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1 INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE OF THE EIR

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Aspen 1-New Brighton Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is prepared in accordance
with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), Pub. Res. Code 88 21000-
21178, as amended (CEQA) and the Guidelines for Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act, Cal. Code Regs. Title 14, 88 15000-15387 (CEQA Guidelines). The
City of Sacramento is the lead agency for the environmental review of the Aspen 1-New
Brighton project and has the principal responsibility for approving the project. As required by
Section 15121 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines), this
Draft EIR assesses the potential environmental impacts resulting from approval, construction,
and operation of the proposed project, and identifies feasible means of minimizing potential
adverse environmental impacts.

11 PROJECT BACKGROUND

The proposed project site is part of what is commonly referred to as “Aspen 1,” which is owned
and operated by Teichert Land Company. As discussed above, the proposed project site is a
former mine site which was utilized for sand and gravel extraction starting in approximately 1961
through the late 1990s. Since mining of the site was completed, the site has primarily been
utilized for a variety of supporting uses for the Teichert Perkins plant.

Prior to the preparation of this application, the City of Sacramento petitioned the Sacramento
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) for a Sphere of Influence (SOI) Amendment for
approximately 34 gross acres of land within the project site to be included within the City of
Sacramento SOI. This request was approved by LAFCo on April 1, 2009 (Resolution No. LAFCo
2009-02-0401-05-08 [See Appendix D]) and the affected property is included within this project
to facilitate a comprehensive master planning process. The LAFCo-approved SOI also included
Conditions of Approval.

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project includes a General Plan Amendment to redesignate land uses, a General
Plan Amendment to address policy language related to urban farms, a rezone and prezone of
the project site, a Planned Unit Development, establishment of a Special Planning District,
Inclusionary Housing Plan, Reorganization/Annexation, Bikeway Master Plan Amendment, Tax
Exchange Agreement, Development Agreement, alternative street standards, and a Large Lot
Tentative Map and a Tentative Subdivision Map that would establish parcels for residential,
commercial, school, park, and urban farm uses. The project would include 133.5 acres of land
designated Single-Family Residential located in the northwest, center, and southeast portions of
the project site (including 8.8 acres to facilitate the development of an elementary school with an
underlying designation of Single-Family Residential) and 43.1 acres of land designated Multi-
Family Residential/Mixed Use located in the central and southern portions of the project site.
The project would include the following additional uses: 13.1 acres of land designated
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Shopping Center located in the northeast portion of the site; 14.4 acres of land designated
Parks/Open Space in three separate areas throughout the project site; and 28.2 acres of land
designated Urban Farm in the southwest portion of the project site. In addition, the project would
include the construction of improvements to existing roadways, water supply systems,
wastewater systems, and storm drain systems, in order to accommodate buildout of the project.
The proposed project also requires approval by the Sacramento Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCo) as a Responsible Agency for reorganization. Reorganization would
consist of annexation of the site to the City of Sacramento and detachment of the site from the
Sacramento Metropolitan Fire Department, and the Cordova Parks and Recreation District. For
more details regarding the proposed project, please see Chapter 3, Project Description, of this
Draft EIR.

1.3 PURPOSE OF EIR

As provided in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15021, 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 EIR is an informational document that informs decision-makers and the general public of
the potential significant environmental effects of a proposed project. An EIR must identify
possible means to minimize the significant effects and describe a reasonable range of feasible
alternatives to the project. The lead agency, which is the City of Sacramento for this project, 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.

14 TYPE OF DOCUMENT

The CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project
circumstances. This EIR has been prepared as a project level EIR pursuant to CEQA guidelines
Section 15161. This type of analysis examines the environmental impacts of a specific
development project. A project level EIR focuses primarily on the changes in the environment
that would result from the development of the project, and examines all phases of the project
including planning, construction, and operation.

1.5 USE OF PREVIOUSLY PREPARED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

The Aspen 1-New Brighton Draft EIR relies in part on data, environmental evaluations,
mitigation measures and other components of EIRs and plans prepared by the City for areas
within the project vicinity. City of Sacramento documents are listed here and were used as
source documents during preparation of this Draft EIR. All documents are available for public
review and inspection at the City of Sacramento Community Development Department,
Environmental Planning Services, 300 Richards Boulevard, Sacramento, California 95811.

1. City of Sacramento, Sacramento 2030 General Plan, March 2009.
2. City of Sacramento, Sacramento 2030 General Plan Draft Master Environmental Impact
Report (SCH # 2007072024), March 2009.
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3. City of Sacramento, City of Sacramento Zoning Code, amended through May 2011.
4. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, Guide to Air Quality
Assessment in Sacramento County, July 2004.

The Aspen 1-New Brighton Draft EIR also relies on the information contained in the technical
reports prepared by the subconsultants for the project. Refer to Chapter 9, References, of this
Draft EIR for a complete listing of all technical reports.

1.6 EIRPROCESS

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 ensures 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.

As soon as 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 and to provide information regarding location of drafts and any public meetings or
hearings that are scheduled. The Draft EIR is circulated for a specified period, typically 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. Should 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 comprised of the Draft EIR, comments,
responses to comments, and any errata and/or changes. The Final EIR is a public document,
and is available for review by the public or commenting agencies. Before approving a project,
the lead agency must 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.

An NOP for the Aspen 1-New Brighton EIR was previously released for a 30-day review on July
26, 2010 (See Appendix A for a copy of the NOP). In addition, an NOP scoping meeting was
held on August 12, 2010, following the release of the NOP. Comments provided by the public
and public agencies in response to the NOP were received by the City of Sacramento and are
provided in Appendix B. An Initial Study was also prepared to focus the scope of the Aspen 1-
New Brighton Draft EIR (See Appendix C).

The Draft EIR will be circulated for a 45-day public review period. Comments received during
the comment period will be addressed in the Aspen 1-New Brighton Final EIR. The City of
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Sacramento Planning Commission and/or City Council, in accordance with CEQA, will review
the Draft and Final EIRs prior to certification.

Before approving a project for which a certified Final EIR has identified significant environmental
effects, the lead agency must make one or more specific written findings for each of the
identified significant impacts. These findings are limited to the following:

e Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final
EIR.

e Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by
such other agency or can and should be adopted by such another agency.

e Specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15091 [a]).

If significant environmental effects remain, even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation
measures or alternatives, the agency must adopt a “statement of overriding considerations”
before the agency can proceed with the project. The statement of overriding consideration must
be supported by substantial evidence in the record (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15092, 15093).

These overriding considerations include the economic, legal, social, technological, or other
benefits of the proposed project. The lead agency must balance these potential benefits against
the project’s unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project.
If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the lead agency may consider the
adverse environmental impacts to be “acceptable”’(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093 [a]). These
benefits should be set forth in the statement of overriding considerations, and may be based on
the Final EIR and/or other information in the record of proceedings (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15093 [b]).

1.7 SCOPE OF THE DRAFT EIR

Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, the scope of this Draft EIR includes specific issues and
concerns identified as potentially significant. The Initial Study prepared for the proposed project
concluded that potential impacts related to several environmental issues would be considered
less than significant. The less than significant impacts are summarized in Chapter 5.0. Those
items identified in the Initial Study as potentially significant are addressed in this Draft EIR.

The City of Sacramento determined that the preparation of an EIR was appropriate due to
potentially significant environmental impacts that could be caused by implementation of the
proposed project. This Draft EIR evaluates the existing environmental resources in the vicinity of
the project site, analyzes potential impacts on those resources resulting from the proposed
project, and identifies mitigation measures that could avoid or reduce the magnitude of those
impacts. Resources identified for study in this Draft EIR include:

e Air Quality and Climate Change;
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Biological Resources;

Cultural Resources;

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources;
Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
Hydrology, Water Quality, and Drainage;
Noise and Vibration;

Parks and Recreation;

Public Services;

Transportation and Circulation;

Urban Design and Visual Resources;
Utilities, Service Systems, and Energy; and
Reorganization.

The evaluation of effects is presented on a resource-by-resource basis in Chapters 5.1 through
5.12, and 6. Each sub-chapter is divided into four sections: Introduction, Existing Environmental
Setting, Regulatory Background, and Impacts and Mitigation Measures.

Impacts that are determined to be significant in Chapters 5.1 through 5.12 for which feasible
mitigation measures are not available to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level are
identified as significant and unavoidable. Chapter 7 in the Draft EIR presents a discussion and
comprehensive list of all significant and unavoidable impacts presented in Chapter 5.

Chapter 4, Land Use, Population, and Housing, includes a discussion of the land use impacts
that may occur due to implementation of the proposed project, as well as impacts related to the
project’s predicted population increase. The land use discussion addresses the consistency of
the proposed project with adopted plans and the compatibility with adjacent land uses. Chapter
6, Reorganization, has been prepared in order to allow the Sacramento Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCo) to utilize this EIR for their review of the requested annexation. The
Reorganization chapter will include identification of impacts based upon the Sacramento LAFCo
Policy, Standards and Procedures Manual. The chapter will include environmental justice
implications (i.e., the extent to which the proposal will promote environmental justice — the fair
treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the location of public
facilities and the provision of public services), consistency with adopted regional plans, such as
the SACOG Blueprint and MTP, and consistency with the Sphere of Influence Amendment
special conditions.

It should be noted that the City has determined that the project was an anticipated future project
in the Sacramento 2030 General Plan Draft Master EIR, and that the analysis of cumulative
effects, growth-inducing effects and irreversible effects set forth in the Sacramento 2030
General Plan Draft Master EIR is adequate for the project.

1.8 LEAD AGENCY, PROJECT SPONSOR, AND CONTACT PERSONS

The City of Sacramento is the lead agency for preparation of the Aspen 1-New Brighton project
EIR. Sections 15050 and 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines define the lead agency as the
public agency, which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.

The environmental consultants to the City are: Raney Planning and Management, Inc., Rimpo
and Associates, Inc. for the air quality and climate change analysis, Bollard Acoustical
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Consultants for the noise analysis, Airola Environmental Consulting for the biological resources
analysis, SWCA Environmental Consultants for the cultural resources analysis, Wallace Kuhl &
Associates, Inc. for the geotechnical analysis and DKS Associates for the transportation and
circulation analysis. Preparers and contributors to this report are listed in Chapter 10 of this EIR.
The key City of Sacramento contact person related to the Draft EIR is as follows:

Dana Allen, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811

Phone: (916) 808-2762

Fax: (916) 808-8370

dallen@cityofsacramento.org

1.9 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION

The City of Sacramento received 12 comment letters on the NOP, which was released on July
26, 2010, for the Aspen 1-New Brighton EIR. A copy of each letter is provided in Appendix B of
this EIR. The letters were authored by representatives of State and local agencies, as well as
the project area residents identified below. The following is a list of the persons and agencies
who commented on the NOP:

Begley, Alyssa — California Department of Transportation

Darrow, Matthew — Sacramento County Department of Transportation

Deeble, Sarenna — Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District

Gillespie, Stacy E. — Stoel Rives LLP, Attorneys at Law (for Nancy C. Cleavinger)
Hurley, Joseph J. — Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Kim, Yujean — Sacramento Municipal Utility District

Lang, Jordan — Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates

Lockhart, Don — Sacramento LAFCo

Maldonado, Robert and Monica — Residents

Oetzel, Mary Ellen — Sacramento County Environmental Management Department
Radulescu, Dan - Central Valley Reqgional Water Quality Control Board

Stewart, Mike — Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District

1.10 SuMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE NOP

The following list is a summary of concerns taken from comments received on the NOP and
comments made at the NOP scoping meeting. All of the environmental issues raised by the
commenters are included in the summary below and are addressed in the Draft EIR where
appropriate. However, the comments are not re-stated verbatim in the below summary, and
comments that appear more than once in similar forms have been condensed into a single
entry.
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Project

Description
(See Chapter 3)

Concerns related to the following issues:

e The role and sequence of LAFCo in the decision-making
process, and LAFCo’s role as a responsible agency.

e All required LAFCo actions, including annexation of a
portion of the project site to the City and detachment from
the Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District and the Cordova
Recreation and Park District.

e Modification of the service boundaries of Cal-Am Water
also should be set forth, including the role of the Public
Utilities Commission (PUC), and the relationship between
the PUC, LAFCo, and the City.

Land Use
Population, and

Housing
(See Chapter 4)

Concerns related to the following issues:

e Presence and potential loss of affordable housing within
the project area and, if any, what affect the loss would
have on a countywide basis.

e Compatibility with surrounding land uses.

e Establishment of setbacks or other adequate buffer zones
to reduce or eliminate impacts of existing noise, air quality,
geology, soils, and water runoff potentially associated with
industrial activities to the north, south, and west of the
project site.

Air Quality and
Climate Change
(See Chapter 5.1)

Concerns related to the following issues:

Construction and operational impacts to air quality.

Consistency with adopted air quality attainment plans.

Greenhouse gas emissions and climate change.

Consistency with local, regional, and statewide plans to

reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

e Compliance with Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD) Rules and Regulations.

¢ Inclusion of SMAQMD mitigation measures.

e Development of an operational air quality mitigation plan
(AQMP).

e Increased particulate matter (PM) emissions.

Biological
Resources

(See Chapter 5.2)

Concerns related to the following issues:

e Impacts to waters of the United States or waters of the
State.

Hydrology, Water

Quality and

Drainage
(See Chapter 5.6)

Concerns related to the following issues:

Changes of imperviousness in regional watersheds.
Increased stormwater runoff.

Groundwater quality.

Hydromodification.

Low impact design (LID) strategies.
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Noise and Concerns related to the following issues:
Vibration
(See Chapter 5.7) ¢ Noise impacts of the proposed project’s uses and traffic.
Parks and Concerns related to the following issues:
Recreation
(See Chapter 5.8) e Loss of open space resources.
Public Services Concerns related to the following issues:
(See Chapter 5.9)
e Environmental impacts related to on- or off-site

construction of any utilities facilities needed to adequately
serve the project.

e Adequate service capability and capacity to serve the
proposed project’s public services needs.

Transportation
and Circulation
(See Chapter 5.10)

Concerns related to the following issues:

e Increased traffic on roadways surrounding the project site.

¢ Impacts to State Route (SR) 16 and U.S. Highway 50.

¢ Impacts to the following roadways/ramps/intersections: SR
16/Folsom Boulevard between Power Inn Road and the
SR 16/Folsom Boulevard split; SR 16 between the Folsom
Boulevard split and Watt Avenue; freeway weave sections
along Highway 50 between Bradshaw Road and Watt
Avenue; freeway weave sections along Highway 50
between 65" Street and Howe Avenue/Power Inn Road;
all ramps at Howe Avenue/Power Inn Road and Watt
Avenue; the eastbound Highway 50 off-ramp slip; the
westbound Highway 50 slip; loop on-ramps at 65th Street;
SR 16/Folsom Boulevard and Power Inn Road; Folsom
Boulevard and Notre Dame Drive; Folsom Boulevard and
Florin-Perkins Road; Kiefer Boulevard and Florin-Perkins
Road; Florin Perkins Road and SR 16; South Watt Avenue
and SR 16; Fruitridge Road and South Watt Avenue; and
the planned intersection at 14th Avenue and SR 16.

e Compliance of project streets with the City of
Sacramento’s “Pedestrian Friendly Street Standards”
Palicy.

e Compliance of the project's Class | bike trails with Caltrans
Highway Design Manual Chapter 1000 standards.

e Compliance with the City’'s General Plan Goals M 1.3, M
4.2, and M 5.1 on connectivity, Complete Streets, and
bikeways.

e Adequacy of bicycle parking facilities at the proposed
Mixed Use and Shopping Center areas.

e Adequacy of pedestrian and bicyclist safety features at the
external intersections connecting to Jackson Highway and
South Watt Avenue.

e Assumption of the following projects for the analysis of
cumulative traffic impacts: New Brighton (Sacramento
County), Newbridge, the Mather Specific Plan, the Watt
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Avenue Corridor Plan, Cordova Hills, the North Vineyard
Station Specific Plan, the Florin Vineyard Community Plan,
and the Vineyard Specific Plan.

e Compatibility with Jackson Road Planning Document and
planned interchange at South Watt Avenue and Jackson
Road.

e Sacramento County’s plans for a high-level transit service,
such as BRT, on South Watt Avenue and Jackson Road
east of South Watt Avenue.

e Traffic and circulation associated with existing operations,
including the Florin Perkins Disposal facility.

e Provision of bicycle and pedestrian connectivity between
the project and other projects in the area.

e Potential use of roundabouts at certain intersections.

Utilities, Service

Systems, and

Energy
(See Chapter 5.12)

Concerns related to the following issues:

e Environmental impacts related to on- or off-site
construction of any utilities facilities needed to adequately
serve the project.

e Adequate service capability and capacity to serve the
proposed project’s utilities needs.

e Provision of services by the City to the project area without
adversely affecting existing service levels elsewhere in the
City’s service areas (including service delivery impacts to
the Cal American Water Company).

e Increase in electrical demand in the project area and the
potential need to upgrade SMUD facilities.

¢ Connection of sewer service for the project and project
compliance with the Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District (SRCSD) Interceptor Master Plan 2000.

Reorganization
(See Chapter 6)

Concerns related to the following issues:

e Areas of concern to Sacramento LAFCo (annexation,
detachment, etc.).

e Consistency with the Sacramento Regional Blueprint.

e Impacts related to environmental justice (fair treatment of
people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to
the location of public facilities and the provision of public
services).

Project
Alternatives

(See Chapter 8)

Concerns related to the following issues:

e Alternative design for the intersection of Rock Creek
Parkway and Aspen Promenade.

e Alternative location for proposed school site in order to
make the school more centrally-located.

Initial Study
(See Appendix C)

Concerns related to the following issues:

e Impacts to existing agricultural uses and activities within
and adjacent to the project area, including the presence of
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any lands protected by Williamson Act contracts or within
Farmland Security Zones.

e Impacts to Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance.

1.11 ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR

The Draft EIR is organized into the following chapters:

Chapter 1 — Introduction and Scope of the EIR
Provides an introduction and overview describing the intended use of the Draft EIR and the
review and certification process, and the Notice of Preparation Comment Summary.

Chapter 2 - Executive Summary

Summarizes the elements of the project and the environmental impacts that could result from
implementation of the proposed project and provides a table which lists impacts, describes
proposed mitigation measures, and indicates the level of significance of impacts after mitigation.

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 - Land Use, Population, and Housing
Describes the existing land use setting for the project, including the proposed project's
relationship to adopted plans and policies.

Chapter 5 — Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
Provides an analysis to the potential impacts of buildout of the proposed project on a range of
environmental issues.

Chapter 6 — Reorganization

Provides a discussion regarding the potential impacts resulting from reorganization of the
proposed project site. Reorganization of the site would consist of annexation of the
unincorporated portion of the project site to the City of Sacramento, and detachment from the
Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District and the Cordova Recreation and Park District.

Chapter 7 - CEQA Considerations

Provides discussions required by CEQA regarding impacts that would result from the proposed
project, including a summary of cumulative impacts, potential growth-inducing impacts,
secondary impacts, and significant irreversible changes to the environment.

Chapter 8 - Project Alternatives
Describes the alternatives to the proposed project and identifies the Environmentally Superior
Alternative.

Chapter 9 - References
Provides bibliographic information for all references and resources cited.
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Chapter 10 - Authors
Lists report authors who provided technical assistance in the preparation and review of the Draft
EIR.

Appendices

Include the NOP, comments made on the NOP, the Initial Study and Environmental Checklist,
the air quality and climate change analysis, the biological resources analysis, the cultural
resources analysis, the geotechnical analysis, the noise analysis, the traffic analysis, and any
additional technical information.
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2.0 INTRODUCTION

The Executive Summary chapter of the EIR provides an overview of the Aspen 1-New Brighton
project (proposed project) and the conclusions of the environmental analysis. Chapter 3
provides a detailed description of the project, Chapter 4 analyzes the projects consistency with
applicable land use regulations, and Chapters 5.1 through 5.12 provide the environmental
analysis. Chapter 6 describes impacts related to reorganization (annexation and detachment of
the project site from special districts). Analysis includes impacts of the alternatives to the
proposed project, which are described in Chapter 8, Project Alternatives.

2.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project site encompasses approximately 232 acres and is located at the
southwest corner of Jackson Highway and South Watt Avenue in the City of Sacramento. A
small portion of the project site (approximately 34 acres) is located outside the city limits, within
unincorporated Sacramento County. The proposed project site is part of what is commonly
referred to as “Aspen 1,” which is owned and operated by Teichert Land Company. The site is a
former aggregate mining site that provided alluvial sand and gravel in the 1960s to the Teichert
Perkins plant. Mining on the project site was completed in the late 1990s and since that time the
property has been utilized primarily for wash ponds, drying beds, a conveyor belt system that
transports raw aggregate reserves from other aggregate mining sites to the Teichert Perkins
plant, and an electrical transmission line that transects the site in a northwesterly direction.

Uses surrounding the project site include the Teichert Perkins plant to the north (an active sand
and gravel processing and sales facility), the Teichert Aspen 2 property to the east (a former
mine site similar to the project site), the L and D Landfill to the south (a Class Ill facility limited to
commercial waste and recycling) as well as Fruitridge Road, and the former Florin Perkins
Landfill to the west and Florin Perkins Road.

Components of the proposed project include the proposed land use areas and infrastructure,
the required entitlements, Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)
reorganization, and an Inclusionary Housing Plan. Project components are further discussed
below.

The proposed project includes both a Large Lot Tentative Map and Tentative Subdivision Map.
The Large Lot Tentative Map is proposed in order to subdivide the approximately 232-acre
site into 24 master parcels for commercial and residential development consistent with the
Planned Unit Development (PUD). The Tentative Subdivision Map would establish parcels for
residential, commercial, school, park, and urban farm uses. The project would include 133.5
acres of land designated Single-Family Residential located in the northwest, center, and
southeast portions of the project site (including 8.8 acres to facilitate the development of an
elementary school with an underlying designation of Single-Family Residential) and 43.1
acres of land designated Multi-Family Residential/Mixed Use located in the central and
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southern portions of the project site. The project would include the following additional
uses: 13.1 acres of land designated Shopping Center located in the northeast portion of
the site; 14.4 acres of land designated Parks/Open Space in three separate areas
throughout the project site; and 28.2 acres of land designated Urban Farm in the southwest
portion of the project site. Additionally, the applicant is requesting modified street standards.

A General Plan Amendment is required to designate approximately 29.5 acres in the eastern
portion of the site, located outside of the City of Sacramento as Traditional Neighborhood
Medium (8-21 dwelling units per acre [du/ac]) and Suburban Center (15-36 du/ac with a
floor-to-area ratio [FAR] of 0.25-2.0). The remaining approximately 203 acres of the site
would retain the designations of Traditional Neighborhood Medium (8-21 du/ac) and Suburban
Center (15-36 du/ac with a FAR of 0.25-2.0). In addition, a General Plan Text
Amendment is also proposed that would adjust the policy language in the Sacramento 2030
General Plan to further support the project’s proposed Urban Farm use.

A rezone is required to redesignate the site from Heavy Industrial (M-2S-SWR and M-2S-R-
SWR) to Single-Family Residential (R-1A SPD [PUD]), Multi-Family Residential/Mixed-Use
(RMX SPD [PUD]), Shopping Center (SC SPD [PUD]), Parks/Open Space (A-OS SPD [PUD]),
and Agriculture (A SPD [PUD]). The prezone of the 29.5 acres located outside of the City of
Sacramento, which is currently zoned Heavy Industrial (M-2[SM]) and Industrial Reserve
Surface Mining Combining Zone (IR-SM), is required in order to establish City zoning for the
project site, which would be effective upon annexation approval by LAFCo.

The project would include the Aspen 1-New Brighton Planned Unit Development (PUD)
consisting of a Schematic Plan and Design Guidelines, which are subject to approval by
the City Council. Approval of a PUD requires subsequent approvals of either a Special
Permit or Plan Review for development within the project boundaries. In addition, the
Aspen 1-New Brighton Special Planning District (SPD) would be established. The SPD
establishes procedures to implement the policies, land uses, development standards, and
design guidelines of the project and is the primary policy and regulatory document used to
guide development of properties within the project site.

The applicant’s request for an amendment to the City of Sacramento Sphere of Influence for
approximately 34 gross acres of land to be included within the SOl was approved by LAFCo on
April 1, 2009. Approval from LAFCo of reorganization of the project site would be required.
Reorganization would consist of detachment of the site from the Sacramento Metropolitan Fire
Department, the California American Water Company, and the Cordova Recreation and Park
District, as well as annexation of 29.5 acres of the project site to the City of Sacramento. As part
of the annexation, a tax exchange agreement between the City of Sacramento and Sacramento
County will be required.

In order to comply with the City’s affordable housing ordinance, an Inclusionary Housing Plan is
required for the project. The Inclusionary Housing Plan will be submitted by the project applicant
after the completion of the Draft EIR. In addition, an amendment to the 2010 City/County
Bikeway Master Plan is required in order to include the Aspen 1-New Brighton Trails Plan in the
Master Plan document and maps. Finally, a Development Agreement between the applicant and
the City of Sacramento will be reviewed in conjunction with the proposed project.
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2.2 SUMMARY OF 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, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or
visual significance. For these areas, this Draft EIR discusses the impacts and mitigation
measures that could be implemented by the City of Sacramento to reduce potential adverse
impacts to a level that is considered less-than-significant. The impacts and mitigation measures
are also summarized in Table 2-1 at the end of this chapter. An impact that remains significant
after mitigation is considered an unavoidable adverse impact of the proposed project. The
mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR will form the basis of the Mitigation Monitoring
Program.

Land Use, Population, and Housing

The Land Use, Population, and Housing chapter of the EIR is intended to provide the reader
with information regarding current General Plan land use and zoning designations; as well as
land use policies in the City of Sacramento and in the vicinity of the proposed project, and
compares the proposed project population increase to the planned population for the site in the
City's General Plan to determine if the proposed project would induce substantial growth that is
inconsistent with the approved land use plan for the area. Section 15125(d) of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states, “[...] the EIR shall discuss any
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans.”

The proposed Aspen 1-New Brighton project is analyzed in this chapter for consistencies and/or
inconsistencies with the Sacramento 2030 General Plan Master EIR, the Sacramento 2030
General Plan, and the City’'s Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance. The Land Use, Population, and
Housing chapter concludes that the proposed project would be consistent with the proposed
2030 General Plan land use designations, consistent with the City’s Zoning Ordinance, and
compatible with the existing adjacent land uses. In addition, the population generated by the
project would be within the maximum and minimum population anticipated in the Housing
Element of the Sacramento 2030 General Plan. LAFCo related impacts are discussed in
Chapter 6, Reorganization, of this Draft EIR.

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. The chapter was prepared using methodologies and
assumptions recommended within the indirect source review guidelines of the Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). In keeping with the SMAQMD
guidelines, the Air Quality and Climate Change chapter describes existing air quality,
construction-related air quality impacts resulting from grading and equipment emissions, direct
and indirect emissions associated with the proposed project, the impacts of these emissions on
both local and regional scales, and mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate any identified
significant impacts. In addition, the chapter analyzes the project's greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions.

The proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related to the following: an
increase in health risks from naturally occurring asbestos; an increase in CO concentrations;
health risks from exposure to diesel particulate matter; cumulative impacts related to an
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increase in CO concentrations; cumulative impacts related to an increase in CO,e emissions;
and cumulative impacts related to construction and operation of the proposed project conflicting
with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG
emissions. With implementation of mitigation measures, the following potentially significant
impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels: short-term increases in construction-
generated NOyx emissions; and increases in health risks from diesel exhaust during
construction. Even with implementation of mitigation measures, the following impacts would
remain significant and unavoidable: increases in PM;; and PM,s concentrations during
construction; increases in ROG and NOyx emissions during operation; and cumulative impacts
related to an increase in ROG and NOx emissions during operation. In addition, impacts related
to the creation of objectionable odors would remain significant and unavoidable because
feasible mitigation does not exist.

Biological Resources

The Biological Resources chapter of the EIR evaluates the biological resources that occur in the
Aspen 1-New Brighton project (proposed project) area. Existing plant communities, wetlands,
wildlife habitats, and potential for special-status species and communities are discussed.

The proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts with the implementation of
mitigation measures regarding impacts to the following: waters of the State; federally listed
vernal pool crustacean habitat; Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat and nests; burrowing owl
habitat; tricolored blackbird foraging habitat; active raptor nest trees; heritage and/or protected
trees; and cumulative loss of biological resources in the City of Sacramento and the effects of
ongoing urbanization in the region. Impacts related to northwestern pond turtle habitat, valley
elderberry longhorn beetle habitat, and special-status plant species would be considered less
than significant.

Cultural Resources

The Cultural Resources chapter of the EIR addresses known historic and prehistoric resources
in the proposed project vicinity and the potential for unknown resources to exist. The analysis
summarizes the existing setting and briefly describes the potential effects to historical,
archaeological, and paleontological resources. The analysis will both identify the thresholds of
significance of possible impacts associated with the project, and develop mitigation measures
that would be necessary to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

The proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts related to a change in the
significance of historical or archaeological resources or the direct or indirect destruction of a
unique paleontological resource, site, or unique geologic feature and the disturbance or
destruction of previously unknown archaeological resources in combination with other
development in the Sacramento area. However, with implementation of mitigation measures,
the impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels.

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources

The Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources chapter of the EIR analyzes the impacts of the
proposed Aspen 1-New Brighton project related to soils and geology. The proposed project
would have less than significant impacts in regards to the following: development in areas that
could be affected by seismic hazards; loss of structural support due to liquefaction or lateral
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spreading; damage to foundations, pavements, and other structures from expansive soils; loss
of availability of a known State, regional, and/or locally valuable mineral resource; and
cumulative impacts. With the implementation of mitigation measures, the following impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level: development in areas that could be affected by
geologic hazards associated with unstable soils conditions; and erosion or unstable slope or soil
conditions.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Hazards and Hazardous Materials chapter of the EIR describes existing and potentially
occurring hazards and hazardous materials within the project areas. Potential impacts posed by
these hazards to the environment, as well as to workers, visitors, and residents within and
adjacent to the project areas are discussed in the chapter. More specifically, the chapter
describes hazards to the public or the environment from exposure to hazardous materials, such
as soil contamination stemming from past uses of the site, and interferences with emergency
response plans.

The proposed project would have less than significant impacts in regards to the following:
exposure of people to hazards and hazardous materials during construction activities; exposure
of people to hazards and hazardous materials during operation of the project; and long-term
hazards-related impacts from the proposed project in combination with existing and future
developments in the Sacramento area.

Hydrology, Water Quality, and Drainage

The Hydrology, Water Quality, and Drainage chapter of the EIR describes existing drainage and
water resources for the proposed project, and evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed
project with respect to flooding, surface water resources, and groundwater resources.

The proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts in regard to the following:
construction-related surface water quality; water quality degradation associated with urban
runoff from operation of the project; and long-term increases in peak stormwater runoff flows
from the proposed project in combination with existing and future developments in the
Sacramento area. With implementation of mitigation measures, the potentially significant
impacts related to flooding and exposure of people and structures to flood hazards on the
project site would be reduced to less than significant levels. Impacts related to off-site
improvements associated with removal of proposed project site from a FEMA SFHA would
remain significant and unavoidable because the specific projects required in order to remove the
site from a FEMA SFHA have not been identified at this time.

Noise and Vibration

The Noise and Vibration chapter of the EIR describes the existing noise environment in the
project vicinity, and identifies potential impacts and mitigation measures related to the
conversion and operation of the proposed project. In addition, the Noise chapter describes the
potential noise impacts due to construction. The method by which the potential impacts are
analyzed is discussed, followed by the identification of potential impacts and the recommended
mitigation measures designed to reduce significant impacts to levels that are less than
significant.
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Project-specific impacts would have less than significant impacts related to exposure of future
residential and commercial areas to vibration due to project construction, highway traffic, or rail
operations. Cumulative noise impacts would also be less than significant. The following impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation measures:
project-related traffic noise level increases; project-related operational noise level increases;
and compliance with the City of Sacramento Noise Ordinance. Even with implementation of
mitigation measures, impacts related to existing noise sources within the project area would
remain significant and unavoidable.

Parks and Recreation

The Parks and Recreation chapter of the EIR describes the recreation facilities within the project
area and the associated potential impacts to the facilities that would result from the proposed
project. This chapter also discusses thresholds of significance for such impacts, and develops
mitigation measures and monitoring strategies, if necessary.

The proposed project would have less than significant impacts in regard to the provision of
adequate recreational facilities on the project site in combination with existing and future
development in the Sacramento area. A potentially significant impact in regard to causing or
accelerating substantial physical deterioration of existing area parks or recreational facilities
and/or creating a need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond what was
anticipated in the General Plan would result; however, with implementation of mitigation
measures, the impact would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Public Services

The Public Services chapter of the EIR summarizes information regarding the existing public
services setting and identifies potential new demands resulting from the proposed project on law
enforcement, fire protection and life-safety services, schools, and libraries in the project area.
Parks and recreational facilities are discussed separately in Chapter 5.12 of the EIR.

The proposed project would have less than significant impacts in regards to the following:
increase in demand for law enforcement services; increase in demand for fire protection and
emergency services; increase in demand for library services; and long-term impacts to public
services and facilities from the proposed project in combination with existing and future
developments in the Sacramento area. A potentially significant impact would result from the
increase in number of students attending schools in the area; however, with implementation of
mitigation measures, the impact would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Transportation and Circulation

The Transportation and Circulation chapter of the EIR discusses existing and cumulative
transportation and circulation conditions associated with the proposed project. The analysis
includes consideration of automobile traffic impacts on roadway capacity, transit impacts,
bicycle impacts, parking impacts, construction impacts, and pedestrian impacts. Quantitative
transportation analyses were conducted for the following scenarios:

e Existing (without project);
e Existing Plus Project;
e Existing Plus No School Alternative;
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e Cumulative (no project);
¢ Cumulative Plus Project; and
o Cumulative Plus No School Alternative.

The proposed project would have less than significant impacts related to the following: the
freeway mainline (project-level); freeway weaving segments (project-level); freeway ramp
queuing (project-level); pedestrian and bicycle circulation (project-level); parking; construction-
related traffic; pedestrian and bicycle circulation (Existing Plus No School Alternative scenario);
freeway weaving segments (cumulative); pedestrian and bicycle circulation (cumulative); and an
increase in demand for the public transit system (cumulative).

With the implementation of mitigation measures, the following impacts would be reduced to a
less than significant level: South Watt Avenue and Jackson Road intersection (project-level);
South Watt Avenue from Jackson Road to Fruitridge Road (project-level); an increase in
demand for the public transit system (project-level); Power Inn Road and 14™ Avenue
(cumulative); Jackson Road and Folsom Boulevard (cumulative); Florin Perkins Road and
Folsom Boulevard (cumulative); Florin Perkins Road and Kiefer Boulevard (cumulative); and
Jackson Road and 14th Avenue (cumulative).

Impacts related to the following would remain significant and unavoidable: South Watt Avenue
and Folsom Boulevard (project-level); South Watt Avenue and Folsom Boulevard (cumulative);
Watt Avenue and US 50 Westbound Ramps (cumulative); South Watt Avenue from Jackson
Road to Fruitridge Road (cumulative); Jackson Road from 14th Avenue to South Watt Avenue
(cumulative); the freeway mainline (cumulative); freeway ramp junctions (cumulative); and
freeway ramp queuing (cumulative).

Urban Design and Visual Resources

The Urban Design and Visual Resources chapter describes existing visual and aesthetic
resources for the project site and the region, and evaluates potential impacts of the project with
respect to aesthetic resources. In addition, the Sacramento 2030 General Plan and Sacramento
City Code goals, policies and regulations pertaining to aesthetics are described. 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 proposed project would have less than significant impacts related to the following:
overexcavation and recompaction of on-site soils; degradation of the existing visual character or
quality of the project site and surroundings; scenic vistas and visual resources; light and glare;
and long-term impacts to the visual character of the region from the proposed project in
combination with existing and future developments in the Sacramento area.

Utilities, Service Systems, and Energy

The Utilities, Service Systems, and Energy chapter of the EIR describes the utility systems and
facilities within the project area and the associated potential impacts resulting from the proposed
project. Utilities and service systems considered in the analysis include water supply,
wastewater treatment and collection, solid waste collection and disposal, electric power, natural
gas. The chapter discusses thresholds of significance for such impacts, and develops mitigation



DRrRAFT EIR
ASPEN 1-NEW BRIGHTON
JuLy 2012

measures and monitoring strategies. Consideration was given to on-site as well as off-site
infrastructure facilities. In addition, the Utilities, Service Systems, and Energy chapter describes
the existing energy resources derived from petroleum products, electricity, and natural gas
available within the project area and analyzes the impacts related to these resources that would
result from the implementation of the proposed project.

The proposed project would have less than significant impacts in regard to the following:
increased demand for water supply, treatment, and/or conveyance; increased demand for
wastewater collection and treatment; increased demand for solid waste disposal services;
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy; increased demand on electric and
natural gas infrastructure; and long-term impacts to public services and utilities from the
proposed project in combination with existing and future developments in the Sacramento area.

2.3 SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The following summary describes the alternatives to the proposed project that are evaluated for
environmental impacts in this Draft EIR. For a complete discussion of project alternatives, see
Chapter 8, Project Alternatives.

Alternatives Considered and Dismissed

The Draft EIR studies a reasonable range of alternatives to the project that meet the objectives
of the project and attempt to reduce the environmental impacts of the proposed project. In
addition to the alternatives listed below, three alternatives were considered, but dismissed. The
first was an On-Site Detention Alternative, which includes the development of an on-site
detention basin that would replace the Urban Farm portion of the project. The On-Site Detention
Alternative was dismissed, because the Alternative would not be expected to reduce any
impacts as compared to the proposed project.

The second was an Existing General Plan without Annexation Alternative, which includes
buildout of the 202.8-acre site pursuant to the existing General Plan land use designations and
does not include annexation of the 34-acre Special Study Area. Similar to the first Alternative,
the Existing General Plan without Annexation Alternative was dismissed because the Alternative
would not be expected to reduce any significant impacts as compared to the proposed project.

The third was an Increased Density Alternative, which includes buildout of the project site at the
maximum density allowable under the existing land use designations. Although the Increased
Density Alternative would require less acreage for residential uses and allows for improved
pedestrian and bicycle connections, concentrated impact areas would result. Therefore, the
Increased Density Alternative was dismissed, because the overall impacts would be similar to
the proposed project.

Alternatives Evaluated
The following alternatives are evaluated in Chapter 8 of this Draft EIR.

No Project/No Build Alternative

The No Project/No Build Alterative is defined in the Project Alternatives chapter as the
continuation of the existing condition of the project site. The No Project/No Build Alternative
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would allow the project site to continue as a former aggregate mining site utilized primarily for
wash ponds, dryings beds, a conveyor belt system that transports raw aggregate reserves to
the Teichert Perkins plant, and an electrical transmission line. The No Project/No Build
Alterative would not meet any of the project objectives.

Reduced Density Alternative

The Reduced Density Alternative would be buildout of the project site pursuant to the minimum
density allowable under the existing designations, which are Suburban Center and Traditional
Neighborhood Medium Density General Plan land uses. The Reduced Density Alternative would
include the development of approximately 1,198 residential units and 135,000 square feet of
commercial uses, which is approximately 167 fewer residential units and 87,000 fewer square
feet of commercial uses than the proposed project. A rezone would still be required in order to
be consistent with the existing General Plan land use designations and prezoning of the
annexation area.

Off-Site Alternative

The Off-Site Alternative would involve the construction the same type and intensity of land uses
as the proposed project on an alternative location. As the Aspen Il property is directly adjacent
to the proposed project site to the east, is still in close proximity to transit, and is similar in size
and existing land uses to the proposed project site, the Aspen Il property would be considered
the most feasible Off-Site Alternative and would generally meet the objectives of the project.
Although annexation of the Aspen Il property would be required, as the site is not currently
within City limits, because the property is near the City’s border, annexation of the property
would not be expected to cause “islands” of unincorporated territory. However, the site is not
within the existing City Sphere of Influence boundaries. In addition to an annexation, a General
Plan amendment and rezone would still be required.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of the alternatives to the proposed
project, CEQA requires that an "environmentally superior" alternative be selected and the
reasons for such selection disclosed. In general, the environmentally superior alternative is the
alternative that would be expected to generate the least adverse impacts. CEQA requires that if
the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, an additional alternative
that is environmentally superior must be identified.

Finally, it should be noted that environmental considerations are among other factors that must
be considered by the public and the decision makers in deliberations on the proposed project
and the alternatives. Other factors of importance include urban design, economics, social
factors, and fiscal considerations.

The environmentally superior alternative must reduce the overall impact of the proposed project.
The No Project/No Build Alternative would reduce impacts to nearly all environmental issue
areas, except impacts to parks and recreation where the Alternative would result in equal
impacts as the proposed project. However, Section 15126(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines
requires that an environmentally superior alternative be designated and states, “[...] if the
environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.”
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Of the other alternatives analyzed, the Reduced Density Alternative provides the greatest
reduction in the level of environmental impacts while meeting the overall objectives of the
project, such as providing needed housing in the Highway 50 corridor, providing commercial
uses adjacent to a major regional thoroughfare and employment hub, and promoting good
planning practices by providing housing on an infill/reuse site. By reducing the commercial uses
and residential units, the Reduced Density Alternative would reduce impacts in the following
areas: land use, population, and housing; air quality and climate change; hydrology, water
quality, and drainage; noise and vibration; parks and recreation; public services; transportation
and circulation; and utilities, service systems, and energy. However, it should be noted that
impacts related to air quality and climate change, noise and vibration, transportation and
circulation would be expected to remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the Reduced
Density Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

2.4 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The following table (Table 2-1) summarizes the impacts identified in the environmental section
of this Draft EIR. The proposed project impacts are identified for each technical chapter (5.1-
5.12) in the Draft EIR in Table 2-1. The level of significance of each impact, any mitigation
measures required for each impact, and the resultant level of significance after implementation
of mitigation measures, are given within the table.
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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
5.1 Air Quality and Climate Change
5.1-1 Impacts related to a short-term PS 5.1-1(a) Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant LS

increase in construction-generated
NOyx emissions.

shall incorporate the following mitigation measures into
the construction contract documents, which shall be
submitted for review and approval by the City Engineer:

Water all exposed surfaces with adequate
frequency for continued moist soil. Exposed
surfaces include, but are not limited to soil piles,
graded areas, unpaved parking areas, staging
areas, and access roads. However, do not
overwater to the extent that sediment flows off
the site;

Cover or maintain at least two feet of free board
space on haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or
other loose material on the site. Any haul trucks
that would be traveling along freeways or major
roadways should be covered;

Use wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or
wash off all trucks and equipment when leaving
the site.

Treat site accesses to a distance of 100 feet
from the paved road edge with a 6 to 12 inch
layer of wood chips, mulch, or gravel to reduce
generation of road dust and road dust carryout
onto public roads.

Use wet power vacuum street sweepers to
remove any visible trackout mud or dirt onto
adjacent public roads at least once a day. Use
of dry power sweeping is prohibited;

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less than Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15
miles per hour (mph);

Suspend excavation, grading, and/or demolition
activity within wind speeds exceed 20 mph.

All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, parking lots
to be paved should be completed as soon as
possible. In addition, building pads should be
laid as soon as possible after grading unless
seeding or soil binders are used.

Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone
number and person to contact at the lead
agency regarding dust complaints. This person
shall respond and take corrective action with 48
hours. The phone number of the District shall
also be visible to ensure compliance.

Conduct a visual survey of all in-operation
equipment at least weekly. A monthly summary
of the visual survey results shall be submitted
throughout the duration of the project, except
that the monthly summary shall not be required
for any 30-day period in which no construction
activity occurs. The monthly summary shall
include the quantity and type of vehicles
surveyed as well as the dates of each survey.
The SMAQMD and/or other officials may
conduct periodic site inspections to determine
compliance. Nothing in this section shall
supersede other SMAQMD or State rules or
regulations.

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less than Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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5.1-1(b) Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant

5.1-1(c)

shall submit a SMAQMD-approved plan, which
demonstrates that heavy duty off-road vehicles used in
construction of the project achieve a project-wide fleet-
average 20 percent NOy reduction and 40 percent
particulate reduction compared to the most recent CARB
fleet average at the time of construction. While the
required reductions are feasible when compared to
existing fleet averages, it may not be feasible to achieve
such reductions in future years once Tier IV engines
begin replacing older equipment. At that time, the plan
shall be revised to require that the reductions be based
on a comparison to the current (2011) fleet average.

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant
shall submit to the City of Sacramento a comprehensive
inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to
or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used an
aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the
construction project. The inventory shall include the
horsepower rating, engine production year, and
projected hours of use or fuel throughput for each piece
of equipment. The inventory shall be updated and
submitted monthly throughout the duration of the project,
except that an inventory shall not be required for any 30-
day period in which no construction activity occurs. At
least 48 hours prior to the use of subject heavy-duty off-
road equipment, the project representative shall provide
SMAQMD with the anticipated construction timeline
including start date, and name and phone number of the
project manager and on-site foreman.
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Impact

Level of
Significance
prior to
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

5.1-1(d)

5.1-1(e)

During construction, the project contractor shall ensure
that emissions from all off-road diesel powered
equipment used on the project site do not exceed 40
percent opacity for more than three minutes in any one
hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity
(or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, and
the City of Sacramento shall be notified within 48 hours
of identification of non-compliant equipment.

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the project
applicant shall provide a construction mitigation fee to
the SMAQMD sufficient to offset project emissions of
NOy above 85 pounds per day. The amount of the fee
shall be based on updated construction scheduling and
equipment lists, and shall be calculated using the
SMAQMD method of estimating excess emissions. The
current price of NOy construction offsets calculated by
SMAQMD is $16,640 per ton. In addition, the project
applicant shall ensure that its contractors maintain
detailed construction equipment use records to ensure
accurate calculation of fees.

5.1-2

Impacts related to an increase in
PM,, and PM, 5 concentrations
during construction.

5.1-2

Implement Mitigation Measures 5.1-1(a) through 5.1-
1(e).

SuU

5.1-3

Impacts related to an increase in
health risks from diesel exhaust
during construction.

PS

5.1-3

Implement Mitigation Measures 5.1-1(a) through 5.1-
1(e).

LS

5.1-4

Impacts related to an increase in
health risks from naturally
occurring asbestos emissions.

LS

None required.

N/A

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less than Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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5.1-5 Impacts related to an increase in S 5.1-5  Prior to final map approval, the final map shall include SuU

ROG and NOyx emissions during
project operation.

implementation of the following mitigation measures,
which are detailed within the AQMP for the proposed
project, for review and approval by the Planning
Department:

Incorporation of non-residential bike parking;
Incorporation of non-residential “end of trip”
facilities (showers, lockers);

Incorporation of long term bike parking at
apartments and condominiums;

Location of the project within %2 mile of Class 1 or
2 bike lane;

Incorporation of a pedestrian network;

Removal of pedestrian barriers;

Incorporation of a bus shelter for planned transit
service;

Incorporation of traffic calming measures;
Incorporation of a pedestrian pathway through
parking;

Incorporation of off-street parking;

Orientation toward planning transit, bike,
pedestrian corridors;

Inclusion of high-density residential development;
Incorporation of multiple and direct street routing;
Inclusion of a mixed-use component;

Prohibition of fireplaces and wood stoves;
Installation of energy star roofs;

Provision of shade and/or use of light-
colored/high-albedo materials for at least 30
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percent of the site’s non-roof impervious
surfaces;
e Inclusion of permanent TMA membership and
funding requirement;
¢ Incorporation of walkable communities;
e Incorporation of a transit corridor;
e Incorporation of an urban farm; and
e Incorporation of an urban forest.
5.1-6 Impacts related to an increase in LS None required. N/A
CO concentrations causing a
violation of the ambient CO
standards.
5.1-7 Impacts related to the creation of S None feasible. SuU
objectionable odors.
5.1-8 Impacts related to the creation LS None required. N/A
of health risks from exposure
to DPM.
5.1-9 Cumulative impacts related to an S 5.1-9  Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3. SuU
increase in ROG and NOy
emissions during project operation.
5.1-10 Cumulative impacts related to an LS None required. N/A

increase in CO concentrations
causing a violation of the ambient
CO standards.
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5.1-11 Cumulative impacts related to an LS None required. N/A
increase in CO,e emissions.
5.1-12 Cumulative impacts related to LS None required. N/A
construction and operation of the
proposed project conflicting with
applicable plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the
purpose of reducing GHG
emissions.
5.2 Biological Resources
5.2-1 Impacts to wetlands and PS 5.2-1  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the project LS
associated resources. applicant shall either create 0.25-acre of seasonal
wetland habitat or purchase 0.25-acre of seasonal
wetland credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank
with a service area covering the project site.
5.2-2 Impacts related to the loss of PS 5.2-2 If vernal pool fairy shrimp or tadpole shrimp are LS
federally listed vernal pool discovered during the second wet season survey, the

crustacean habitat.

project applicant shall communicate with USFWS
regarding potential impacts to vernal pool crustacean
species. Based on the results of the communication, the
project applicant shall comply with the Endangered
Species Act, including obtaining an incidental take
permit, if it is determined that take will, in fact, occur.
Mitigation requirements for take of vernal pool fairy
shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp shall be
consistent with the “Programmatic Formal Endangered
Species Act Consultation on Issuance of 404 Permits for
Projects with Relatively Small Effects on Listed Vernal
Pool Crustaceans Within the Jurisdiction of the
Sacramento Field Office, California.”

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less than Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable

CHAPTER 2 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY




DRrRAFT EIR
ASPEN 1-NEW BRIGHTON

JuLy 2012
Table 2-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
prior to after
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
5.2-3 Impacts related to the loss of PS 5.2-3  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the project LS
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. applicant shall dedicate land at a ratio of 0.75:1 (38
acres for the proposed project). The location of the
replacement foraging habitat shall be coordinated with,
and approved by, the California Department of Fish and
Game, and shall be acquired prior to development of the
project site.
5.2-4 Impacts related to the disturbance PS 5.2-4 One of the following mitigation options shall be LS

or removal of an active Swainson’s
hawk nest.

implemented by the project applicant to avoid disturbing
or removing any active Swainson’s hawk nest tree at the
time of project implementation:

e If project construction plans require removal of a
tree that represents potential nesting habitat for
Swainson’s hawk and other raptors, the project
applicant shall remove such trees during the non-
nesting season, prior to initiation of major
construction.

Or

e If suitable raptor nest trees are on-site and
construction is planned during the nesting
season for the Swainson’s hawk or other raptors,
the project applicant shall conduct
preconstruction surveys to determine if raptors
are using suitable nest trees. If Swainson’s
hawks or other raptors have active nests on the
property, construction shall be avoided within a
buffer area designated to protect the nesting pair.
The size of the buffer will be determined by a

NI = No Impact; N/A = Not Applicable; LS = Less than Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable
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prior to
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level
Signific

of
ance

after
Mitigation

qualified biologist with experience in raptor nest
protection and will be based on the location of
the nest, the background level of disturbance in
the nest area (i.e., from ongoing aggregate
operation activities and land use activities on
adjacent lands), and observed reactions of the
nesting hawks to human activity.

5.2-5

Impacts related to the loss of
occupied burrowing owl habitat.

PS

5.2-5

Prior to construction, the project applicant shall initiate
preconstruction surveys of the project site to determine if
burrowing owls are present during the non-nesting
season prior to any breeding season construction. If
burrowing owls are not present, further mitigation is not
required. If occupied burrows are found during the non-
breeding season, the project applicant shall implement
standard “passive relocation” measures to exclude
burrowing owls from burrows that need to be disturbed,
consistent with CDFG guidelines. If breeding owls are
found on-site during the nesting season, the project
applicant shall establish a no-disturbance buffer around
nesting burrows until the nesting is completed. The
buffer distance and verification of completion of nesting
will be determined by a qualified biologist with
experience  working with  burrowing owls and
construction activities. If it is not feasible to avoid
removal of nesting burrows, the project applicant shall
consult with the CDFG to determine if any options for
active nest relocation are feasible.

LS

5.2-6

Impacts related to the loss of
tricolored blackbird foraging

habitat.

PS

5.2-6

Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-3.

LS
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5.2-7 Impacts related to the loss of LS None required. N/A
marginal habitat for the
northwestern pond turtle.
5.2-8 Impacts related to the loss of LS None required. N/A
habitat for the valley elderberry
longhorn beetle.
5.2-9 Impacts to special-status plant LS None required. N/A
species.
5.2-10 Impacts related to the loss of PS 5.2-10 Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-4. LS
active raptor nest trees.
5.2-11 Impacts related to the loss of PS 5.2-11 Prior to construction, the project applicant shall submit LS
heritage and/or protected trees. for the review and approval of the City of Sacramento
Planning Department and the Sacramento County
Community Planning and Development Department a
tree mitigation plan that identifies the number and
location of trees that will be planted as replacement
trees. If the project site cannot support all of the required
replacement trees, the applicant shall deposit in the
County’s Tree Preservation Fund a sum equivalent to
the replacement cost of the number of trees that cannot
be accommodated. In addition, if an on-site mitigation
area is not available due to site limitations, the applicant
shall mitigate off-site for the impacts pursuant to
Sacramento County General Plan Policy CO-136.
5.2-12 Cumulative loss of biological PS 5.2-12 Implement Mitigation Measures 5.2-1 through 5.2-11. LS

resources in the City of
Sacramento and the effects of
ongoing urbanization in the region.
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