
Draft Addendum To  
Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH #2003062057)

Background 

Grant Park Development is seeking approval of a Tentative Parcel Map and Use Permit for the 
Dunnigan Truck and Travel Center (“DTTC”) located at the junction of Interstate 5 and County 
Road 8. The project was originally approved under Zoning File # 2002-001, which established a 
Planned Development Overlay and approved Tentative Map #4565 with a Conditional Use Permit 
for a wastewater system expansion.  

The environmental analysis for the originally proposed DTTC project was a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration tiered from the Dunnigan General Plan and Specific Developments Projects 
Environmental Impact Report SCH #93053066. The Yolo County Board of Supervisors approved 
the DTTC project and adopted the Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH #2003062057) on
January 6, 2004. The project has since expired, and the applicant seeks reapproval of the project, 
with slight modifications from the original application. The project is subject to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The CEQA requirements are described below. 

CEQA Requirements 

This document has been prepared as an Addendum to the Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH 
#2003062057) (“MND”) in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides that “an addendum to an adopted negative declaration 
may be prepared if only minor technical changes or additions are necessary or none of the 
conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative 
declaration have occurred.” The conditions in Section 15162 include substantial changes in the 
project or the circumstances under which the project is undertaken that result in new significant 
environmental effects, or new significant information showing new significant environmental 
effects, among others. Pursuant to Section 15164(e), a brief explanation is provided herein to 
document the County's decision that a subsequent EIR or negative declaration is not required. 

The Guidelines go on to state that: (1) the addendum need not be circulated but can be included 
in or attached to the final EIR or negative declaration (Section 15164(c)), and (2) the County must 
consider the addendum with the final EIR or negative declaration prior to making a decision on 
the project (Section 15164(d)).   

The analysis provided in this document demonstrates that the circumstances and impacts 
identified in the MND remain substantively unchanged and supports the finding that an addendum 
to the MND is the appropriate level of review.  



 2 

Summary of Changes from the Project Description in the MND 
 
The DTTC applicant has requested a Tentative Parcel Map (Map #5259) dividing a 100-acre 
property into four parcels with a remainder, and a Use Permit to construct and operate a truck 
stop, a truck dealership, and truck repairs and servicing. The DTTC is generally consistent with 
the Project Description in the MND, which proposed the following uses on the divided parcels:  
 
• Parcel 1 (13 acres): A travel center including truck, RV, and auto fueling; a fast-food 

restaurant; a convenience store; truck supplies; a truck drivers lounge; showers and 
overnight truck parking. 
 

• Parcel 3 (12 acres): A tire shop; a truck wash; travel-oriented retail shops; a truck drivers’ 
lounge and restaurant; and overnight truck parking. 
 

• Parcel 2 (10 acres): A restaurant, a 60-room motel, and parking. 
 

• Parcel 4 (10 acres): A new and used truck dealership providing tractor-trailer sales, parts, 
and repair services. 
 

• The remainder (55 acres): Truck-related Highway Services Commercial to be determined. 
 
Changes to the proposed DTTC adjust the areas for the resulting parcels and provide more 
detailed descriptions for the land uses: 
 
• Parcel 1 (15.83 acres): A travel center including truck, auto, and RV fueling; EV charging; 

quick service restaurants; a convenience store; truck and driver supplies; a truck drivers 
lounge; showers; and approximately four acres of overnight truck parking. 
 

• Parcel 3 (12.72 acres): A tire shop; truck service center; travel-oriented retail shops; a full-
service restaurant; and overnight truck parking. 
 

• Parcel 2 (10.01 acres): A drive-thru restaurant, a 60-room motel, and parking. 
 

• Parcel 4 (5.65 acres) A new and used truck dealership that would provide truck sales, parts, 
and repair services. 
 

• The remainder (48.33 acres) would support the above uses with water and wastewater 
facilities and stormwater detention. 

 
Access to the site would be provided by a roundabout installed by the developer to provide a safe 
entrance to the project area.  
 
Proposed Project Evaluation 
 
The following is an evaluation of potential changes in the project or regulatory environment since 
the last approval of the DTTC project and the adopted MND. The analysis in Table 1 (below) 
shows that the project remains substantively unchanged, such that an Addendum is warranted 
under Section 15164. 
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Table 1. Review of the Proposed Dunnigan Truck and Travel Center 

Relative to the Initial Study Environmental Checklist Factors 
 

Environmental  
Factor 

Discussion Section 15162 Factors 

Land Use No change to the DTTC project is proposed that would further 
impact land use/ planning or agricultural resources. The uses remain 
the same with a travel center, truck services, new truck sales, motel, 
restaurants, and travel related retail, which are all permitted in 
Highway Service Commercial zoning. The MND found impacts to 
land uses to be less than significant. Agricultural conversion 
mitigation would be required, as provided in the Dunnigan EIR and 
the County’s Agricultural Conservation and Mitigation Program.  
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

Population and 
Housing 

The Dunnigan EIR determined that any impacts to population 
and housing resulting from the jobs created by the DTTC 
project would be less than significant. No change to the project 
is proposed which would further impact population and housing. 
No housing is proposed or impacted by the project.  
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

Geologic 
Problems 

The MND contained a number of mitigation measures that 
would reduce any potential geologic impacts to a less-than-
significant level. No change to the project is proposed which 
would impact geology.  

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

Water The MND described a drainage study that confirmed the DTTC 
project’s proposed detention basin’s capacity to limits run-off 
during a 100-year storm event. Further, the MND described 
hydrogeologic analysis that determined an adequate water 
supply exists for the project. No change to the project is 
proposed which would impact water resources.  
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

Air Quality The MND analyzed air quality impacts from construction 
activities and proposed mitigation measures that would reduce 
potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. The Dunnigan 
EIR also implemented air quality design strategies to reduce 
emissions from the DTTC, though the impacts were considered 
significant and unavoidable. No change to the project is 
proposed which would impact air quality.  
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 
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Environmental  
Factor 

Discussion Section 15162 Factors 

Transportation/ 
Circulation 

The MND proposed mitigation measures including a 
roundabout at the DTTC project entrance, additional lanes on 
County Road 8 and interstate off ramps, and traffic controls to 
reduce the potential impacts of the project to levels of service 
to a less than significant level. An updated Traffic Impact Study 
(TIS) based on 2023 roadway conditions was provided by 
Connor and Gaskins in January 2024 and reviewed by the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and Yolo 
County Public Works Division. This study recommends 
modifying the mitigation measure of the MND by providing a 
more in-depth proposal for traffic improvements as discussed 
below. As discussed further below, this change would not result 
in an increase in transportation or circulation-related impacts.  
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

Biological 
Resources 

The MND found the DTTC to have potentially significant 
impacts on biological resources but proposed various mitigation 
measures to reduce those impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. An updated Biological Resources Assessment 
conducted by Jim Estep and published April 7, 2023 (BRA) was 
provided. The project lies within the Yolo County Habitat 
Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan, 
which requires Avoidance and Minimization Measures (AMMs) 
to reduce impacts. The Biological Resources Assessment 
found that AMMs applicable to this project included: AMMs 4, 
5, 7, 8, 9, 16, and 18 which would be incorporated into the 
project as conditions of approval.  The protection provided by 
the AMMs would be superior to those in the Dunnigan EIR’s 
mitigation measures.  Thus, as further discussed below, the 
mitigation measures can be removed from the project without 
resulting in an increase in impacts to biological resources. 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

Energy and 
Mineral 
Resources 

The MND described various efficiency standards with which the 
project is required to comply and determined that it would not 
pose a significant impact. No change to the project is proposed 
which would impact energy and mineral resources.  
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

Hazards The MND listed Federal, State, and local regulations that keep 
potential impacts from various hazards to a less than significant 
level. No change to the project is proposed which would impact 
hazards.  
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

Noise The MND determined that any noise impacts from the project 
would be less than significant. No change to the project is 
proposed which would impact noise.  
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 
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Environmental  
Factor 

Discussion Section 15162 Factors 

Public Services The MND provided mitigation measures to offset the DTTC’s 
potential impacts to the Fire Protection District and other public 
services so that the impacts would be less than significant. No 
change to the project is proposed which would impact public 
services. 
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

Utility and 
Services 
Systems 

The MND relied on the Dunnigan Facilities Plan analysis 
included in the EIR and proposed a connection to the Dunnigan 
Water Works (DWW) facilities for water and wastewater 
services. The DTTC included expanding wastewater facilities at 
the DWW site on the eastside of I-5 pending approval by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board so that impacts of the 
project on utilities would be less than significant.  
 
Although the project no longer proposes to connect to offsite 
services, onsite services were discussed in the EIR and it found 
that with required approvals by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB), the impacts would be less than 
significant which is the same level of impact determined in the 
MND. 
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

Aesthetics The MND included general mitigation measures to reduce 
aesthetic impacts to less than significant levels. No change to 
the project is proposed which would impact aesthetics.  
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

Cultural 
Resources 

The MND found no evidence of paleontological, archaeological, 
or historic resources so that there would be no impact to these 
resources. No change to the project is proposed which would 
impact cultural or tribal cultural resources.  
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

Recreation The MND found that the project would not generate population 
increase so that there would be no impact to increased demand 
or use of existing recreational facilities. No change to the project 
is proposed which would impact recreation.  
 

No additional impact; no 
changed circumstances; 
no new information. 

 
 
 
Discussion 
 
The analysis above demonstrates that none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 
for the preparation of a subsequent negative declaration are present.  Regulatory changes since 
the MND was approved in 2004, require changes to mitigation measures for biological resources 
and transportation/circulation.  As discussed below, the changes to the mitigation measures do 
not result in significant changes to the project or its environmental impacts. 
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Biological Resources 
 
Biological Resources are discussed in Section 4.8 of the Dunnigan EIR and unchanged in the 
Tiered IS/MND. Although not a substantial change, the implementation of the Yolo County Habitat 
Conservation Plan and Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP) starting in 2019 
changed the regulatory environment for biological resources and requires Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures (AMM) to prevent potential impacts to biological resources.  
 
To comply with the HCP/NCCP, a Biological Resources Assessment was conducted by Jim Estep 
and published April 7, 2023. The assessment found that the DTTC is covered by the Yolo County 
Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan which requires Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures (AMMs) to reduce impacts. These AMMs are similar to and further reduce 
impacts to Biological Resources mitigation measures 5-7 so that these mitigation measures 
adopted for the project may be removed. The conditioned AMMs include:  
 
• AMM 3. Confine and Delineate Work Areas. Where natural communities and covered 

species habitat are present, workers will confine land clearing to the minimum area necessary 
to facilitate construction activities. Workers will restrict movement of heavy equipment to and 
from the project site to established roadways to minimize natural community and covered 
species habitat disturbance. The project proponent will clearly identify boundaries of work 
areas using temporary fencing or equivalent and will identify areas designated as 
environmentally sensitive. All construction vehicles, other equipment, and personnel will avoid 
these designated areas. 
 

• AMM 4. Cover Trenches and Holes during Construction and Maintenance. To prevent 
injury and mortality of giant garter snake and western pond turtle, workers will cover open 
trenches and holes associated with implementation of covered activities that affect habitat for 
these species or design the trenches and holes with escape ramps that can be used during 
non-working hours. The construction contractor will inspect open trenches and holes prior to 
filling and contact a qualified biologist to remove or release any trapped wildlife found in the 
trenches or holes. 
 

• AMM 5. Control Fugitive Dust. Workers will minimize the spread of dust from work sites to 
natural communities or covered species habitats on adjacent lands. 
 

• AMM 7. Control Nighttime Lighting of Project Construction Sites. Workers will direct all 
lights for nighttime lighting of project construction sites into the project construction area and 
minimize the lighting of natural habitat areas adjacent to the project construction area.  
 

• AMM 8. Avoid and Minimize Effects of Construction Staging Areas and Temporary Work 
Areas. Project proponents should locate construction staging and other temporary work areas 
for covered activities in areas that will ultimately be a part of the permanent project 
development footprint. If construction staging and other temporary work areas must be located 
outside of permanent project footprints, they will be located either in areas that do not support 
habitat for covered species or are easily restored to prior or improved ecological functions (e.g., 
grassland and agricultural land). 
 

• AMM 9. Establish Resource Protection Buffers around Sensitive Natural Communities 
o Lacustrine and riverine: Outside urban planning units, 100 feet from the top of 

banks. (This applies to the proximity of the proposed detention basin adjacent to 
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Bird Creek.) 
 

• AMM 16. Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on Habitat of Swainson’s Hawk and White-
Tailed Kite. The applicant will retain a qualified biologist to conduct planning-level surveys and 
identify any nesting habitat present within 1,320 feet of the project footprint. Adjacent parcels 
under different land ownership will be surveyed only if access is granted or if the parcels are 
visible from authorized areas.  

 
If a construction project cannot avoid potential nest trees (as determined by the qualified 
biologist) by 1,320 feet, the project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct 
preconstruction surveys for active nests consistent, with guidelines provided by the Swainson’s 
Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (2000) within 15 days prior to the beginning of the 
construction activity. The results of the survey will be submitted to the Conservancy and 
CDFW. If active nests are found during preconstruction surveys, a 1,320-foot initial temporary 
nest disturbance buffer shall be established. If project related activities within the temporary 
nest disturbance buffer are determined to be necessary during the nesting season, then the 
qualified biologist will monitor the nest and will, along with the project proponent, consult with 
CDFW to determine the best course of action necessary to avoid nest abandonment or take of 
individuals. Work may be allowed only to proceed within the temporary nest disturbance buffer 
if Swainson’s hawk or white-tailed kite are not exhibiting agitated behavior, such as defensive 
flights at intruders, getting up from a brooding position, or flying off the nest, and only with the 
agreement of CDFW and USFWS. The designated on-site biologist/monitor shall be on-site 
daily while construction-related activities are taking place within the 1,320-foot buffer and shall 
have the authority to stop work if raptors are exhibiting agitated behavior.  

 
• AMM18, Minimize Take and Adverse Effects on Western Burrowing Owl. The project 

proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct planning-level surveys and identify western 
burrowing owl habitat (as defined in Appendix A) within or adjacent to (i.e., within 500 feet of) 
a covered activity. If habitat for this species is present, additional surveys for the species by a 
qualified biologist are required, consistent with CDFW guidelines (2012). If burrowing owls are 
identified during the planning-level survey, the project proponent will minimize activities that 
will affect occupied habitat as follows, by implementing preconstruction surveys and other 
AMMs. If burrowing owls are not found during the planning level survey, then pre-construction 
surveys are not needed. 
 
If the project does not fully avoid direct and indirect effects on nesting sites (i.e., if the project 
cannot adhere to the resource protection buffers described above), the project proponent will 
retain a qualified biologist to conduct pre-construction surveys and document the presence or 
absence of western burrowing owls that could be affected by the covered activity. Prior to any 
ground disturbance related to covered activities, the qualified biologist will conduct the 
preconstruction surveys within 3 days prior to ground disturbance in areas identified in the 
planning-level surveys as having suitable burrowing owl burrows, consistent with CDFW 
preconstruction survey guidelines. The qualified biologist will conduct the pre-construction 
surveys 3 days prior to ground disturbance. Time lapses between ground disturbing activities 
will trigger subsequent surveys prior to ground disturbance. If the biologist finds the site to be 
occupied by western burrowing owls during the breeding season (February 1 to August 31), 
the project proponent will avoid all nest sites during the remainder of the breeding season or 
while the nest is occupied by adults or young. Occupation includes individuals or family groups 
that forage on or near the site following fledging. Avoidance will be based on the resource 
protection buffer distances described above, Construction may occur inside of the resource 
protection buffer during the breeding season if the nest is not disturbed and the project 
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proponent develops an AMM plan that is approved by the Conservancy, CDFW, and USFWS 
prior to project construction. 

 
Biological Resources mitigation measures 1-4 addressed retention of native trees and protection 
and restoration of Bird Creek. Mitigation measures 5-7 required consultation with the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) in the protection of Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl 
nests and foraging areas. The adopted HCP/NCCP now provides standard requirements to avoid 
and minimize impacts to Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl nesting sites in AMM 16 and 18 
above respectively so that additional consultation with the State and National wildlife agencies 
are not needed for these covered species. Additional coverage is provided to protect habitat 
including foraging areas.  
 
The HCP/NCCP and AMMs 16 and 18 reduce the Project’s potential impacts to Swainson’s hawk 
and burrowing owls to less than significant so that mitigation measures 5-7 are no longer needed 
or desired.  
 
Transportation/ Circulation  
 
The MND refers to a traffic study prepared by Grandy and Associates in 2002 that found that 
increases in traffic resulting from the proposed development would lead to significant impacts in 
the County’s Level of Service standards. Two sets of mitigation measures were offered to reduce 
the Project’s traffic impacts. Direct and near-term mitigation measures included a roundabout at 
the project entrance and additional lanes between the roundabout and southbound Interstate 5. 
Additional mitigations to the junction of I-5 and CR 8 include three-way stop signs at the 
northbound and southbound intersections with a separate left turn lane on the northbound exit 
ramp and a separate right turn lane on the southbound exit ramp. Long term mitigation measures 
include a fair share payment toward traffic signals when they are determined to be necessary.   
 
An updated Traffic Impact Study (TIS) based on 2023 roadway conditions was provided by 
Connor and Gaskins in January 2024 and reviewed by the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) and Yolo County Public Works Division. This study modifies the 
mitigation measure of the Dunnigan EIR by providing an updated proposal for traffic 
improvements.    
 
MM6a. The Applicant shall install a single-lane roundabout with an inscribed diameter of 190 feet 

on County Road 8 at the project access point. The developer shall widen County Road 8, 
between the I-5 southbound ramps and the project access to provide a three-lane section. 
This section of CR 8 shall include eastbound and westbound lanes that feed the 
roundabout at the western terminus and the CR 8 overpass of I-5 at the eastern terminus 
of the section and an outer eastbound lane on this section of CR 8 that shall terminate 
with a right turn onto the southbound on-ramp to I-5. The existing portion of this segment 
of CR 8 shall be resurfaced. 

 
 The Applicant shall provide an exclusive 160-foot right tum lane for the southbound exit 

ramp and a left turn only lane for the northbound exit ramp of Interstate 5. Additionally, 
stop signs for east and west bound traffic on County Road 8 and a fair share contribution 
for installation of traffic signals shall be provided when Caltrans determines it is necessary. 

 
The more recent Connor and Gaskins traffic study clarifies and combines the duplicative sets of 
mitigation measures in the MND to require the roundabout, the right turn lanes on the interstate 
off ramps, and three lanes on County Road 8 (CR 8) west of the interstate so as not to conflict 
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with the roundabout. The mitigation measures also clarify that the applicant will be responsible 
for stop signs at the CR 8/I-5 interchanges when required by Caltrans and to pay a fair share 
toward traffic signals should they become necessary. 
 
Determination 
 
The proposed Project, which seeks to approve an expired Tentative Parcel Map and permitted 
land uses, does not represent a substantive change to the previously approved project as 
analyzed under the adopted MND.  
 
In order to assess whether additional CEQA review is required for the additional operations, an 
analysis of the applicability of Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines has been prepared. The 
table on the following page provides verbatim wording from the Guidelines and a corresponding 
analysis of the applicability of each section to the proposed project. 
 
 
TABLE 2:  Comparison of CEQA Requirements and Request 
 

CEQA Requirement Section 
15162(a) Relationship to Proposed Project 
 
 When an EIR has been certified 

or negative declaration adopted 
for a project, no subsequent EIR 
shall be prepared for that project 
unless the lead agency 
determines, on the basis of 
substantial evidence in light of the 
whole record, one or more of the 
following: 

 
The Dunnigan Truck and Travel Center Rezoning, Tentative 
Subdivision Map, and Conditional Use Permit Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) was adopted by 
the Yolo County Board of Supervisors on January 6, 2004. The 
MND tiered off the Dunnigan General Plan EIR (SCH# 
93053066) certified by the Yolo County Board of Supervisors 
on September 3, 1997. 
 
The information below summarizes the substantial evidence in 
support of the County’s determination that the preparation of a 
subsequent EIR or negative declaration is not required. 

 
(1) Substantial changes are 

proposed in the project which will 
require major revisions of the 
previous EIR or negative 
declaration due to the 
involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified 
significant effects; 

 
There are no changes in the proposed project that would 
require major revision of the MND, which analyzed and 
mitigated the potential significant impacts of the Project. As 
shown in Table 1, the land uses and scale of the project 
remains the same. 
 
The applicant has satisfied some of the mitigation measures 
included in the MND related to transportation. Most of the other 
mitigation measures relate to site development that has not 
changed substantially; therefore, no new significant 
environmental effects would occur as a result of the amended 
project.  
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CEQA Requirement Section 
15162(a) Relationship to Proposed Project 
 
(2) Substantial changes will occur 

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

 
The project was approved in 2004 prior to adoption of the Yolo 
County Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities 
Conservation Plan and the formalized Vehicle Miles Traveled 
analysis. The analysis of the biological resources and 
Traffic/Circulation sections was revised and the mitigation 
measures for these sections received a minor revision as 
discussed above. The project was evaluated with respect to the 
circumstances under which the development is or will be 
undertaken that would warrant major revisions to the previous 
CEQA review. As described above, the proposed project is 
substantially the same and would not create new significant 
environmental effects or increase previously identified effects. 
Therefore, the County has concluded that the proposed project 
is not a substantial change in circumstances that requires major 
revisions to the MND or result in an increase of project-related 
impacts.  

 
(3) New information of substantial 

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

 

 
There has been no new information of substantial importance 
that has become known since the MND was adopted in 2004. 
The proposed project remains substantially the same and will 
not cause any new significant effects that were not discussed 
in the MND.1 

 
(A) The project will have one or 

more significant effects not 
discussed in the previous EIR 
or negative declaration; 

 
The proposed project remains substantially the same and will 
not have any significant effects that were not discussed in the 
adopted MND as there is no additional development included 
in the project proposal. 
 

 
(B) Significant effects previously 

examined will be substantially 
more severe than shown in the 
previous EIR; 

 
No significant effects previously examined and mitigated in the 
EIR will be made more severe by the proposed amendments to 
the approved project. In fact, clarification of proposed 
transportation improvements and avoidance and minimization 
measures now required by the Yolo County HCP/NCCP reduce 
previously identified potential impacts to Transportation and 
Biological Resources to levels less than the prior mitigated 
impacts as described below.  

 
1 Since the MND was adopted in 2004, the CEQA Guidelines have been revised to include other resource 
categories, with impacts to greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions being the most significant. GHGs were not 
addressed in the Dunnigan EIR or the MND. This does not trigger the need for subsequent or supplemental 
review because GHG emissions are not “new information” under CEQA, as GHG emissions were known 
as a potential environmental issue before 2004. See Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental 
Development (CREED) v. City of San Diego (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 515 (holding that GHGs did not require 
supplemental or subsequent EIR to 2002 EIR because GHG impacts on climate change were known in the 
1970s); see also Citizens Against Airport Pollution v. City of San Jose (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 788 (holding 
that addendum did not need to analyze GHGs because their impacts was not new information). 
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CEQA Requirement Section 
15162(a) Relationship to Proposed Project 

 
 
(C) Mitigation measures or 

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

 

 
The EIR adopted for this project considered 3 alternatives 
including no additional development in the Dunnigan area, 
development only as allowed under the 1981 General Plan and 
an option to allow expanded development in addition to that 
allowed in the 2001 Dunnigan Plan. None of these alternatives 
were previously found not to be feasible; they were eliminated 
for other reasons that have not changed.  
 
The adopted tiering ND did not revisit the alternatives and 
included the relevant mitigation measures. None of the 
mitigation measures were found not to be feasible however the 
biological resources and circulation mitigation measures were 
updated to meet current regulatory requirements. 
 

 
(D) Mitigation measures or 

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

 

 
The proposed project has not substantially changed from the 
prior approval. No new alternatives or mitigations are proposed 
for the project though as identified in the preceding discussion, 
existing mitigations for biological resources and circulation 
have been updated for the current regulatory environment and 
revised. 
 

 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Based on the analysis provided above, the proposed Project, which would approve a Tentative 
Parcel Map ( Map #5259) and approve a Use Permit to construct and operate a truck stop, a truck 
dealership, and truck repairs and servicing for the Dunnigan Truck and Travel Center, would not 
result in new or more severe environmental impacts for which additional CEQA review is required. 
Additionally, the mitigation measures for the biological resources and circulation have been 
updated to meet current regulatory circumstances and do not require additional CEQA review. 
These include compliance with the Yolo County HCP/NCCP which requires standard Avoidance 
and Minimization Measures. The AMMs will eliminate the need for biological resources mitigation 
measure 5-7. Additionally, the updated Traffic Impact Study clarified the road safety 
improvements and replaced the existing mitigation measures. The DTTC project is substantially 
the same as previously evaluated through the adopted IS/MND. This addendum shall be attached 
to the existing Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH #2003062057). 
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4. Mitigation Measures were made a condition of the approval of the project. 

5. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan was adopted pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 

6. A Statement of Overriding Considerations was not adopted for this project. 

7. Findings were made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 

This is to certify that the Tiered Mitigated Negative Declaration with comments and responses and record of 
project approval is available to the 9neral Public at the Yolo County Planning & Public Works Department 
located at 292 West Beamer Stree , oosilapfl, California. 

Signature (Public Agency) 
Date received for filing at 0 

POSTEDIAN 8 200b FEB - 9 2004 

RECEI PT# 	  
FEE STATUS  cric5:67z9  

0-1 
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