geological impacts compared to the proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Draft EIR identified proposed project hazards associated with the abandonment of existing
water supply wells, the removal of storage tanks, abandonment of septic systems, and asbestos
and lead-based paint exposure from demolition of existing structures. In addition, impacts are
identified for exposure of construction works to contaminated soil associated with debris piles,
farm implements, Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs), and historic pesticide use. Mitigation
measures are provided within the chapter to reduce all identified impacts to a less-than-
significant level. However, the No Project/No Build Alternative would include the site remaining
in its current state, and thus would not result in the need to remove, abandon or demolish any
wells, storage tanks, septic systems, or structures. Therefore, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would result in fewer impacts related to hazards associated with wells, storage tanks,
septic systems, or the demolition of existing structures. It should be noted that with the required
mitigation reducing all the impacts to a less-than-significant level, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would ultimately result in less-than-significant impacts as well.
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The No Project/No Build Alternative would, however, allow existing contaminated soil to
remain in place. Therefore, impacts would still occur should any farm workers come into contact
with the stained soils associated with debris piles, farm implements, PCBs, and historic pesticide
use. In addition, without the proposed project the risk of human exposure to the soil
contamination would continue into the future, whereas implementation of the proposed project
would include the required cleanup of the known hazard. Therefore, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would result in greater impacts related to contaminated soils.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would result in potentially significant
impacts associated with the alteration of on-site drainage, maintenance of the required detention
basins, degradation of water quality from site runoff, and on-site flooding. Mitigation measures
are included within the chapter that reduces all the identified impacts to a less-than-significant
level. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in construction that could change
the existing drainage pattern for the project area. In addition, the No Project/No Build
Alternative would not generate urban runoff that would degrade water quality in the area. In
addition, implementation of the No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in the
placement of structures and people in any potential danger of flooding. Overall, compared to the
proposed project, the No Project/No Build Alternative would result in decreased impacts on
hydrology and water quality.

Mineral Resources

The Draft EIR did not identify any impacts to mineral resources that would result from
development of the proposed project. The No Project/No Build Alternative would keep the
project site as it currently exists. Therefore, both the proposed project and the No Project/No
Build Alternative would not preclude access to a known valuable mineral resource, resulting in a
less-than-significant impact to mineral resources for both.

Population, Employment, and Housing

The proposed project would significantly increase population in the area; thus, the Draft EIR
concludes that a project-level and cumulative significant and unavoidable impact would occur.
The No Project/No Build Alternative would not include the addition of any new residential or
commercial uses, and therefore would not increase the City of Wheatland population beyond
what has already been predicted and planned for by the City. However, the jobs-to-housing ratio
in the City would remain severely unbalanced at approximately 0.40 jobs per household.
Therefore, the No Project/No Build Alternative would avoid a significant and unavoidable
impact, but the jobs-to-housing ratio would remain severely unbalanced, thereby resulting in
similar impacts, as compared to the proposed project.

Public Services and Utilities

The Draft EIR determined that most impacts to public services and utilities would be less-than-
significant with the implementation of mitigation measures. However, the wastewater treatment
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plant is nearing capacity and the cumulative impacts related to the demand for wastewater
treatment would be significant and unavoidable. Extensions of existing services systems
including electrical lines, water distribution lines, and increases in service levels of fire and
police services would be necessary as a result of the proposed project. However, the No
Project/No Build Alternative would not result in the construction of new homes requiring
additional public services and utilities in the project area, such as additional water, wastewater,
and stormwater infrastructure, the extension of power lines, and other municipal infrastructure
necessary to serve the development. Nor would the No Project/No Build Alternative add
residents that would need schools, police, or fire protection or other municipal services.
Therefore, the No Project/No Build Alternative would result in fewer impacts associated with
public services and utilities. The existing rural residence and associated outbuildings would
continue to provide its own “self”-service for water, solid waste disposal and drainage through
the maintenance of site-specific systems (such as septic). Other services such as law enforcement
services and road maintenance for continued access to the property would continue to be
provided by Yuba County, resulting in very small measures of service requirements on the
County. Overall, compared to the proposed project, the No Project/No Build Alternative would
result in decreased impacts on public services and utilities.

Clustered Development Alternative

The Clustered Development Alternative would still include the annexation of the entire Johnson
Rancho and Hop Farm project site to the City of Wheatland. However, the land use plan for the
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm portions of the proposed project would cluster the development
utilizing higher densities than the proposed project in order to maximize the open space portions
of the proposed project (See Figure 5-1, Clustered Development Alternative, for the conceptual
plan). Therefore, the Clustered Development Alternative would include the same amount of
dwelling units (dus) as the proposed project (14,396 dus), but on 1,056.9 fewer acres. The
1,056.9 acres would be added to the proposed project open space acreage of 238.2 acres for a
total of 1,295.1 acres of open space in the Clustered Development Alternative. The additional
open space would be strategically located throughout the project to allow the avoidance and
preservation of known cultural resources (archeological and historical) as well as sensitive
biological features on the site. All other project components stay the same.

Aesthetics

The Draft EIR determined that construction of the project would have an impact on the current
appearance of the subject site based on three considerations. The aesthetic impacts are based on
potential changes to the visual character of the site, the potential to add or increase elements of
light and glare, and the cumulative visual impacts of the project. Impacts related to light and
glare were determined to be less-than-significant. However, impacts related to degradation of the
visual character of the site would remain significant and unavoidable (project-level and
cumulative). The Clustered Development Alternative would still introduce light and glare where
it currently does not occur; however, the mitigation measures required for the proposed project
would also apply to the Clustered Development Alternative, which would reduce the impact to a
less-than-significant impact.
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Although the Clustered Development Alternative would include greater open space, thereby
reducing the magnitude of the impact, the visual character of the site would still be changed from
open agricultural land to a developed landscape. Therefore, the significant and unavoidable
impact would remain.

Land Use and Agricultural Resources

The Draft EIR determined that development of the proposed project would cause significant and
unavoidable impacts related to compatibility with surrounding agricultural operations and the
conversion of agricultural land, including Prime Farmland, to urban uses. Implementation of the
Clustered Development Alternative would maximize the open space portions of the proposed
project as well as allow for avoidance of natural resources such as agricultural land, including
Prime Farmland. Therefore, the Clustered Development Alternative would preserve portions of
agricultural land and Prime Farmland in the area. Although impacts related to the project’s
incompatibility with surrounding land uses would still occur and the conversion of agricultural
land to non-agricultural uses would remain significant and unavoidable, this alternative would
result in fewer land use and agricultural resource impacts compared to the proposed project.

Transportation and Circulation

The Draft EIR determined that development of the project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts related to traffic along the portion of SR 65 from the Wheatland
Expressway connection to the South Beale Road intersection in Yuba County and traffic to
roadways in the extended region, potentially increasing the LOS on these roadways to a level
that exceeds existing thresholds. Implementation of the Clustered Development Alternative
includes the construction of the same number of dwelling units, 14,396, as the proposed project.
The Clustered Development Alternative would generate similar traffic volumes and would result
in similar significant and unavoidable traffic-related impacts. Therefore, the Clustered
Development Alternative is considered to have similar traffic-related impacts as compared to the
proposed project.

Air Quality and Climate Change

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm project area consists of approximately 4,149 acres located
within Yuba County, adjacent to and outside the Wheatland City limits. A majority of the project
area is currently used for agricultural operations. The Cluster Development Alternative involves
construction of the same number of dwelling units, 14,396, as the proposed project. Impact 4.4-1
of the Draft EIR concludes that construction emissions associated with grading and clearing
would be considered a nuisance to nearby residential areas and would have a potentially
significant impact to air quality. Because the Clustered Development Alternative involves
grading and clearing activities of 1,056.9 fewer acres, the amount of fugitive dust generated
would be less than the proposed project. Therefore, the Clustered Development Alternative
would reduce the intensity or concentration of fugitive dust, ROG, and NOx during construction
as compared to the proposed project.
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The Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would generate project-level and cumulative
operational emissions, which would be considered significant and unavoidable. Because the
Clustered Development Alternative would involve the same number of dwelling units as the
proposed project, operational emissions would be similar. In addition, the proposed project
would result in the creation of GHG emissions, which the Draft EIR determined would have a
significant and unavoidable impact relative to global climate change. Although the Clustered
Development Alternative involves the same number of dwelling units as the proposed project,
development of the dwelling units would be centered around commercial and employment areas.
This “smart growth” type of development would allow for shorter trip lengths and the potential
for fewer vehicle trips. Therefore, the GHG emissions from the Clustered Development
Alternative would have a slightly lower overall contribution to global climate change than the
proposed project.

Although the Clustered Development Alternative would generate fewer fugitive dust, ROG, and
NOx emissions during construction and fewer overall GHG emissions, impacts would be
expected to remain significant and unavoidable.

Noise

The Draft EIR determined development of the project would generate construction noise levels
and construction-related vibration that could exceed limits identified in the General Plan;
however, all potential construction-related noise impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures. Similar to the proposed project,
the Clustered Development Alternative includes the construction of 14,396 dwelling units, but on
1,056.9 fewer acres. As a result, the number of sensitive receptors affected by construction
related noise levels would be slightly fewer. The Draft EIR determined traffic-related noise
levels at existing sensitive receptors could exceed the City’s residential outdoor thresholds and a
significant and unavoidable impact would occur. The Clustered Development Alternative trip
generation would be similar to the proposed project, resulting in similar traffic-related noise. The
impacts to sensitive receptors resulting from project-generated traffic would be similar, although
fewer sensitive receptors would be impacted, due to a reduction of acreage. Therefore, the
Clustered Development Alternative is anticipated to impact fewer sensitive receptors as
compared to the proposed project.

Biological Resources

The Draft EIR identified potential impacts to sensitive species and species habitat as a result of
construction of the proposed project. The potential impacts are reduced to less-than-significant
with the implementation of mitigation measures. For example, potential impacts to burrowing
owl and Swainson’s hawk are reduced to less-than-significant levels through satisfactory
mitigation. However, the cumulative loss of biological resources was determined to be
significant and unavoidable. The Clustered Development Alternative involves the construction of
14,396 dwelling units. By disturbing 1,056.9 fewer acres, the potential for disturbance to
sensitive species is slightly reduced given the presence of biological resources within the project
area. The Clustered Development Alternative would include a total of 1,295.1 acres of open
space to be strategically located throughout the project to allow for avoidance and preservation
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of biological resources. Therefore, the Clustered Development Alternative would result in fewer
impacts to biological resources as compared to the proposed project.

Archeological and Historical Resources

The Draft EIR determined the potential for cultural resources (both archeological and historical)
to be impacted by the proposed project. The Archaeological and Historical Resources chapter
identifies sensitive areas of the proposed project where future development could potentially
impact archeological and historical resources. Mitigation measures require additional surveys
once site plans are submitted in order to determine specifically what, if any, resources would be
impacted by the development. In addition, mitigation requires proper recordation of cultural
resources prior to any demolition/destruction of any sensitive resources. The Clustered
Development Alternative would include a total of 1,295.1 acres of open space to be strategically
located throughout the project to allow for avoidance and preservation of known cultural
resources and historic buildings. Therefore, the Clustered Development Alternative would result
in fewer impacts to cultural resources and potentially not require mitigation to reduce impacts or
the potential destruction of known cultural resources.

Geology and Soils

The Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would result in potential impacts related to
geology and soils, including expansive soils, corrosive soils, liquefaction, and soil erosion.
However, the mitigation measures required within the chapter would reduce the identified
impacts to a less-than-significant level. The Clustered Development Alternative would still
include the placement of structures on expansive, corrosive, and liquefiable soils. Therefore, the
mitigation measures required for the proposed project would also apply to the Clustered
Development Alternative, which would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant impact.
However, with the additional 1,056.9 acres of open space associated with the Clustered
Development Alternative, fewer acres would be disturbed as part of construction. Therefore, the
Clustered Development Alternative would result in a reduction in the potential for soil erosion to
occur, as compared to the proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Draft EIR identified proposed project hazards associated with the abandonment of existing
water supply wells, the removal of storage tanks, abandonment of septic systems, and asbestos
and lead-based paint exposure from demolition of existing structures. In addition, impacts are
identified for exposure of construction workers to contaminated soil associated with debris piles,
farm implements, PCBs, and historic pesticide use. Mitigation measures are provided within the
chapter to reduce all identified impacts to a less-than-significant level. The Clustered
Development Alternative would still include development of the project site, which would
require the abandonment of existing water supply wells, the removal of storage tanks,
abandonment of septic systems, and demolition of some existing structures. The mitigation
measures required for the proposed project would also apply to the Clustered Development
Alternative, including the cleanup/removal of the contaminated soils. However, the strategic
placement of the additional open space associated with the Alternative would allow for the
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avoidance historical buildings. Therefore, fewer buildings that potentially contain asbestos
and/or lead-based paint would be required, which would result in fewer impacts as compared to
the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would result in potentially significant
impacts associated with the alteration of on-site drainage, maintenance of the required detention
basins, degradation of water quality from site runoff, and on-site flooding. Mitigation measures
are included within the chapter that reduces all the identified impacts to a less-than-significant
level. Development of the Clustered Development Alternative would alter the existing on-site
drainage similar to the proposed project. In addition, the Clustered Development Alternative
would still require detention basins to ensure runoff from the site remains similar to the existing
levels. However, the Clustered Development Alternative would include more open space than
the proposed project and thus, less impervious surfaces. The reduced impervious surface would
reduce the flow and volume that the on-site stormwater infrastructure would need to
accommodate.

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the Clustered Development Alternative would
result in the placement of structures in a potential flood zone. In addition, the Clustered
Development Alternative would result in the short-term degradation of water quality through
construction activities, which would require the preparation of a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The Clustered Development Alternative would also result in the long-
term degradation of downstream water quality, as would the proposed project. However, because
the Clustered Development Alternative would create a reduced amount of impervious surfaces
compared to the proposed project, impacts to short-term and long-term water quality degradation
and stormwater flows would be the same or slightly fewer than the proposed project. Overall,
compared to the proposed project, the Clustered Development Alternative would result in
decreased impacts on hydrology and water quality.

Mineral Resources

The Draft EIR did not identify any impacts to mineral resources that would result from
development of the proposed project. The Clustered Development Alternative would not develop
uses beyond the proposed project area. Therefore, both the proposed project and the Clustered
Development Alternative would not preclude access to a known valuable mineral resource,
resulting in a less-than-significant impact to mineral resources for both.

Population, Employment, and Housing

The proposed project would significantly increase population in the area; thus, the Draft EIR
concludes that a project-level and cumulative significant and unavoidable impact would occur.
The Clustered Development Alternative would development of a similar amount of residential
and commercial uses, and therefore would increase the City of Wheatland population beyond
anticipated and planned for by the City. Therefore, the Clustered Development Alternative would
result a significant and unavoidable impact, similar to the proposed project.
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Public Services and Utilities

The Draft EIR determined that most impacts to public services and utilities would be less-than-
significant with the implementation of mitigation measures. However, the wastewater treatment
plant is nearing capacity and the cumulative impacts related to the demand for wastewater
treatment would be significant and unavoidable. Extensions of existing services systems
including electrical lines, water distribution lines, and increases in service levels of fire and
police services would be necessary as a result of the proposed project. The Reduced Acreage
Alternative involves the development of 14,396 dwelling units. Therefore, public services and
utilities impacts (i.e., public safety, parks and recreation facilities, wastewater, and water) created
by the Clustered Development Alternative would be expected to be the same as those created by
the proposed project. However, because the Clustered Development Alternative would
development 1,056.9 fewer acres, a corresponding slight decrease in demand for public services
would result as compared to full development of the proposed project. As a result, the overall
impacts from the Clustered Development Alternative would the same or slightly less, as
compared to the proposed project.

Reduced Density Alternative

The Reduced Density Alternative would involve the development of 8,638 dwelling units on the
approximately 4,194-acre project site, as opposed to the 14,396 units planned for the proposed
project (See Figure 5-2, Reduced Density Alternative, for the conceptual plan). The components
of the Reduced Density Alternative for the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm portions of the
project are described below.

Hop Farm

The Hop Farm portion of the project is designated with existing Wheatland General Plan
land use designations. In order to achieve a reduced density and remain consistent with
the land use designations for the Hop Farm portion of the site, a reduction of total acreage
would be required. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in the
development of 60 percent of the Hop Farm portion of the project. The remainder of the
Hop Farm portion of the site would be preserved as open space.

For example, under the proposed project, approximately 688.4 acres would be annexed
and developed, including 454.9 acres of residential uses, 160.3 acres of commercial and
public uses, and 47.2 acres of park and open space uses. Under the Reduced Density
Alternative, 688.4 acres would be annexed, including 272.9 acres of residential, 96.2
acres of commercial and public uses, and 319.3 acres of park and open space uses. The
total number of dwelling units developed would decrease from approximately 1,912
dwelling units under the proposed project to approximately 1,149 dwelling units.
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Figure 5-2
Reduced Density Alternative

Reduced Density Alternative
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Johnson Rancho

Similar to the Hop Farm portion of the project, the Reduced Density Alternative would
develop only 60 percent of the non-residential acreage of the Johnson Rancho portion of
the project. The proposed project includes the development of approximately 101 acres of
commercial uses within the Johnson Rancho portion of the project. Under the Reduced
Density Alternative, approximate 60 acres of commercial would be developed. However,
Reduced Density Alternative would develop a similar amount of residential acreage and
reduce the residential density of the Johnson Rancho portion of the project by 40 percent.
For example, under the proposed project, approximately 11,981 residential units and 500
mixed-use residential units would be developed over 2,794 acres. Therefore, under the
Reduced Density Alternative, approximately 7,189 residential units and 300 mixed-use
residential units would be developed over 2,794 acres. The Reduced Density Alternative
would provide a gradual transition from the low density Camp Far West area, east of the
proposed Johnson Rancho development, to the higher densities associated with urban
development at the core of the City of Wheatland.

Aesthetics

The Draft EIR determined that construction of the project would have an impact on the current
appearance of the subject site based on three considerations. The aesthetic impacts are based on
potential changes to the visual character of the site, the potential to add or increase elements of
light and glare, and the cumulative visual impacts of the project. Impacts related to light and
glare were determined to be less-than-significant. However, impacts related to degradation of the
visual character of the site would remain significant and unavoidable (project-level and
cumulative). The Reduced Density Alternative would still introduce light and glare where it
currently does not occur; however, the mitigation measures required for the proposed project
would also apply to the Reduced Density Alternative, which would reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant impact. Although the Reduced Density Alternative would introduce fewer
sources of light and glare, thereby reducing the magnitude of the impact, the visual character of
the site would still be changed from open agricultural land to a developed landscape. Therefore,
the significant and unavoidable impact would remain.

Land Use and Agricultural Resources

The Draft EIR determined that development of the proposed project would cause significant and
unavoidable impacts related to compatibility with surrounding agricultural operations and the
conversion of agricultural land, including Prime Farmland, to urban uses. Implementation of the
Reduced Density Alternative would still result in the conversion of agricultural land, including
Prime Farmland, to urban uses and an incompatibility with surrounding land uses, which would
remain significant and unavoidable impacts. However, this alternative would preserve a larger
portion of the proposed project site for open space uses compared to the proposed project.
Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would preserve portions of agricultural land and
Prime Farmland in the area and would result in fewer land use and agricultural resource impacts
compared to the proposed project.
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Transportation and Circulation

The Draft EIR determined that development of the project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts related to traffic along the portion of SR 65 from the Wheatland
Expressway connection to the South Beale Road intersection in Yuba County and traffic to
roadways in the extended region, potentially increasing the LOS on these roadways to a level
that exceeds existing thresholds. Implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative includes the
construction of fewer residential units, 8,938 dwelling units, and commercial uses as the
proposed project. Although the Reduced Density Alternative includes fewer residential and
commercial uses, and would generate fewer daily trips as compared to the proposed project,
impacts would still be expected to remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore,
implementation of the Reduced Density Alternate would generate fewer daily trips and would be
considered to have fewer traffic-related impacts as compared to the proposed project.

Air Quality and Climate Change

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm project area consists of approximately 4,149 acres located
within Yuba County, adjacent to and outside the Wheatland City limits. A majority of the project
area is currently used for agricultural operations. The Reduced Density Alternative involves
construction of fewer residential units, 8,938 dwelling units, and commercial uses as compared
the proposed project. Impact 4.5-1 of the Draft EIR concludes that construction emissions
associated with grading and clearing would be considered a nuisance to nearby residential areas
and would have a potentially significant impact to air quality. Because the Reduced Density
Alternative involves grading and clearing activities of similar acreage, the amount of fugitive
dust generated would be similar to the proposed project. The Draft EIR also identified that the
proposed project would generate project-level and cumulative operational emissions, which
would be considered significant and unavoidable. However, the Reduced Density Alternative
would include the development of fewer dwelling units than the proposed project, which would
result in the creation of less operational air pollutant emissions.

In addition, the proposed project would result in the creation of GHG emissions, which the Draft
EIR determined would have a significant and unavoidable impact relative to global climate
change. The Reduced Density Alternative involves fewer dwelling units than the proposed
project; however, the units would be spread out over the same number of acres as the proposed
project. It should be noted that although the Reduced Density Alternative would reduce the
number of vehicle trips as compared to the proposed project, the urban sprawl type of
development of the Alternative could require longer trips from residential to commercial and
employment areas. Therefore, the GHG emissions resulting from the Reduced Density
Alternative could have only a slightly lower (if not similar) overall contribution to global climate
change.

It should be noted that although the Reduced Density Alternative would generate fewer

operational air pollutant emissions and GHG emissions, impacts would still be expected to
remain significant and unavoidable.
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Noise

The Draft EIR determined development of the project would generate construction noise levels
and construction-related vibration that could exceed limits identified in the General Plan;
however, all potential construction-related noise impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures. The Reduced Density Alternative
includes the construction of approximately 8,938 dwelling units. As a result, the number of
sensitive receptors affected by construction related noise levels would be slightly fewer. The
Draft EIR determined traffic-related noise levels at existing sensitive receptors could exceed the
City’s residential outdoor thresholds and a significant and unavoidable impact would occur.
However, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in fewer project-related trips, resulting
in reduced traffic-related noise levels. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative is anticipated
to impact fewer noise-related impacts and could avoid a significant and unavoidable impact.

Biological Resources

The Draft EIR identified potential impacts to sensitive species and species habitat as a result of
construction of the proposed project. The potential impacts are reduced to less-than-significant
with the implementation of mitigation measures. For example, potential impacts to burrowing
owl and Swainson’s hawk are reduced to less-than-significant levels through satisfactory
mitigation. However, the cumulative loss of biological resources was determined to be
significant and unavoidable. Although the Reduced Density Alternative involves the construction
of approximately 8,338 dwelling units, the alternative would develop fewer acres as compared to
the proposed project. However, the Reduced Density Alternative would include a reduced
density to allow for avoidance and preservation of biological resources. Therefore, the Reduced
Density Alternative would result in slightly fewer impacts to biological resources as compared to
the proposed project.

Archaeological and Historical Resources

The Draft EIR determined the potential for cultural resources (both archeological and historical)
to be impacted by the proposed project. The Archaeological and Historical Resources chapter
identifies sensitive areas of the proposed project where future development could potentially
impact archeological and historical resources. The mitigation measures in the chapter require
additional surveys once site plans are submitted in order to determine specifically what, if any,
resources would be impacted by the development. The mitigation measures also require proper
recordation of cultural resources prior to any demolition/destruction of any sensitive resources.
The Reduced Density Alternative would result in the development of approximately 60 percent
of the Hop Farm portion of the site and 60 percent of the non-residential part of the Johnson
Rancho portion of the site. In addition, the density of the residential portion of the Johnson
Rancho portion of the site would be reduced by 40 percent to an overall residential density of 60
percent. The remaining acreage would be strategically located throughout the project to allow for
avoidance and preservation of known cultural resources, including historic structures. Therefore,
the Reduced Density Alternative would result in fewer impacts to cultural resources and
potentially not require mitigation to reduce impacts or the potential destruction of known cultural
resources.
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Geology and Soils

The Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would result in potential impacts related to
geology and soils, including expansive soils, corrosive soils, liquefaction, and soil erosion.
However, the mitigation measures required within the chapter would reduce the identified
impacts to a less-than-significant level. The Reduced Density Alternative would still include the
placement of structures on expansive, corrosive, and liquefiable soils. Therefore, the mitigation
measures required for the proposed project would also apply to the Reduced Density Alternative,
which would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant impact. However, with the density or
acreage reduction of 40 percent, fewer acres would be disturbed as part of construction.
Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in a reduction in the potential for soil
erosion to occur, as compared to the proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Draft EIR identified proposed project hazards associated with the abandonment of existing
water supply wells, the removal of storage tanks, abandonment of septic systems, and asbestos
and lead-based paint exposure from demolition of existing structures. In addition, impacts are
identified for exposure of construction workers to contaminated soil associated with debris piles,
farm implements, PCBs, and historic pesticide use. Mitigation measures are provided within the
chapter to reduce all identified impacts to a less-than-significant level. The Reduced Density
Alternative would still include development of the project site, which would require the
abandonment of existing water supply wells, the removal of storage tanks, abandonment of
septic systems, and demolition of some existing structures. The mitigation measures required for
the proposed project would also apply to the Reduced Density Alternative, including the
cleanup/removal of the contaminated soils. However, the reduced density and strategic
placement of the additional open space associated with the Alternative would allow for the
avoidance historical buildings. Therefore, fewer buildings that potentially contain asbestos
and/or lead-based paint would be required, which would result in fewer impacts as compared to
the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would result in potentially significant
impacts associated with the alteration of on-site drainage, maintenance of the required detention
basins, degradation of water quality from site runoff, and on-site flooding. Mitigation measures
are included within the chapter that reduces all the identified impacts to a less-than-significant
level. Development of the Reduced Density Alternative would alter the existing on-site drainage
similar to the proposed project. In addition, the Reduced Density Alternative would still require
detention basins to ensure runoff from the site remains similar to the existing levels. However,
the Reduced Density Alternative would include reduced density and more open space than the
proposed project and thus, less impervious surfaces. The reduced impervious surface would
reduce the flow and volume that the on-site stormwater infrastructure would need to
accommodate.
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Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the Reduced Density Alternative would result
in the placement of structures in a potential flood zone. In addition, the Reduced Density
Alternative would result in the short-term degradation of water quality through construction
activities, which would require the preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP). The Reduced Density Alternative would also result in the long-term degradation of
downstream water quality, as would the proposed project. However, because the Reduced
Density Alternative would create a reduced amount of impervious surfaces compared to the
proposed project, impacts to short-term and long-term water quality degradation and stormwater
flows would be the same or slightly fewer than the proposed project. Overall, compared to the
proposed project, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in fewer impacts related to
hydrology and water quality.

Mineral Resources

The Draft EIR did not identify any impacts to mineral resources that would result from
development of the proposed project. The Reduced Density Alternative would not develop uses
beyond the proposed project area. Therefore, both the proposed project and the Reduced Density
Alternative would not preclude access to a known valuable mineral resource, resulting in a less-
than-significant impact to mineral resources for both.

Population, Employment, and Housing

The proposed project would significantly increase population in the area; thus, the Draft EIR
concludes that project-level and cumulative significant and unavoidable impacts would occur.
The Reduced Density Alternative would result in the development of approximately 8,638
dwelling units, greater than anticipated and planned for by the City. Although the Reduced
Density Alternative would result in the development of fewer residential units and commercial
uses as compared to the proposed project, the increase in population would still be considered
significant. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would reduce the impact to population,
employment, and housing, but not to a less-than-significant level, and would result in slightly
fewer impacts as compared to the proposed project.

Public Services and Utilities

The Draft EIR determined that most impacts to public services and utilities would be less-than-
significant with the implementation of mitigation measures. However, the wastewater treatment
plant is nearing capacity and the cumulative impacts related to the demand for wastewater
treatment would be significant and unavoidable. Extensions of existing services systems
including electrical lines, water distribution lines, and increases in service levels of fire and
police services would be necessary as a result of the proposed project. The Reduced Acreage
Alternative involves the development of approximately 8,638 dwelling units. Therefore, public
services and utilities impacts (i.e., public safety, parks and recreation facilities, wastewater, and
water) created by the Reduced Acreage Alternative would be expected to be the fewer as those
created by the proposed project. Therefore, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would result in a
decrease in demand for public services as compared to the proposed project. However, this
alternative would still generate additional wastewater treatment demand that would exceed the
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existing WWTP capacity and a significant impact would still occur. As a result, the overall
impacts from the Reduced Acreage Alternative would be fewer as compared to the proposed
project. However, as funding for expansion of the WWTP has not been secured, significant and
unavoidable project-level and cumulative impacts would still occur related to wastewater
treatment.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

An EIR typically identifies the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of
reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. In addition, Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA
Guidelines states, “[...] if the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative,
the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.”
Generally, the environmentally superior alternative is the one that would result in the fewest or
least unmitigable impacts or less environmental impact overall.

For the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation Project, the Reduced Density Alternative
would be considered the environmentally superior alternative, aside from the No Project
Alternative. Because the Reduced Density Alternative reduces the total number of units from
14,396 to 8,638, the Alternative has the potential to reduce environmental impacts related to the
following issues: aesthetics; land use and agricultural resources; transportation and circulation;
air quality and GHG emissions; noise; biological resources; archaeological and historical
resources; geology and soils; hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality;
population, employment, and housing; and public services and utilities. However, although those
impacts would be reduced as compared to the proposed project, impacts would be expected to
remain potentially significant and, in some cases, significant and unavoidable.

Similarly, due to the decreased number of vehicle trips that would be generated by the Reduced

Density Alternative, traffic impacts would be expected to be less intense than with
implementation of the proposed project.
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Table 5-1
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project and Project Alternatives
Clustered
Proposed Project| No Project/ No Development Reduced Density
Resource Section (PP) Build Alternative Alternative Alternative
Aesthetics Slgnlflcgnt and Fewer Fewer* Fewer*
Unavoidable
Land_Use and Slgnlflcgnt and Fewer Fower* Fower*
Agriculture Unavoidable
Transportation and | Significant and * -
Circulation Unavoidable Fewer Equal Fewer
Air Quality and Significant and - -
Climate Change Unavoidable Fewer Fewer Fewer
Noise Slgnlflcgnt and Fewer Fewer* Fewer
Unavoidable
Biological Resources Significant and Fewer Fewer* Fewer*
Unavoidable
Archeological and Less-Than-
- Significant With Fewer Fewer Fewer
Historical Resources s
Mitigation
Less-Than-
Geology and Soils | Significant With Fewer Fewer Fewer
Mitigation
Hazards and Less-Than-
. Significant With Greater Fewer Fewer
Hazardous Materials e
Mitigation
Less-Than-
Hydrolgguéﬁ?d Water Significant With Fewer Fewer Fewer
y Mitigation
Mineral Resources L(_ess-_'lthan- Equal Equal Equal
Significant
Population N
' Significant and * -
Employm(_ent, and Unavoidable Equal Equal Fewer
Housing
Public Services and | Significant and . .
Utilities Unavoidable Fewer Fewer Fewer
Note: Less Than PP = “Fewer” Equal to PP = “Equal” Greater Than PP = “Greater”
* Significant and Unavoidable impact would remain
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6 STATUTORILY REQUIRED SECTIONS

INTRODUCTION

The Statutorily Required Sections chapter of the EIR includes brief discussions regarding those
topics that are required to be included in an EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.
The chapter includes a discussion of the proposed project’s potential to induce economic or
population growth, lists of significant irreversible environmental changes, cumulative impacts,
and significant and unavoidable impacts caused by the proposed project.

GROWTH INDUCEMENT

An EIR must discuss the ways in which a proposed project could foster economic or population
growth or the construction of additional housing in the vicinity of the project, and how that
growth would, in turn, affect the surrounding environment (See CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.2[d]). Growth can be induced in a number of ways, including through the elimination of
obstacles to growth, or through the stimulation of economic activity within the region. The
discussion of the removal of obstacles to growth relates directly to the removal of infrastructure,
limitations or regulatory constraints that could result in growth unforeseen at the time of project
approval.

A number of issues must be considered when assessing the growth-inducing effects of
development plans such as the proposed project. These include the following:

Elimination of Obstacles to Growth: The extent to which infrastructure capacity
provided to accommodate the proposed project would allow additional development in
surrounding areas; and

Economic Effects: The extent to which development of the proposed project could cause
increased activity in the local or regional economy.

Growth-inducing impacts associated with the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm annexation project
would be considered to be any effects of the project allowing for additional growth or increases
in population beyond that proposed by the project or anticipated in the General Plan. The
elimination of either physical or regulatory obstacles to growth is considered to be a growth-
inducing effect. A physical obstacle to growth typically involves the lack of public service
infrastructure. The extension of public service infrastructure, including roadways, water mains,
and sewer lines, into areas that are not currently provided with these services, would be expected
to support new development. Similarly, the elimination or change to a regulatory obstacle,
including existing growth and development policies, could result in new growth.
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At buildout, the Wheatland General Plan anticipated for the development of 11,400 dwelling
units (du) and 27,400 residents, for a total of 12,350 du and 30,100 residents by 2025. However,
according to the California Department of Finance, the average household size in the City of
Wheatland is 3.05 persons per household. Buildout of the General Plan (2025) land uses would
result in a total population of 37,667 (12,350 x 3.05 = 37,667).

The proposed project site would result in the development of approximately 4,149 acres within
Yuba County, with approximately 14,369 dwelling units (single and multi-family), 131 acres of
commercial, 274 acres of employment, 55 acres of elementary schools, 40 acres of middle
schools, 24 acres of civic center, 50 acres of parks, 57 acres of linear parkway, approximately
238 acres of open space/drainage, and 31 acres of potential Wheatland Expressway.

Buildout of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation area would result in the development
of approximately 14,396 dwelling units (du) (See Table 3-1 in Chapter 3, Project Description, of
this Draft EIR) and 43,907 (14,396 x 3.05 = 43,907) residents. As such, the anticipated number
of new Wheatland residents within the City Limits would be approximately (14,396 - 11,400 =
2,996 x 3.05 = 9,138) 9,138 persons, roughly a 24.3 percent increase from buildout anticipated in
the General Plan land uses. It should be noted that dwelling units and population projections are
based on buildout at maximum density and does not consider acreage reductions related to
mitigation measures.

The project would, therefore, result in a substantial increase in the population of the City of
Wheatland. Although the proposed project would result in a total population greater than
anticipated in the General Plan, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would
help provide the necessary infrastructure and services, in accordance with the goals and policies
in the General Plan, to support the growth in population. Some infrastructure currently exists
adjacent to the project site, which would allow the project to connect to existing systems. The
required improvements would include, but not be limited to, roadways, wastewater
infrastructure, domestic water delivery systems, and a stormwater drainage system. Future
developments in the vicinity would be able to connect to the sewer line extension and the sewer
enlargement associated with the proposed project as the infrastructure would be scaled to provide
support for the additional development that is anticipated by the General Plan.

Therefore, due to the increase in population beyond what was anticipated in the General Plan and
the extension of public service infrastructure to support new development, implementation of the
proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable growth-inducing impacts.

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2(c), require that an EIR consider significant irreversible
environmental changes which would be caused by the proposed project should the project be
implemented. An impact would be determined to be a significant and irreversible change in the
environment if:

e Development of any of the project would involve a large commitment of
nonrenewable resources;

CHAPTER 6 — STATUTORILY REQUIRED SECTIONS



DRAFT EIR
JOHNSON RANCHO AND HOP FARM ANNEXATION
JUNE 2017 1

e The primary and secondary impacts of development would generally commit future
generations to similar uses (e.g., a highway provides access to a previously remote
area);

e Development of the proposed project would involve uses in which irreversible
damage could result from any potential environmental accidents associated with the
project; or

e The phasing and eventual development of the project would result in an unjustified
consumption of resources (e.g., the wasteful use of energy).

The proposed project would likely result in or contribute to the following irreversible
environmental changes:

e Conversion of existing agricultural farmland to suburban land uses, precluding
alternate land uses in the future;

e Irreversible consumption of goods and services associated with the future consumers;

e Surfacing important soils with impermeable surfaces associated with urban
development;

e Conversion of habitat;

e Commitment of municipal services to new development;

e lrreversible consumption of energy and natural resources associated with the future
employees and consumers; and

e Possible demand for and use of goods, services, and resources for this project to the
exclusion of projects in other locations.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Background

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires that an EIR discuss the cumulative and long-term
effects of the proposed project that adversely affect the environment. “Cumulative impacts” are
defined as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or
which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355;
see also Pub. Resources Code, Section 21083, subd. [b]) Stated another way, “a cumulative
impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project
evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15130, subd. [a][1])

“[I]ndividual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate
projects.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355, subd. [a]) “The cumulative impact from several
projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable
future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
significant projects taking place over a period of time.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355, subd.

[o])
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The need for cumulative impact assessment reflects the fact that, although a project may cause an
“individually limited” or “individually minor” incremental impact that, by itself, is not
significant, the increment may be “cumulatively considerable,” and thus significant, when
viewed together with environmental changes anticipated from past, present, and probable future
projects. (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15064, subd. [h][1], 15065, subd. [c], 15355, subd. [b])
This formulation indicates that particular impacts may be less-than-significant on a project-
specific basis but significant on a cumulative basis, because their small incremental contribution,
viewed against the larger backdrop, is cumulatively considerable.

The lead agency should define the relevant geographic area of inquiry for each impact category
(id., Section 15130, subd. [b][3]), and should then identify the universe of “past, present, and
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts” relevant to the various
categories, either through the preparation of a “list” of such projects or through the use of “a
summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in
a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or
evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact” (id., subd.

[o][1]).

The possibility exists that the “cumulative impact” of multiple projects will be significant, but
that the incremental contribution to that impact from a particular project (e.g., Base Project) may
not itself be “cumulatively considerable.” Thus, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, subdivision
[h][5], states, “[...] the mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects
alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects are
cumulatively considerable.” Therefore, it is not necessarily true that, even where cumulative
impacts are significant, any level of incremental contribution must be deemed cumulatively
considerable.

Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation Cumulative Setting

The geographic scope of the area for the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation EIR
cumulative analyses includes the City of Wheatland General Plan Study Area. These boundaries
have been chosen because the impacts of the project would occur within these planning
boundaries of the City of Wheatland. However, it should be noted that the traffic and noise
analyses evaluate both the buildout of the General Plan and additional local growth within the
City of Wheatland Sphere of Influence. Other Wheatland projects included in the cumulative
traffic, air, and noise analyses are Jones Ranch, Heritage Oaks Estates, Almond Estates, and
Settler’s Village. Cumulative impacts are analyzed in each technical chapter and summarized
below.

Cumulative Impacts

The following cumulative impacts are identified in each chapter of this Draft EIR.
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Aesthetics

The proposed project would contribute to the cumulative change in visual character of the City
of Wheatland from agricultural to urban. Due to the location and size of the project site, the
larger cumulative context of the visual impact associated with the proposed project should be
considered in conjunction with future development in the immediately surrounding areas of
Yuba County and Placer County. The area to the north of the proposed project is designated
Natural Resources in the Yuba County Draft General Plan Update, which allows for the
development of residential and non-residential uses (up to one unit with one second unit per acre
and up to a 0.5 Floor Area Ratio, respectively), and Valley Agriculture within the current Yuba
County General Plan. In addition, the area east of the proposed project is designated Rural
Community in the Yuba County Draft General Plan Update and Foothill Agriculture in the
current Yuba County General Plan. The area south of the proposed project is designated
Agriculture/Timberland in the Placer County General Plan.

Implementation of the current County land use plans for the area surrounding the proposed
project would result in urban development to the east and west of the proposed project. However,
the area to the north and south would remain primarily in agricultural production. Development
of the proposed project would include residential (of varying densities), commercial,
employment, school sites, and parks/open space. The proposed project is currently designated as
Agriculture in the current Yuba County General Plan.

The proposed project includes higher densities and a wider range of uses as compared to the
surrounding land within the City of Wheatland and Yuba County General Plan Study Areas.
Therefore the conversion of the land use would contribute to a change in the visual character of
the area. As noted above, the Wheatland General Plan EIR concludes that the implementation of
the goals and policies would minimize cumulative impacts to the change in visual character of
the Study Area but the impacts to visual character would remain significant and unavoidable.
Additionally, the Yuba County General Plan EIR concludes that aesthetic/scenic resource
impacts from buildout pursuant to the Yuba County General Plan would be less-than-significant
with implementation of the County goals and policies. However, the proposed project would
change the Yuba County General Plan anticipated use for the site from agriculture to residential,
commercial, employment, school, and parks/open space uses. Therefore, consistent with the City
of Wheatland General Plan EIR, the proposed project would result in a cumulatively
considerable and significant impact. Feasible mitigation is not available for this impact.
Therefore, the cumulative impacts associated with aesthetics related to the proposed project
would be significant and unavoidable.

Land Use and Agricultural Resources

The proposed project, along with reasonably foreseeable projects within the City of Wheatland,
would change the intensity of land uses within the geographic area that would be affected by the
proposed project. The cumulative land use impacts of the project, together with the related
impacts of other foreseeable projects, would be significant. However, the Hop Farm portion of
the project site is already designated for urban development in the Wheatland General Plan and
the applicant is not requesting a General Plan Amendment for this portion of the project, given
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the fact that the type and intensity of development would be consistent with what was anticipated
for the Hop Farm property in the General Plan Update. In addition, the Wheatland General Plan
Update designates the Johnson Rancho portion of the project site as Urban Reserve (UR); the UR
designation is applied to land that may be considered for development with urban uses in the
future. Eventual buildout of the Johnson Rancho portion of the property, as well as the overall
General Plan Update area, would replace the existing agricultural operations on- and off-site with
urban uses, which would not conflict with the project’s proposed residents. Therefore, under
cumulative conditions, the near-term land use incompatibilities noted above would be
eliminated.

In addition, while the proposed project, along with reasonably foreseeable projects within the
City of Wheatland, would change the intensity of land uses within the region, the type and
intensity of development for the Hop Farm portion of the project site would be consistent with
the intensity of land uses anticipated by the General Plan Update. In addition, long-term plans for
the City of Wheatland have designated the Johnson Rancho portion of the project site for urban
development. Given the land use controls, General Plan goals and policies, and development
standards presently in use within Wheatland, the project’s incremental contribution to cumulative
land use impacts would be minimized to a level that is considered less-than-significant.

Portions of the proposed project site, such as the Hop Farm property, have historically been used
for agricultural operations and are currently being farmed. Other areas of the project site, such as
a large portion of the Johnson Rancho property, have been and are being used for cattle grazing,
as these areas are not considered Prime Farmland. The proposed project site is approximately
4,149 acres and would include the development of approximately 3,167 acres of land, which
would result in the conversion of agricultural land to urban uses. It should be noted, however,
that the Yuba County General Plan is currently being updated and when the General Plan Update
is complete, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project area is expected to be
designated as City of Wheatland urban development, not as agricultural land. Nevertheless, the
proposed project, in conjunction with other development in the Wheatland Sphere of Influence,
would have a significant cumulative impact related to the permanent loss of agricultural land.
Feasible mitigation measures do not exist to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
Therefore, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Transportation and Circulation

Development of the proposed project in combination with future planned developments would
contribute to an increase in traffic volumes in the area and worsened level of service (LOS) on
some study area roadway segments and intersections. The majority of potentially significant
transportation and circulation impacts could be mitigated to less-than-significant levels.
However, the proposed project and other development in the Wheatland area would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts to transportation and circulation.

Impacts related to the addition of traffic to the portion of SR 65 from the Wheatland Expressway
connection to the South Beale Road intersection in Yuba County are considered significant.
Implementation of the mitigation measures included in the Transportation and Circulation
chapter of the EIR would reduce the impact, but not to a level that is less-than-significant

CHAPTER 6 — STATUTORILY REQUIRED SECTIONS



DRAFT EIR
JOHNSON RANCHO AND HOP FARM ANNEXATION
JUNE 2017 1

because an adopted program for the widening does not currently exist and any program would be
outside the City of Wheatland’s jurisdiction. Therefore, it cannot be guaranteed that this
improvement would actually be constructed and the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable. In addition, the proposed project would potentially cause an increase in LOS on
roadways in the extended region (i.e., Yuba County and Placer County) to a level that exceeds
existing thresholds, which would be a significant impact. Mitigation for the impact is infeasible
because the roadways are outside the City of Wheatland’s jurisdiction and any existing regional
program for the construction of traffic improvements to mitigate the impacts would also be
outside the City’s jurisdiction. Moreover, such a program may not currently exist where the
improvements are needed. Therefore, impacts related to development of the proposed project
adding traffic to roadways in the extended region would remain significant and unavoidable.
Therefore, the proposed project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to
transportation and circulation in the area and a significant and unavoidable impact.

Air Quality and Climate Change

The proposed project (under all three scenarios: buildout of the Hop Farm property, buildout of
the Johnson Rancho property, and buildout of both properties) would exceed the FRAQMD
thresholds of significance for ROG, NOx and PMyg; therefore, because the proposed project
would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to degradation of regional air quality, the
project would have a significant cumulative impact on regional air quality. Estimated GHG
emissions attributable to future development would be primarily associated with increases of
CO, from mobile sources. The proposed project would generate approximately 498,764 tons of
CO, per year. This figure represents approximately 0.09 percent of the State’s estimated 494
million metric tons of CO, emissions in 2006. Whether the project would generate a substantial
increase in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions relative to existing conditions, and whether
emissions from the project would make a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to
the significant cumulative impact of global climate change is uncertain. For this reason, a
conservative analysis approach is taken and the Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project
would be considered to have a significant incremental contribution to the cumulatively
considerable production of GHGs resulting in the cumulative impact of global climate change.
Implementation of mitigation measures would reduce project impacts associated with the
creation of GHG, ROG, NOx and PMj emissions. However, it should be noted that this EIR has
been prepared at a program-level and it cannot be guaranteed that emissions from future
development in the project area would not exceed the FRAQMD thresholds of significance. . In
addition, the potential effects of current and future regulations on CO, emissions attributable to
the project and cumulative CO, emissions from other sources in the State cannot be quantified.
Furthermore, the way in which CO, emissions associated with the project might or might not
influence actual physical effects of global climate change cannot be determined. For these
reasons, whether the project would generate a substantial increase in GHG emissions relative to
existing conditions, and whether emissions from the project would make a cumulatively
considerable incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate
change is uncertain. Therefore, the cumulative impact on regional air quality and global climate
change would remain significant and unavoidable.
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Noise

The EIR found that the development of the proposed project would result in a substantial
increase in the ambient traffic noise level as well as generate operational noise due from various
on-site uses. Implementation of the proposed project in combination with the cumulative
development of the Wheatland General Plan, as well as any additional growth, could expose
future residents and employees of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project to
traffic noise level increases greater than 3 dB and noise levels that exceed the City of Wheatland
60 dB Lgn criteria. As a result, this impact is considered significant. Although the mitigation
measures would reduce noise impacts related to construction, aviation, and internal land uses,
mitigation to reduce the impact from traffic noise along Spenceville Road and the Wheatland
Expressway to 65 dB Lg, or less is not feasible. Therefore, the EIR concluded that development
of the project would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact related to noise.

Biological Resources

Upon development, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project, in combination with
future planned developments, would contribute to the cumulative loss of biological resources
within the General Plan Study Area. In addition, individual projects are required to mitigate for
impacts to special-status species and loss of habitat within the region. However, due to the
expansive scope of the proposed project, which would include the eventual development of
approximately 4,149 acres, implementation of the project would be expected to result in a
cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to the cumulative loss of biological resources
in the Wheatland area. Therefore, the project’s cumulative impact would be significant.
Although mitigation measures would reduce the project’s cumulative impact to biological
resources, the impact would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level; therefore, the impact
would remain significant and unavoidable.

Archaeological and Historical Resources

Future development in the City would occur mainly at the periphery of the City, in
predominantly rural areas with little historical development. However, the possibility exists for
cultural resources to be present under soils in some of these peripheral areas and cumulative
development would create a significant impact to cultural resources. Each site is a unique
contributor to the overall scientific understanding of a region's pre-history. Previous
archaeological and cultural studies identified potential cultural and archaeological resources exist
within the study area and the possibility exists for unknown resources to be discovered during
project excavation construction activities. However, with implementation of mitigation measures
the impact to potential unknown cultural resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant
impact.

Geology and Soils

The continuing buildout of developments in the City of Wheatland and General Plan Study Area
would be expected to increase the need for surface grading and excavation, thereby, increasing
the potential for impacts related to soil erosion, unforeseen hazards, and exposure of people and
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property to earthquakes. The proposed project would increase the number of people and
structures within Wheatland that could be exposed to potential effects related to seismic hazards.
Site preparation would also result in temporary and permanent topographic changes that could
affect erosion rates or patterns. However, potentially adverse environmental effects associated
with seismic hazards, as well as those associated with geologic or soils constraints, topographic
alteration, and erosion, are site-specific and generally would not combine with similar effects
that could occur with other projects in Wheatland. Furthermore, all projects would be required to
comply with UBC, California Building Code (CBC), and other applicable safety regulations.
Consequently, the proposed project would generally not be affected by, nor would the project
affect, other development approved by the City of Wheatland. The incremental contribution of
the proposed project to cumulative geologic impacts would not be cumulatively considerable;
therefore, the impact would be considered less-than-significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impacts associated with hazardous materials are site-specific and generally do not affect or are
not affected by cumulative development. Cumulative effects could be of concern if the project
were, for example, part of a larger development in which industrial processes that would use
hazardous materials were proposed. However, this is not the case with this project provided that
the analysis is a program-level EIR. All program level impacts on the project area would be less-
than-significant with the implementation of the recommended mitigation measures. In addition,
surrounding development would be subject to the same federal, State, and local hazardous
materials management requirements as would the proposed project, which would minimize
potential risks associated with increased hazardous materials use in the community, including
potential effects, if any, on the proposed project. Therefore, implementation of the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant impact associated with cumulative hazardous materials
use.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation Project would create impervious surfaces where
none currently exist. The addition of impervious surfaces to the project site would reduce
infiltration of rainwater and increase peak stormwater flows originating on the project site. The
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation Project in combination with other urban
development in the project area could increase peak flows to exceed the existing drainage system
capacity and result in regional flooding downstream. However, the project site’s stormwater
runoff would be detained with on-site basins. Therefore, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation Project would not have an adverse effect on the cumulative impacts to downstream
waterways. In addition, future projects in the City of Wheatland would also be required to detain
peak flows to ensure that they are reduced or maintained at their pre-development levels.
Therefore, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation Project, in combination with other
projects in the Wheatland area, would be considered to have a less-than-significant impact on
cumulative stormwater flows and regional flooding.

Development of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation Project in conjunction with
buildout of the General Plan would contribute to an increase in the sediment load of area
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waterways. In addition, stormwater runoff generated in urbanized areas would continue to
contribute pollutants to adjoining channels. As such, water quality in the region could be affected
on a short-term and long-term basis. The Wheatland General Plan EIR analyzed these impacts,
noting that the implementation of the goals and policies would reduce the impacts of erosion,
sedimentation, and subsequent degradation of the surface water quality, but not to a less-than-
significant level. The General Plan further states that additional mitigation measures would be
required to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. The proposed project design
includes the required mitigation measures. Consistent with the Wheatland General Plan EIR, the
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation Project would have a less-than-significant
cumulative impact on water quality.

Mineral Resources

The proposed project is located outside of the recognized Mineral Land Classification Area and
does not contain significant quantities of mineral resources. In addition, according to the
Wheatland General Plan EIR, the Wheatland study area does not contain any significant
quantities of mineral resources, and the General Plan Update does not contain any goals and
policies pertaining to regional mineral resources. Because the proposed project site is located
within the Wheatland study area, which does not contain any significant quantities of mineral
resources, development of the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant cumulative
impact.

Population, Employment, and Housing

The Wheatland General Plan Update EIR indicates that General Plan buildout would include
12,350 dwelling units, resulting in 30,100 persons. The impacts associated with the addition of
residents associated with the proposed project would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level
through the provision of sufficient infrastructure and services. The proposed project, as well as
other planned projects, would be required to provide adequate infrastructure and services to meet
the demands created by the project (as discussed in Chapter 4.10). The proposed project could
potentially induce population growth of 43,907 through the construction of 14,396 additional
housing units; approximately 3,000 units greater than anticipated at buildout of the General Plan.
However, it should be noted that the project would result in a change in the Wheatland jobs-to-
housing balance, moving closer to a 1:1 ratio. Development of the Johnson Rancho and Hop
Farm Annexation project would increase the populations of the City of Wheatland approximately
9,138 persons or 24.3 percent greater than anticipated at buildout of the General Plan. Therefore,
the additional population resulting from buildout would be a substantial increase and a
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact to population within the City of Wheatland.

Public Services and Utilities

Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to an increased demand for public
services and facilities in the City of Wheatland. With implementation of the General Plan
policies and additional mitigation measures included in the Wheatland General Plan EIR and
other technical reports, impacts to public services and utilities from buildout of the General Plan
Study Area and the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would be less-than-
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significant, with the exception of the increased demand for sewer treatment capacity. Therefore,
with the exception of sewer treatment capacity, the proposed project’s incremental contribution
to the City’s public services and facilities needs would not be cumulatively considerable.
Furthermore, similar to the proposed project, other future development projects would be
required by the City to pay fair-share fees toward the expansion and creation of public services
and facilities. However, because the proposed project would generate a substantial new demand
for sewer treatment capacity, which is necessarily limited by the physical constraints of the
existing WWTP and lack of funding for WWTP improvements, overall, the project’s incremental
contribution to a cumulative impact on public utilities would be significant. Implementation of
mitigation measures would reduce the project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts
on public services and utilities to a less-than-significant level, with the exception of sewer
treatment capacity. Implementation of mitigation measures regarding sewer treatment capacity
would help reduce the project’s incremental impact to public utilities; however, because a
program has not been established to determine adequate funding sources and schedule of
completion of a new WWTP, or improvement of the City’s existing WWTP, are uncertain, a
significant and unavoidable impact would remain.

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

All impacts that have been identified in this EIR would be less-than-significant after
incorporation of appropriate mitigation measures aside from the following impacts.

Growth Inducing Impacts

Buildout of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation area would result in the development
of approximately 14,396 dwelling units and 43,907 residents. As such, the anticipated number of
new Wheatland residents within the city limits would be approximately 9,138 persons, roughly a
24.3 percent increase as compared to buildout anticipated within the General Plan. The project
would, therefore, result in a substantial increase in the population of the City of Wheatland.
However, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would provide the necessary
infrastructure and services to support the growth in population. Required improvements include,
but are not limited to, roadways, wastewater infrastructure, domestic water delivery systems, and
a stormwater drainage system. Some infrastructure currently exists adjacent to the project site,
which would allow the project to connect to existing systems. Future developments in the
vicinity would be able to connect to the sewer line extension and the sewer enlargement
associated with the proposed project, as the infrastructure would be scaled to provide support for
the additional development that is anticipated by the General Plan. Because the project would
increase the population in the City beyond what has been anticipated in the General Plan and
because of the need to extend public service infrastructure to support the new development in the
area, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact related to growth inducement.

Visual Impacts Related to Altering the Existing Agricultural Character of the Project Site

The proposed project is currently designated as Agriculture in the current Yuba County General
Plan. The project site is located in a major agricultural region, and the site contains agricultural
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lands and open grasslands. Additionally, the project site contains distinct riparian corridors
traversing site. However, although the proposed project would include extensive open space,
parks, and trails, the majority of the project site would be converting the existing rural and
agricultural characteristic to an urban setting. The Wheatland General Plan EIR concludes that
the implementation of the goals and policies included in the General Plan would minimize
cumulative impacts to the change in visual character of the Study Area, but the impacts to visual
character would remain significant and unavoidable for both the short-term and cumulative
conditions.

Impacts to Land Use and Agricultural Resources

The proposed project’s compatibility with surrounding agricultural operations was found to be a
significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures included in the Land Use and
Agricultural Resources chapter would inform prospective residents of the potential for a nuisance
from adjacent agricultural operations, but would not reduce or remove the potential for conflict.
Therefore, the project would result in a short-term significant and unavoidable impact. In
addition, conversion of Prime Farmland to urban uses for the proposed project would be
considered a significant impact. Although mitigation could include purchasing agricultural
conservation easements outside of the project area, such mitigation would not create new
agricultural land; it would only preserve agricultural land elsewhere. Therefore, consistent with
the Wheatland General Plan EIR, feasible mitigation measures do not exist to reduce the impact
to a less-than-significant level and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. The
cumulative loss of agricultural land in the area would be considered a significant impact as well,
and feasible mitigation measures do not exist to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
The impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Impacts Related to Transportation and Circulation

Impacts related to the addition of traffic to the portion of SR 65 from the Wheatland Expressway
connection to the South Beale Road intersection in Yuba County would be significant.
Implementation of the mitigation measures included in the Transportation and Circulation
chapter of the EIR would reduce the impact, but not to a level that is less-than-significant,
because an adopted program for the widening does not currently exist and any program would be
outside the City of Wheatland’s jurisdiction. Therefore, it cannot be guaranteed that this
improvement would actually be constructed and the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable. In addition, the proposed project would potentially cause an increase in LOS on
roadways in the extended region (i.e., Yuba County and Placer County) to a level that exceeds
existing thresholds, which would be considered a significant impact. Mitigation for the impact is
infeasible because the roadways are outside the City of Wheatland’s jurisdiction and any existing
regional program for the construction of traffic improvements to mitigate the impacts would also
be outside the City’s jurisdiction. Moreover, such a program may not currently exist where the
improvements are needed. Therefore, impacts related to development of the proposed project
adding traffic to roadways in the extended region would remain significant and unavoidable.
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Long-Term Operational Impacts to Regional Air Quality

Project traffic emissions would have an effect on air quality outside of the project vicinity. Trips
to and from the project would result in air pollutant emissions within the air basin. Project land
uses would also result in a number of area source pollutants such as natural gas combustion, and
fireplace/woodstove and maintenance equipment exhaust emissions. Emissions of PM;; ROG
and NOx resulting from development of the Hop Farm property and the Johnson Rancho
property, as well as development of both the Hop Farm and Johnson Rancho properties
simultaneously, would exceed the FRAQMD thresholds of significance. Therefore, the proposed
project would result in a significant impact to local air quality. Implementation of the mitigation
measures would reduce project impacts associated with the creation of ROG, NOx and PMy,
emissions. However, it should be noted that this EIR has been prepared at a program level and a
guarantee cannot be made that emissions from future development in the project area would not
exceed the FRAQMD thresholds of significance. Therefore, operational impacts on regional air
quality would remain significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impacts to Regional Air Quality

Based upon FRAQMD significance criteria, the proposed project in conjunction with future
development of non-participating properties would exceed the FRAQMD thresholds of
significance for ROG, NOx and PM;o emissions. Therefore, because the proposed project would
have a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality, the project would have a
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on regional air quality after the implementation of
mitigation measures included in this EIR.

Impacts Concerning the Production of GHG Emissions

GHG emission estimates from an individual project have a relatively high uncertainty; however,
the proposed project would increase the generation of GHGs beyond existing levels. While
current and future regulations on CO, emissions attributable to the project and cumulative CO,
emissions from other sources in the State may reduce the emissions, such reductions cannot be
quantified. However, a conservative approach has been taken and the project is considered to
have a significant incremental contribution to the cumulatively considerable production of GHGs
resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact on global climate change.

Impacts Related to Increased Noise Levels

Project buildout would cause a substantial increase in traffic noise levels on the local roadway
network. The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm project would increase trip generation and noise on
multiple project roadways. Therefore, development of the project in combination with the
cumulative development of the Wheatland General Plan, as well as any additional growth, could
expose residences to traffic related noise increases and traffic noise levels exceeding the City of
Wheatland criteria, resulting in a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures
would require a combination of noise barriers, noise-reducing pavements, and speed reductions
measures. However, implementation of the measures would be cost prohibitive and not feasible
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at various locations of the affected roadways. Therefore, the impact from traffic noise levels
would be significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Impacts Related to the Loss of Biological Resources and the Effects of Ongoing
Urbanization in the Region

Upon development, the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project, in combination with
future planned developments, would contribute to the cumulative loss of biological resources
within the General Plan Study Area. Project-level mitigation has been included to ensure all
biological impacts resulting from the project would be less-than-significant. In addition,
individual projects are required to mitigate for impacts to special-status species and loss of
habitat within the region. However, due to the expansive scope of the proposed project, which
would include the eventual development of approximately 4,149 acres, implementation of the
project would be expected to result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to
the cumulative loss of biological resources in the Wheatland area. Therefore, the project’s
cumulative impact would be significant. Although the mitigation measures would reduce the
project’s cumulative impact to biological resources, the impact would not be reduced to a less-
than-significant level; therefore, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Impacts Related to a Substantial Increase in Population

Buildout of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation area would result in roughly a 24.3
percent increase in Wheatland residents within the City Limits from buildout anticipated in the
General Plan land uses. It should be noted that dwelling units and population projections are
based on buildout at maximum density and does not consider acreage reductions related to
mitigation measures. Although the proposed project would result in a total population greater
than anticipated in General Plan, the goals and policies in the General Plan and the Johnson
Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation would help provide the necessary infrastructure and services
to support the growth in population. The additional population resulting from buildout would be
a substantial increase and a significant and unavoidable impact would occur.

Long-Term Cumulative Impacts to Population, Housing, Employment, and the Jobs-to-
Housing Ratio

The impacts associated with the addition of residents associated with the proposed project would
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through the provision of sufficient infrastructure and
services. The proposed project, as well as other planned projects, would be required to provide
adequate infrastructure and services to meet the demands created by the project (as discussed in
Chapter 4.10). The proposed project could potentially induce population growth of 43,907
through the construction of 14,396 additional housing units; approximately 3,000 units greater
than anticipated at buildout of the General Plan. However, it should be noted that the project
would result in a change in the Wheatland jobs-to-housing balance, moving closer to a 1:1 ratio.
Development of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would increase the
populations of the City of Wheatland approximately 9,138 persons or 24.3 percent greater than
anticipated at buildout of the General Plan. Therefore, the additional population resulting from
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buildout would be a substantial increase and a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact to
population within the City of Wheatland.

Impacts Related to Adequate Wastewater Facilities for New Residents

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project would generate an additional 4.333
MGD ADWEF sewer demand, thus exceeding the treatment capacity of the City’s existing
WWTP. In addition, buildout of the remainder of the General Plan Study Area would result in a
combined total sewer demand of 8.98 MGD. Therefore, in order for adequate wastewater service
to be provided to the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project, either a new WWTP
would need to be constructed or the existing WWTP would need to be improved, resulting in a
significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures would reduce the above impact;
however, because a program has not been established to determine adequate funding sources and
schedule of completion, the construction of a new WWTP, or improvement of the City’s existing
WWTP, are uncertain. Therefore, a significant and unavoidable impact would remain.
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1 INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project (proposed project) Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIR) was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) as amended. The City of Wheatland is the lead agency for the
environmental review of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project evaluated herein
and has the principal responsibility for approving the project. As required by Section 15121 of
the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR will (a) inform public agency decision-makers, and the public
generally, of the significant environmental effects of the project, (b) identify possible ways to
minimize the significant adverse environmental effects, and (c) describe reasonable and feasible
project alternatives that reduce environmental effects. The lead agency shall consider the
information in the Draft EIR along with other written information, maps, or data that may be
presented to the lead agency.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is located south and east of the City of Wheatland, outside of the City
limits, and within the Wheatland Sphere of Influence (SOI). The proposed project is located on
approximately 4,149 acres of primarily agricultural land. The project site is generally bordered
by the Yuba County/Placer County line to the south; Wheatland city limits, State Route 65 and
the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks to the west; Spenceville Road and Dry Creek to the
north; and the eastern boundary of the Wheatland SOl to the east. The proposed project
entitlements include annexation to the City of Wheatland, a General Plan Amendment,
prezoning, and possible future development agreements.

The proposed project would include the development of up to 14,369 dwelling units on
approximately 4,149 acres within Yuba County. The properties in the proposed project consist of
Johnson’s Crossing, AKT Wheatland Ranch, Dave Browne, and Browne Cattle Company; Bear
River Hop Farm and Wheatland Hop Farm; and the five “Wheatland Parcels”.

The area of the project site east of SR 65 Bypass alignment is composed of three major
properties: Johnson Crossing (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN(s)]: 015-160-029, 015-160-098,
015-036-024, 015-036-025, 015-037-001, 015-080-020, 015-360-038, 015-160-095, and 015-
160-096), AKT Wheatland Ranch (APNs: 015-360-026, 015-360-028, 015-360-029, 015-360-
030, 015-360-031, and 015-360-032), Dave Browne (APN: 015-057-006), and Browne Cattle
Company (APN: 015-056-005). The eastern and southern portion of the Hop Farm portion of the
project site is owned by the Bear River Hop Farm Family (APNs: 015-360-033, 015-360-052,
and 015-360-053). The northwestern portion of the Hop Farm portion of the project site is owned
by Wheatland Hop Farm LLC (APN: 015-360-051).
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The City is including a total of five parcels in the proposed annexation area for the project so as
to avoid the creation of County “islands” once the applicant’s annexation area becomes part of
the City of Wheatland. As a result, these parcels will also need to be prezoned with City zoning,
as this is a standard requirement for annexation of properties only having County zoning. The
Wheatland Parcels are identified as APNs: 015-213-009, 015-360-001, 015-360-007, 015-191-
014, and 015-191-006 (See Chapter 3, Project Description, Figure 3-4, Wheatland Parcels).

PURPOSE OF THE EIR

As provided in the CEQA Guidelines, public agencies are charged with the duty to avoid or
minimize environmental damage where feasible. The public agency has an obligation to balance
a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social issues.

The California Environmental Quality Act requires the preparation of an EIR prior to approving
any project that may have a significant effect on the environment. For the purposes of CEQA, the
term project refers to the whole of an action, which has the potential for resulting in a direct
physical change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15378Ja]). In regard to the proposed project, the City has determined that the
proposed development falls within the CEQA Guidelines definition of a project, and has the
potential for resulting in significant environmental effects.

The EIR is an informational document that apprises decision makers and the general public of
the potential significant environmental effects of a proposed project. An EIR must describe a
reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the project and identify possible means to minimize
the significant effects. The lead agency, the City of Wheatland, is required to consider the
information in the EIR, along with any other available information, in deciding whether to
approve the application. The basic requirements for an EIR include discussions of the
environmental setting, environmental impacts, mitigation measures, alternatives, growth-
inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts.

TYPE OF DOCUMENT

The CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project
circumstances. This Draft EIR has been prepared as a program-level EIR. The California
Environmental Quality Act requires the preparation of a program-level EIR to discuss a series of
actions, rather than an individual action, that can be characterized as one large project. A
program-level analysis allows for (a) exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives beyond
the format typically set for an individual action, (b) consideration of cumulative impacts, and (c)
broad effect on applicable policy during the early stages of the project, when the lead agency has
more flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts. The program level-portion of
this Draft EIR will identify potential impacts and will identify mitigation measures that would
need to be implemented with future development applications.
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EIR PROCESS

The EIR process begins with the decision by the lead agency to prepare an EIR, either during a
preliminary review of a project or at the conclusion of an Initial Study. Once the decision is
made to prepare an EIR, the lead agency sends a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to appropriate
government agencies and, when required, to the State Clearinghouse (SCH) in the Office of
Planning and Research (OPR), which will ensure that responsible State agencies reply within the
required time. The SCH assigns an identification number to the project, which then becomes the
identification number for all subsequent environmental documents on the project. Applicable
agencies have 30 days to respond to the NOP indicating, at a minimum, reasonable alternatives
and mitigation measures they wish to have explored in the Draft EIR and whether the agency
will be a responsible agency or a trustee agency for the project. A public scoping meeting was
originally scheduled to be held on September 17, 2008, but changed to October 1, 2008. The
NOP was prepared and released for public review from August 29, 2008 to September 29, 2008
(See Appendix A, NOP). The comment period for the NOP was extended an additional two
weeks to end on October 10, 2008. Comments received on the NOP are described below in this
chapter and in Appendix B of the DEIR.

When the Draft EIR is completed, a notice of completion is filed with the OPR and a public
notice is published to inform interested parties that a Draft EIR is available for agency and/or
public review. The public notice also provides information regarding the location of copies of the
Draft EIR and any public meetings or hearings that are scheduled. The Draft EIR is circulated for
a period of 45 days, during which time reviewers may make comments. The lead agency must
evaluate and respond to comments in writing, describing the disposition of any significant
environmental issues raised and explaining in detail the reasons for not accepting any specific
comments concerning major environmental issues. If comments received result in the addition of
significant new information to an EIR, after public notice is given, the revised EIR or affected
chapters must be recirculated for another public review period with related comments and
responses.

Once the lead agency is satisfied that the EIR has adequately addressed the pertinent issues in
compliance with CEQA, a Final EIR will be prepared and made available for review by the
public or commenting agencies. Before approving a project, the lead agency shall certify that the
Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, has been presented to the decision-
making body of the lead agency, has been reviewed and considered by that body, and that the
Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

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

Based on these findings, the lead agency may also prepare a Statement of Overriding
Considerations (Statement) as part of the project approval process. If the decision-making body
elects to proceed with a project that would have unavoidable significant impacts, then a
statement explaining the decision to balance the benefits of the project against unavoidable
environmental impacts must be prepared.
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ScoPE oF THE DRAFT EIR

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) states, in pertinent part:

An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed
project. In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead
agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical
conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is
published, or where no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental
analysis is commenced.

Pursuant to these guidelines, the scope of this Draft EIR addresses specific issues and concerns
identified as potentially significant. The specific issues and concerns were determined based on
the review of comments received on the NOP and review of testimony received at the scoping
hearing.

Resources identified in the NOP for evaluation in this Draft EIR include the following:

Aesthetics;

Land Use and Agricultural Resources;
Transportation and Circulation;

Air Quality and Climate Change;

Noise;

Biological Resources;

Archaeological and Historical Resources;
Geology and Soils;

Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
Hydrology and Water Quality;

Mineral Resources;

Population, Employment, and Housing; and
Public Services and Utilities.

The evaluation of potential impacts is presented on a resource-by-resource basis in Chapters 4.1
through 4.13. Each chapter is divided into the following four sections: Introduction,
Environmental Setting, Regulatory Context, and Impacts and Mitigation Measures.

Impacts that are determined to be significant in Chapter 4, for which feasible mitigation
measures are not available to reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level, are identified as
significant and unavoidable. The Draft EIR presents a discussion and comprehensive list of all
significant and unavoidable impacts (Chapter 6).

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION
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COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION

The City of Wheatland received 14 comment letters during the open comment period on the
NOP for the proposed project. A copy of each letter is provided in Appendix B of this EIR. In
addition, an NOP scoping meeting was held for public input on the project on October 1, 2008.
The following letters were authored by representatives of State and local agencies and other
interested parties:

Andersson, Sondra — Feather River Air Quality Management District

Bastien, Lee — Resident

Chadwick, Braiden — Downey Brand, LLP

Costa, Janice and Perrie — Residents

Ditto, Robert — California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley
Region

Eres, Thomas — Attorney at Law representing Hoffman Ranch

Hartman, Wendy W. — Yuba County Community Development and Services Agency
Johnson, Michael J. — Placer County Community Development Resource Agency
Mendoza, Jr., Louie B. — Yuba County Agricultural Commissioner, Weights and
Measures

Read, Jerry — Yuba County Sherriff’s Department

Sanchez, Katy — Native American Heritage Commission

Stites, Moses — Public Utilities Commission

Takhar, Sukhvinder (Sue) — California Department of Transportation

Young, J.R. — Department of California Highway Patrol

The following list, categorized by issue, summarizes the issues and concerns provided in the
NOP comment letters and verbal comments received at the NOP scoping meeting:

Project

Description

Concerns related to the following issues:

(c.f. Chapter 3) e Address the Bear River Hop Farm property in the project description.

Aesthetics
(c.f. Chapter 4.1)

Concerns related to the following issues:

e Potential visual impacts to existing and planned uses in the area.
e Evaluation of the use of down lighting on the project site.
e A comprehensive analysis of the viewshed for the project site.
e Compensation for the loss of rural feel in the project area.
Land Use and Concerns related to the following issues:
Agricultural
Resources e Evaluation of the Patterson Sand and Gravel Mine Expansion project.

(c.f.Chapter 4.2) | e Evaluation of the impacts of the project in regard to surrounding

agricultural lands and Prime Farmland.
e Evaluation of agricultural practices with regard to dust, pesticides, and
burning.
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Conversion of prime agricultural land.

Cumulative land use and agricultural impacts.

The exclusion of Eric Lane from annexation into the City of Wheatland.
The project site being located within the Beale Air Force Base (AFB)
Area of Influence.

Sustainable design of buildings and landscaping for residential and non-
residential uses.

Cumulative impacts to recently approved City of Wheatland and Yuba
County projects near the project site.

Evaluation of “buffer zones” needed between agricultural and urban
uses.

Evaluation of project site boundaries and potential agricultural conflicts
of land uses.

Impacts from bees in proximity to residences.

Full project design for land use areas and, if necessary, adoption and
utilization of a Planned Development (PD) ordinance.

Coordination with the Yuba County Agriculture Commission in regard
to agricultural mitigation measures.

Evaluation of the development of housing adjacent to existing and
future rail yards.

Transportation
and Circulation
(c.f. Chapter 4.3)

Concerns related to the following issues:

Traffic impacts for the City of Wheatland, Placer County, and the
community of Sheridan.

Increased traffic on Spenceville Road creating a potential increase in
response times by emergency service providers.

Increased traffic on Spenceville Road and McCurry Way.

Limiting access to adjoining properties.

Vehicle access to the proposed project site.

Cumulative traffic impacts for a 20-year horizon buildout both with and
without the Wheatland Expressway.

Project trip generation, distribution, and assignment for State Route
(SR) 65 and major arterials before and after the Wheatland Expressway.
Increased traffic on SR 65.

The triggering of traffic signal warrants on SR 65.

Reserving right-of-way for future interchanges for the Wheatland
Expressway.

Traffic impacts on County roadways, including Placer Parkway, Base
Line Road, Watt Avenue, Walerga Road, and Fiddyment Avenue,
Marysville Bypass, Yuba River Parkway, South Beale Road, McGowan
Parkway, Jasper Lane, Camp Far West Road, and Wheatland Road.
Pedestrian circulation.

Safety of the rail corridor as related to increased traffic volumes,
pedestrian circulation patterns, and railroad rights-of-way.
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At-grade rail crossings at Main Street, 4™ Street, 3 Street, and 2™
Street.

Compliance with payment of fair share impact fees for development
near a railroad.

Compliance with Senate Bill 375 regarding regional transportation and
planning.

Air Quality and
Climate Change
(c.f. Chapter 4.4)

Concerns related to the following issues:

Emissions from both the construction and operational phases of the
project.

The prohibition of woodburning fireplaces in the design of project
homes.

Climate change and greenhouse gas emissions.

Project compliance with the policies in Assembly Bill 32.

Incorporation of alternative energy sources for the project.

Biological
Resources

(c.f. Chapter 4.6)

Concerns related to the following issues:

Impacts to wetlands and sensitive wildlife species.

Impacts on the presence of, and potential habitats for, all State and
federally listed species and species of concern.

Evaluation of habitat fragmentation and population isolation of plant
and animal populations, specifically along the Bear River.
Consideration of implementation of open space areas from east to west
throughout the project site.

Archaeological
and Historical
Resources

(c.f. Chapter 4.7)

Concerns related to the following issues:

Impacts to historical resources on the project site.

Hydrology and
Water Quality
(c.f. Chapter 4.10)

Concerns related to the following issues:

Water quality and availability for the project site, as well as Placer
County and the community of Sheridan.

Effects on the groundwater supply for domestic and agricultural wells
for the project site and surrounding areas.

Internal and external drainage for the project and surrounding
properties.

Drainage to Dry Creek, Bear River, and Best Slough.

Impacts to levee systems for both Bear River and Dry Creek.
Cumulative impacts related to internal and external drainage on a
regional basis.

Impacts associated with flooding.

Impacts associated with vector control.

Mineral
Resources (c.f.

Concerns related to the following issues:
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Chapter 4.11) e Compliance with the goals and policies in the Placer County General
Plan regarding mineral resources and the impacts of future mining
operations.
Population, Concerns related to the following issues:
Employment,
and Housing e Impacts to the jobs-to-housing ratio in the region.

(c.f. Chapter 4.12)

e Impacts related to job loss from the conversion of agricultural lands.

Public Services
and Utilities
(c.f. Chapter 4.13)

Concerns related to the following issues:

o Staffing levels of the Yuba-Sutter CHP relative to the development.

e The need to analyze Placer County services and infrastructure.

e Impacts related to schools.

e Increased demand for police, jails, public administration, and other
public services.

e Regional park system fees should be included in the analysis of the EIR.

e Compliance with the Yuba County LAFCo Municipal Service Review.

e Incorporation of alternative energy sources for the project.

Alternatives
(c.f. Chapter 5)

Concerns related to the following issues:

e Presenting an alternative that includes the protection of agricultural
land.

Statutorily

Required
Sections

(c.f. Chapter 6)

Concerns related to the following issues:

e Reasonably foreseeable growth inducement.

Initial Study
(c.f. Appendix C)

Concerns related to the following issues:

e Evaluation of the project in relation to conservation planning efforts,
pursuant to the Natural Community Conservation Plan and Habitat
Conservation Plan in Yuba County.

The preceding issues are addressed in this Draft EIR, in the relevant sections identified in the

first column.
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ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR

The Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation project Draft EIR is organized into the
following chapters:

Chapter 1 - Introduction

Provides an introduction and overview describing the intended use of the Draft EIR and the
review and certification process, as well as summaries of the chapters included in the Draft EIR
and summaries of the potential environmental resources impacted by the project.

Chapter 2 — Executive Summary
Summarizes the elements of the project and the environmental impacts that would result from
implementation of the proposed project, describes proposed mitigation measures, and indicates
the level of significance of impacts after mitigation. Acknowledges alternatives that would
reduce or avoid significant impacts.

Chapter 3 — Project Description
Provides a detailed description of the proposed project, including the project’s location,
background information, major objectives, and technical characteristics.

Chapter 4 — Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation

Contains program-level and cumulative analyses of environmental issue areas associated with
the proposed project. Each technical chapter contains an introduction and description of the
existing setting of the project site, identifies impacts, and recommends appropriate mitigation
measures.

Chapter 5 — Alternatives Analysis
Describes the alternatives to the proposed project, the alternatives’ respective environmental
effects, and a determination of the environmentally superior alternative.

Chapter 6 — Statutorily Required Sections

Provides discussions required by CEQA regarding impacts that would result from the proposed
project, including a summary of cumulative impacts, potential growth-inducing impacts,
significant and unavoidable impacts, and significant irreversible changes to the environment.

Chapter 7 — References
Provides bibliographic information for all references and resources cited.

Chapter 8 — EIR Authors / Persons Consulted
Lists report authors that provided technical assistance in the preparation and review of the Draft
EIR.

Appendices
Includes the NOP, NOP comments received, the Initial Study for the project, and additional
technical information.

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Executive Summary chapter of the EIR provides an overview of the Johnson Rancho and
Hop Farm Annexation project (proposed project) and summarizes the conclusions of the
environmental analysis, provided in detail in Chapters 4.1 through 4.13. In addition, this chapter
summarizes the alternatives to the proposed project that are described in Chapter 5, Alternatives
Analysis, and identifies the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Table 2-1, at the end of this
chapter, provides a summary of the environmental effects of the proposed project identified in
Chapters 4.1 through 4.13. The table contains the environmental impacts, the significance of the
impacts for the proposed project, the proposed mitigation measures, and the significance of the
impacts after the mitigation measures are implemented.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LLOCATION

The proposed project is located east of the City of Wheatland, outside of the City limits, and
within the Wheatland Sphere of Influence (SOI). The proposed project is located on
approximately 4,149 acres of primarily agricultural land. A total of 14,396 dwelling units are
proposed for the entire project area, consisting of the following: 13,330 single-family dwelling
units, 556 multi-family dwelling units, and an additional 500 dwelling units within non-
residential land uses. The total proposed acreage consists of approximately 3,249 acres of
residential, 131 acres of commercial, 274 acres of employment, 55 acres of elementary schools,
40 acres of middle schools, 24 acres of civic center, 50 acres of parks, 57 acres of linear
parkway, approximately 238 acres of open space/drainage, and 31 acres for the future Wheatland
Expressway (i.e., the “SR 65 Bypass” referred to in the Wheatland General Plan).

The project site is generally bordered by the Yuba County/Placer County line to the south;
Wheatland city limits, State Route 65 and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks to the west;
Spenceville Road and Dry Creek to the north; and the eastern boundary of the Wheatland SOI to
the east. The project area east of the Wheatland Expressway alignment, outside of the General
Plan Study Area, and currently designated as Urban Reserve, will be referred to in the Draft EIR
as the “Johnson Rancho” portion of the project site. The area west of the Wheatland Expressway
alignment, within the General Plan Study Area, will be referred to as the “Hop Farm” portion of
the project site.

The City is including a total of five parcels in the proposed annexation area for the project so as
to avoid the creation of County “islands” once the applicant’s annexation area becomes part of
the City of Wheatland. As a result, these parcels will also need to be prezoned with City zoning,
as this is a standard requirement for annexation of properties only having County zoning. Both
the Johnson Rancho portion and the Hop Farm portion of the project are currently located
outside the Wheatland city limits but within the existing Wheatland SOI. The Johnson Rancho
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portion of the project would include the annexation of the entire 3,357-acre Johnson Rancho
portion to the City of Wheatland. The Bear River Hop Farm and Wheatland Hop Farm properties
would include the annexation of the 529-acre Bear River Hop Farm and 145-acre Wheatland
Hop Farm to the City of Wheatland. For the discussed annexations to occur, the City Council
must approve annexation resolutions for the project, authorizing the project applicant to
subsequently submit annexation applications to the Yuba County Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCo) for approval.

The General Plan Amendment request for the proposed project is only for the Johnson Rancho
portion of the project site, which is currently designated Urban Reserve (UR) in the Wheatland
General Plan. The General Plan Amendment requests to designate Johnson Rancho with the
following City of Wheatland General Plan land use designations: Very Low Density Residential
(VLDR), LDR, LMDR, MDR, EMP, C, Public/Quasi-Public, Park/Open Space, and School. The
Hop Farm portion of the project’s annexation area was included in the 2006 General Plan Study
Area and has therefore already been assigned General Plan land use designations and evaluated
for such development in the Wheatland General Plan EIR. Current land use designations for the
Hop Farm portion of the project site will not be changed as part of the proposed project.

The proposed project involves a request to rezone the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm portions of
the property to Planned Development (PD) District to allow diversification in the relationship of
various buildings, structures and open spaces in order to be relieved from the rigid standards of
conventional zoning. The City anticipates negotiating a Development Agreement with River
West Investments. The Development Agreement would apply only to the part of the Johnson
Rancho portion of the property that is controlled by River West Investments.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Under CEQA, a significant effect on the environment is defined as a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the
project, including land, air, water, mineral, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or
aesthetic significance. Implementation of the proposed project could result in significant impacts
on those resource areas listed below.

This Draft EIR discusses mitigation measures that could be implemented by the City to reduce
potential adverse impacts to a level that is considered less-than-significant. Such mitigation
measures are noted in this Draft EIR and are found in the following sections:

Aesthetics;

Land Use and Agricultural Resources;
Transportation and Circulation;

Air Quality and Climate Change;

Noise;

Biological Resources;

Archaeological and Historical Resources;
Geology and Soils;
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
Hydrology and Water Quality;

Mineral Resources;

Population, Employment, and Housing; and
Public Services and Utilities.

If an impact is determined to be significant or potentially significant, applicable mitigation
measures are identified as appropriate. These mitigation measures are also summarized in Table
2-1 at the end of this chapter. The mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR will form the
basis of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan. An impact that remains significant after including all
feasible mitigation measures is considered an unavoidable adverse impact.

Aesthetics

The Aesthetics chapter of the Draft EIR describes the existing visual resources of the proposed
project site and vicinity. In addition, an evaluation is provided of the potential impacts of the
project with respect to urbanization of the area. The California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) describes the concept of aesthetic resources in terms of scenic vistas, scenic resources
(such as trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway), the
existing visual character or quality of the project site, and light and glare impacts.

The Aesthetics chapter concludes that impacts relating to the generation of light and glare from
the proposed project would be less-than-significant. Impacts related to scenic vistas and altering
of the existing visual character of the project site would be considered significant and
unavoidable because feasible mitigation measures do not exist at this time. Long-term
cumulative impacts to the visual character of the region from the proposed project in
combination with existing and future developments in the Wheatland area would be considered
significant. Because feasible mitigation measures do not exist, the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Land Use and Agricultural Resources

The Land Use and Agricultural Resources chapter of the EIR is divided into two analyses — Land
Use and Agricultural Resources. The purpose of the Land Use section is to examine the proposed
project’s compatibility with existing and planned land uses in the area. Consistency with
applicable General Plan goals and policies is also evaluated. The purpose of the Agricultural
Resources section is to describe the soils of the project site and determine whether or not the site
is identified as Prime Farmland.

The Land Use and Agricultural Resources chapter concludes that impacts related to the proposed
project’s compatibility with surrounding residential uses, as well as consistency with the
Wheatland General Plan, existing zoning, and Yuba County LAFCo Standards would be
considered less-than-significant. In addition, the cumulative increase in the intensity of land uses
in the region from the proposed project and all other projects in the Wheatland area is considered
a less-than-significant impact. The proposed project’s compatibility with surrounding
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agricultural operations was found to be a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation
measures included in the Land Use and Agricultural Resources chapter would inform prospective
residents of the potential for a nuisance from adjacent agricultural operations, but would not
reduce or remove the potential for conflict. Therefore, the project would result in a short-term
significant and unavoidable impact. Eventual buildout of the Johnson Rancho portion of the
property, as well as the overall General Plan area, would replace the existing agricultural
operations with urban uses which would not conflict with the proposed residences; therefore,
under the long-term scenario, impacts would be less-than-significant.

Conversion of Prime Farmland to urban uses for the proposed project is considered a significant
impact. Although mitigation could include purchasing agricultural conservation easements
outside of the project area, such mitigation would not create new agricultural land; it would only
preserve agricultural land elsewhere. Therefore, consistent with the Wheatland General Plan
EIR, feasible mitigation measures do not exist to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant
level and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. The cumulative loss of
agricultural land in the area would be considered a significant impact. Feasible mitigation
measures do not exist to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level and the impact would
remain significant and unavoidable.

Transportation and Circulation

The Transportation and Circulation chapter of the EIR analyzes transportation impacts that
would result from the implementation of the proposed Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation project. The chapter is based on a traffic impact analysis prepared for the proposed
project. Potential impacts to off-site roadways and bicycle, pedestrian, and transit systems are
evaluated, as well as site access, on-site circulation, and parking. Mitigation measures are
suggested to reduce or eliminate potential significant impacts of the project.

The Transportation and Circulation chapter concludes that the addition of the approximately
224,062 new daily trips that would result with implementation of the Johnson Rancho and Hop
Farm Annexation project would greatly exceed the capacity of the existing City of Wheatland
roadway network, which would be a significant impact. In addition, the proposed project would
result in a significant impact to the following roadways and intersections: the portion of SR 65
from Wheatland’s northern Ring Road intersection to the Wheatland Expressway; the Wheatland
Expressway; Spenceville Road from the planned Ring Road intersection east over the Wheatland
Expressway to Camp Far West Road; future A and C Streets within the proposed project area;
the Spenceville Road / NB Wheatland Expressway Bypass intersection; the proposed Wheatland
Expressway / A Street intersection; and over the UPRR until the Ring Road and Wheatland
Expressway are constructed. Various intersections in the plan area would eventually carry traffic
volumes that would satisfy warrants for signalization; therefore, this impact is also considered
significant. Implementation of the mitigation measures included in the Transportation and
Circulation chapter of the EIR would reduce these impacts, but not to a less-than-significant
level. Therefore, these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Impacts related to the proposed project potentially causing an increase in LOS on roadways in
the extended region (i.e., Yuba County and Placer County) to levels that exceed existing
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thresholds are considered to be significant. Mitigation for the impacts is infeasible because the
roadways are outside the City of Wheatland’s jurisdiction and any existing regional program for
the construction of traffic improvements to mitigate the impacts would also be outside the City’s
jurisdiction. Moreover, such a program may not currently exist where the improvements are
needed. Therefore, impacts related to development of the proposed project adding traffic to
roadways in the extended region would remain significant and unavoidable.

Finally, the proposed project would generate new pedestrian and bicycle traffic and could result
in the demand for expanded transit services, both of which would result in potentially significant
impacts. However, implementation of the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR would reduce
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Air Quality and Climate Change

The Air Quality and Climate Change chapter of the EIR describes the impacts of the proposed
project on local and regional air quality, impacts to sensitive receptors on or adjacent to the project
site, and impacts related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change. The
chapter was prepared using methodologies and assumptions recommended within the guidelines of
the Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD). In keeping with these guidelines,
the chapter describes existing air quality, construction-related impacts, direct and indirect emissions
associated with the project, the impacts of these emissions on both the local and regional scale, and
mitigation measures warranted to reduce or eliminate any identified significant impacts.

The Draft EIR considered the impacts regarding the contribution to local mobile-source
concentrations of CO to be less-than-significant. Impacts found to be potentially significant
include impacts to nearby sensitive receptors from odors associated with the project and
construction-related impacts resulting in temporary increases in criteria air pollutants that would
violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation. With implementation of the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR, the impacts would
be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Cumulative impacts to regional air quality and
concerning the production of greenhouse gases would be considered significant. Operational
impacts resulting in long-term increases of criteria air pollutants that would violate any air
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation would
be considered significant as well. Implementation of mitigation measures would reduce the
impacts; however, the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Noise

The Noise chapter of the EIR discusses the existing noise environment in the immediate project
vicinity and identifies potential noise-related impacts and mitigation measures associated with
the proposed project. Specifically, this chapter analyzes potential noise impacts due to and upon
development within the project site relative to applicable noise criteria and to the existing
ambient noise environment.

The Noise chapter found that impacts pertaining to construction vibration to existing receptors or
sensitive structures and aviation noise exposure to sensitive receptor from the Beale Air Force
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Base (AFB) that exceeds the acceptable noise standards would be less-than-significant.
Potentially significant impacts to noise from the proposed project include the following:
construction noise impacts, impacts regarding exposure of project-generated noise levels
exceeding applicable noise standards to existing or proposed receptors, impacts related to the
exposure of transportation noise levels that exceed the City of Wheatland exterior and interior
noise level standards to new noise-sensitive uses, and impacts related to exposure of aviation
noise from the Beale AFB that would cause sleep disturbance to sensitive receptors. However,
the impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation
measures set forth in the Noise chapter of the Draft EIR. Significant impacts from increased
traffic noise levels to existing receptors would be significant and unavoidable after mitigation.
Cumulative noise levels in the project vicinity were found to be significant and unavoidable after
implementation of mitigation measures.

Biological Resources

The Biological Resources chapter of the EIR evaluates the potential impacts to biological
resources associated with implementation of the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation
project (proposed project) and includes a discussion of the mitigation measures necessary to
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. The chapter describes the existing biological
resources within the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation area based on the results of rare
plant surveys, wetland delineations, biological assessments, preliminary site assessments, and/or
information derived from the interpretation of aerial photography.

The Draft EIR finds that implementation of the proposed project would result in less-than-
significant impact to essential fish habitat. Impacts identified as potentially significant include
those pertaining to: special-status plants, pallid bat, townsend’s big-eared bat, Yuma myotis bat,
fringed myotis bat, greater western mastiff-bat, long-eared myotis bat, and Pacific western big-
eared bat, Swainson’s hawk, western burrowing owl and other raptors, passerines/migratory
songbirds, western spadefoot toad, giant garter snake, northwestern pond turtle, valley elderberry
longhorn beetles, special-status brachiopods, wetlands and other waters of the U.S, and
woodland resources. The Draft EIR finds that these potentially significant impacts would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the mitigation measures identified
in the chapter. Cumulative loss of biological resources in the City of Wheatland and the effects
of ongoing urbanization in the region would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact
after mitigation.

Archaeological and Historical Resources

The Archaeological and Historical Resources chapter of the EIR describes cultural (prehistoric
and historic) resources known to be located on the project site. Prehistoric resources are those
sites and artifacts associated with indigenous, non-Euroamerican populations, generally prior to
contact with people of European descent. Historical resources include structures, features,
artifacts and sites that date from Euroamerican settlement of the region. The extent to which
development of the proposed project could remove, damage, or destroy existing historic or
prehistoric resources is evaluated.
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The proposed project was found in the Archaeological and Historical Resources chapter of the
Draft EIR to have less-than-significant impacts to gold dredging tailings. Impacts considered
potentially significant include impacts to Johnson’s Crossing, Camp Far West, the California
Emigrant Trail, Webster’s Ranch, Hop Ranches, and levees and dams. In addition, disturbance or
destruction of previously unknown archaeological resources on the project site would be a
potentially significant impact. With the incorporation of mitigation measures included in the
Draft EIR, these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Disturbance or
destruction of previously unknown archaeological resources from buildout of the proposed
project in combination with other developments in the Wheatland area would also be less-than-
significant.

Geology and Soils

The Geology and Soils chapter of the EIR describes the geologic and soil characteristics of the
project site and evaluates the extent to which implementation of the proposed project could be
affected by seismic hazards such as ground shaking, liquefaction, and expansive soil
characteristics. The analysis also addresses potential effects of the proposed project on erosion.

The Draft EIR finds that project-related impacts associated with expansive soils, liquefaction-
prone soils, corrosive soils, and soil erosion would be considered less-than-significant after
implementation of mitigation measures. In addition, the Geology and Soils chapter finds that
impacts pertaining to seismic activity, as well as long-term cumulative geologic and seismic
impacts, would be less-than-significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Hazards and Hazardous Materials chapter of the EIR describes existing and potentially
occurring hazards and hazardous materials on the project site, and discusses potential impacts
posed by those hazards to the environment, as well as to workers, visitors, and residents within
and adjacent to the project site. More specifically, the chapter describes potential effects on
human health that could result from soil contamination stemming from past uses of the site, or
from exposure to hazardous materials used during previous agricultural operations on the
property sites.

The Hazards and Hazardous Materials chapter of the Draft EIR found that impacts from facility
storage tanks, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and pesticide and/or herbicide residues in site
soils would be less-than-significant on the Johnson’s Crossing property. Potentially significant
impacts on the property from the proposed project include impacts related to the following:
water supply wells, debris and other on-site farm implements, septic systems, and existing on-
site structures and exposure to asbestos and lead-based paint. The impacts would be reduced to
less-than-significant levels with mitigation.

Impacts from debris and other on-site farm implements, PCBs, and the presence of pesticide
and/or herbicide residues in AKT Wheatland Ranch property site soils were considered to be
less-than-significant. The following impacts were found to be potentially significant but would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measures in the
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Draft EIR: impacts from water supply wells, impacts from presence of a septic system, and
impacts from existing on-site structures and exposure to asbestos and lead-based paint.

The following less-than-significant impacts would be associated with the Wheatland Hop Farm
property: impacts related to water supply wells; impacts related to facility storage tanks; impacts
related to debris and other on-site farm implements; impacts related to PCBs; impacts related to
septic systems; and impacts related to existing on-site structures and exposure to asbestos and
lead-based paint. In addition, impacts related to the presence of pesticide and/or herbicide
residues in the property site soils would be less-than-significant after mitigation.

The following potentially significant impacts would be associated with the Dave Browne,
Browne Cattle Company, and Wheatland Parcels: impacts from PCBs, impacts from water
supply wells, impacts from debris and other on-site farm implements, impact from presence of a
septic system, impacts from existing on-site structures and exposure to asbestos and lead-based
paint, and impacts from the presence of pesticide and/or herbicide residues in property site soils.
However, the impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels after mitigation.

Overall, the project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school nor create potential hazards associated with emergency response and evacuation plans.
Therefore the impacts would be considered less-than-significant. Cumulative long-term hazard-
related impacts from the proposed project in combination with existing and future developments
in the Wheatland area would also be less-than-significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Hydrology and Water Quality chapter of the EIR describes existing drainage pattern and
water resources for the project site and the region, and evaluates potential impacts of the project
with respect to drainage and water quality concerns.

The Draft EIR found that the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts
related to groundwater recharge. Impacts related to regional flooding, project stormwater runoff,
degradation of water quality and detention basin maintenance would be considered potentially
significant. However, the impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the
mitigation measure identified in the chapter. Cumulative impacts related to water quality and the
increase in peak stormwater flows into the existing drainage system and regional flooding would
be less-than-significant.

Mineral Resources
The Mineral Resources chapter of the EIR describes the mineral characteristics of the project site
and evaluates the extent to which implementation of the proposed project could affect the

availability of locally and regionally valuable mineral resources.

The Draft EIR found the impact related to the loss of availability of a known State, regional,
and/or locally valuable mineral resource to be less-than-significant, as the proposed project is not
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located within a known mineral resource area and the project would comply with the City of
Wheatland goals and policies protecting natural resources. Cumulative impacts related to the
long-term loss of mineral resource availability from the proposed project in combination with
existing and future developments in the City of Wheatland study area would be considered less-
than-significant as well.

Population, Employment, and Housing

The Population, Employment, and Housing Chapter of the EIR describes existing and projected
population, housing, and employment conditions in the City of Wheatland.

The Draft EIR found that impacts related to the jobs to housing ratio would be considered less-
than-significant. Buildout of the proposed project would create a substantial increase in
population in the area; therefore, impacts related to a substantial increase in population were
found to be significant and unavoidable. Cumulative long-term impacts to population, housing,
employment, and jobs-to-housing ratio from the proposed project in combination with existing
and future developments in the Wheatland area would be considered significant and unavoidable
as well.

Public Services and Utilities

The Public Services and Utilities chapter of the EIR summarizes setting information and
identifies potential new demands resulting from the proposed project on water supply,
wastewater systems, solid waste disposal, law enforcement, fire protection, schools, libraries,
and parks and recreation.

The Draft EIR finds that implementation of the proposed project would result in increased
demands for public services and utilities. Specifically, the Draft EIR finds potentially significant
impacts pertaining to adequate water supply and delivery for new residents, need for additional
waste disposal/recycling services, adequate ratio of law enforcement personnel to residents,
adequate fire protection services available to new residents, number of enrolled students
exceeding capacity, adequate provision of parks and recreation space for new residents, and
increase in electricity and natural gas demand. However, with implementation of mitigation
measures included in the Draft EIR, the impacts to public services and utilities would be reduced
to a less-than-significant level. Impacts related to the adequate provision of wastewater treatment
facilities for new residents would be significant as the current facility would not meet the
increase of demand. A new facility or improvements to the existing facility would be required,;
however, because a program has not been established to determine adequate funding sources and
schedule of completion is uncertain, the impact remains significant and unavoidable. Cumulative
impacts from an increase in demand for additional public services and utilities as a result of the
proposed project and other projects proposed in the Wheatland area would be considered
significant and unavoidable.
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The following summary provides brief descriptions of the three alternatives to the proposed
project that are evaluated in this Draft EIR. For a more thorough discussion of project
alternatives, please refer to Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis.

No Project/No Build Alternative

A No Project/No Build alternative means that the site would remain located in Yuba County and
in its current state; therefore, the development activity associated with the proposed project
would not occur.

Clustered Development Alternative

The Clustered Development Alternative would still include the annexation of the entire Johnson
Rancho and Hop Farm project site to the City of Wheatland. However, the land use plan for the
Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm portions of the proposed project would cluster the development
utilizing higher densities than the proposed project in order to maximize the open space portions
of the proposed project. Therefore, the Clustered Development Alternative would include the
same number of dwelling units (du) as the proposed project (14,396 du), but on 1,056.9 fewer
acres. The 1,056.9 acres would be added to the proposed project open space acreage of 238.2
acres for a total of 1,295.1 acres of open space in the Clustered Development Alternative. The
additional open space would be strategically located throughout the project to allow the
avoidance and preservation of known cultural resources (archeological and historical) as well as
sensitive biological features on the site. All other project components stay the same.

Reduced Density Alternative

The Reduced Density Alternative would involve the development of 8,638 dwelling units on the
approximately 4,194-acre project site, as opposed to the 14,396 units planned for the proposed
project. The components of the Reduced Density Alternative for the Johnson Rancho and Hop
Farm portions of the project are described below.

Hop Farm

The Hop Farm portion of the project is designated with existing Wheatland General Plan land
use designations. In order to achieve a reduced intensity and remain consistent with the land use
designations for the Hop Farm portion of the site, a reduction of total acreage would be required.
Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in the development of 60 percent of the
Hop Farm portion of the project. The remainder of the Hop Farm portion of the site would be
preserved as open space.

For example, under the proposed project, approximately 688.4 acres would be annexed and
developed, including 454.9 acres of residential and 211.5 of commercial, public, and open space
uses. Under the Reduced Density Alternative, approximately 413 acres would be annexed and
developed, including 272.9 acres of residential and 126.9 of commercial, public, and open space
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uses. The total number of dwelling units developed would decrease from approximately 1,912
under the proposed project to approximately 1,149 dwelling units.

Johnson Rancho

Similar to the Hop Farm portion of the project, the Reduced Density Alternative would develop
only 60 percent of the non-residential acreage of the Johnson Rancho portion of the project. The
proposed project includes the development of approximately 101 acres of commercial uses
within the Johnson Rancho portion of the project. Under the Reduced Density Alternative,
approximate 60 acres of commercial would be developed. However, Reduced Density
Alternative would develop a similar amount of residential acreage and reduce the residential
density of the Johnson Rancho portion of the project by 40 percent. For example, under the
proposed project, approximately 11,981 residential units and 500 mixed-use residential units
would be developed over 2,794 acres. Therefore, under the Reduced Density Alternative,
approximately 7,189 residential units and 300 mixed-use residential units would be developed
over 2,794 acres. The Reduced Density Alternative would provide a gradual transition from the
low density Camp Far West area, east of the proposed Johnson Rancho development, to the
higher densities associated with urban development at the core of the City of Wheatland.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

An EIR typically identifies the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of
reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. In addition, Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA
Guidelines states, “[...] if the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative,
the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.”
Generally, the environmentally superior alternative is the one that would result in the fewest or
least unmitigable impacts or less environmental impact overall.

For the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm Annexation Project, the Reduced Density Alternative
would be considered the environmentally superior alternative, aside from the No Project
Alternative. The Reduced Density Alternative has the potential to reduce environmental impacts
pertaining to aesthetics, land use/agricultural resources, transportation and circulation, air
quality, noise, biological resources, archeological and historical resources, geology and soils,
hazards, hydrology and water quality, population, employment, and housing, and public services
and utilities, because the Alternative reduces the total number of units from 14,396 to 8,638.
However, although aesthetic, transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, biological
resources, population, employment, and housing, and public services and utilities impacts would
be reduced compared to the proposed project, impacts would be expected to remain potentially
significant and in some cases significant and unavoidable.

Similarly, due to the decreased number of vehicle trips, which would be generated by the

Reduced Density Alternative, traffic impacts would be expected to be less intense than with
implementation of the proposed project.
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
4.1 Aesthetics
4.1-1 Impacts related to scenic vistas S None feasible. SU
and altering of the existing visual
character of the project site.
4.1-2 Impacts related to light and glare. LS None required. N/A
4.1-3 Long-term impacts to the visual S None feasible. SU
character of the region from the
proposed project in combination
with existing and future
developments in the Wheatland
area.
4.2 Land Use and Agricultural Resources
4.2-1 Compatibility with surrounding S 4.2-1 The project applicant shall inform and notify prospective SU

agricultural operations.

buyers in writing, prior to purchase, about existing and
on-going agriculture activities in the immediate area in
the form of a disclosure statement. The notifications
shall disclose that the Wheatland area is an agriculture
area subject to ground and aerial applications of
chemical and early morning or nighttime farm
operations, which may create noise, dust, et cetera, and
provide that such agricultural operations shall not be
considered a nuisance. The language and format of such
notification shall be reviewed and approved by the City
Attorney prior to recording the first final map. Each
disclosure statement shall be acknowledged with the
signature of each prospective property owner.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
4.2-2  Compatibility with surrounding LS None required. N/A
residential uses.
4.2-3 Consistency with the Wheatland LS None required. N/A
General Plan.
4.2-4  Consistency with existing zoning. LS None required. N/A
4.2-5 Consistency with Yuba County LS None required. N/A
LAFCo Standards.
4.2-6 Increases in the intensity of land LS None required. N/A
uses in the region due to the
proposed project and all other
projects in the Wheatland area.
4.2-7  Conversion of Prime Farmland to S None feasible. SU
urban uses.
4.2-8 Cumulative loss of agricultural S None feasible. SU
land.
4.3 Transportation and Circulation
4.3-1 The addition of the approximately S Hop Farm SuU

224,062 new daily trips that
would result with implementation
of the Johnson Rancho and Hop
Farm Annexation project would
greatly exceed the capacity of the
existing City of Wheatland
roadway network.

4.3-1(a) The City shall include the following as a condition of
approval on each tentative map application for any
development within the Hop Farm area:

“In conjunction with the submittal of each Tentative
Map, the applicant(s) shall pay the City’s Traffic Impact
Fees in force at the time of application, as determined by
the City Engineer.”
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

Compliance with this condition shall be ensured by the
City Engineer.

Johnson Rancho

4.3-1(b)

In conjunction with the submittal of the first zoning or
tentative map application for any development within the
Johnson Rancho portion of the project, the project
applicant(s) shall provide funding to the City for the
preparation of an updated Traffic and Circulation
Master Plan for the Johnson Rancho and Hop Farm
Annexation area. The updated Traffic and Circulation
Master Plan shall evaluate and identify the potential
traffic impacts and the future street and circulation
system improvements necessary to mitigate said traffic
impacts. These street and circulation system
improvements could include, but would not be limited to,
the following improvements:

e Widen SR 65 to four lanes in the area between the
Northern Ring Road and the Wheatland;

e Construct the Ring Road crossing over the UPRR;

e Construct the Wheatland Expressway as a four-
lane freeway facility;

o  Widen Spenceville Road from planned four lanes to
six lanes from Ring Road to Wheatland
Expressway;

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

e Widen Spenceville Road to six lanes from
Wheatland Expressway to B Street;

o  Widen Spenceville Road to four lanes from B Street
to F Street;

e Improve Spenceville Road to a two-lane standard
arterial street from F Street to Camp Far West
Road;

e Prior to approval of any Tentative Map(s) that
would include the following roadways, the
Tentative Map(s) shall include the following street

sections:
e A Street — indicate five lanes from Ring
Road to C Street;
e A Street — indicate three lanes from

Spenceville Road to C Street;

o C Street — indicate four lanes from A Street
to C Street (eastern portion);

e C Street — indicate three lanes from C
Street (eastern portion) to F Street;

e Widen the planned Ring Road from a four-lane
arterial to a five-lane divided arterial from
Spenceville Road to McDevitt Road;

e Construct necessary improvements to the
Spenceville Road / Ring Road intersection;

e Construct a partial cloverleaf interchange on
Spenceville Road at the Wheatland Expressway;

e Construct an interim at-grade A Street / Wheatland
Expressway intersection;

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less-than-Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

e Construct a grade separation over the Wheatland
Expressway at A Street; and

o Install traffic signals at the following five
intersections:  Spenceville Road / A Street;
Spenceville Road / B Street; Spenceville Road / D
Street; Spenceville Road / F Street; and A Street /
C Street. Traffic signals shall be constructed when
warranted, either as a condition of individual
development proposals or by the City.

In addition, the project applicant(s) shall provide
funding to the City for the preparation of an update to
the City’s Traffic Impact Fee Program, based on the
findings of the updated Traffic and Circulation Master
Plan.

The updated Traffic and Circulation Master Plan and
updated Traffic Impact Fee Program must be completed
and adopted by the City Coun