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Introduction 
 
This errata sheet presents, in strike-through and double-underline format, the revisions to the 
Florin-Perkins Materials Recovery Facility/Large Volume Transfer Station Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND). The revisions to the IS/MND reflected in this errata sheet do 
not affect the adequacy of the previous environmental analysis contained in the Florin-Perkins 
Materials Recovery Facility/Large Volume Transfer Station IS/MND. Because the changes 
presented below would not result in any new significant impacts or increase in impact 
significance from what was identified in the IS/MND, recirculation of the Florin-Perkins 
Materials Recovery Facility/Large Volume Transfer Station IS/MND is not required.  
 
Changes to the IS/MND 
 
The discussion on page 6 of the IS/MND is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The project site is the site of the former Florin Perkins Landfill, which does not currently 
accept waste and is preparing to undergo closure, and currently consists of an existing 
MRF/LVTS, operating under a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) (Special Permit Minor 
Modification Z98-114) issued by the City and a full SWFP No. 34-AA-0221 issued by 
the LEA. 

 
The above revision is intended to more accurately describe the Florin Perkins Landfill. All 
subsequent references to the Florin Perkins Landfill in the IS/MND are hereby revised similar to 
the above. The changes are for clarification purposes only and do not alter the analysis or 
conclusions of the IS/MND. 
 
The discussion on page 10 of the IS/MND is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The amount of materials received at the site would increase as a result of the modification 
by an additional 500 tons (primarily concrete and asphalt), for a total of 1,000 TPD. 
However, in order to ensure that operations associated with the proposed project do not 
result in problematic conditions, the LEA may require new permits granting increased 
capacity to be implemented in an incremental fashion. Similar to the current Solid Waste 
Facilities Permit requirements, incremental increases would require the operator to 
demonstrate compliance at each step prior to requesting each increase, thereby ensuring 
full compliance of the operation with the SWFP. The the materials currently accepted at 
the site would continue to be accepted and a change to the type of materials accepted at 
the site is not proposed. 

 
The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not alter the analysis or conclusions 
of the IS/MND. 



The discussion on page 15 of the IS/MND is hereby revised as follows: 
 

The concrete and asphalt crushing operations are anticipated to require additional 
capacity in excess of the 500 TPD currently entitled for the existing MRF/LVTS. 
Accordingly, the project includes a proposal to add 500 TPD, specifically for concrete 
and asphalt crushing operations, to the site’s total allowable tonnage loading of 500 TPD 
per the existing permit, for a total of 1,000 TPD. allow 500 TPD of additional concrete 
and asphalt capacity, while simultaneously maintaining the existing permitted tonnage 
loading limit of 500 TPD for all other waste. As a result, the proposed project would have 
a combined permitted total of 1,000 TPD, but the proposed project would be limited to 
accepting a maximum of 500 TPD of inert material (concrete and asphalt), independently 
from the concurrent maximum of 500 TPD for other material. Assuming an average 
payload of 20 tons per truckload for inbound concrete and asphalt materials, the concrete 
and asphalt crushing operations would add approximately 25 trucks per day to the overall 
facility.  

 
The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not alter the analysis or conclusions 
of the IS/MND. 
 
The paragraph on page 17 of the IS/MND with regards to security and screening is hereby 
revised as follows: 
 

A chain link fence topped with three-strand barbed wire runs along the boundary of the 
facility where public access is possible. A double barrier of chain link fence runs along a 
portion of the west boundary of the existing site along Florin-Perkins Road. The exterior 
chain link fence along Florin-Perkins Road would be upgraded with wood slats. A 25-
foot irrigated landscaped strip runs between the exterior chain link fence line and the 
interior fence line in accordance with the requirements of the City of Sacramento Zoning 
Ordinance. The interior chain link fence is continuously slatted and screens the facility 
from public view from the western approach. A chain link fence also runs on the north 
boundary of the existing site, along Jackson Road. The exterior chain link fencing along 
the exposed section of Jackson Road would be upgraded with wood slats to block public 
views of the site. Distance and terrain also helps to screen views of the facility from the 
north. In addition, a landscaped strip is provided on the outside of the fence along 
Jackson Road in accordance with the City’s Zoning Ordinance. The fencing also provides 
a means for litter control. 

 
The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not alter the analysis or conclusions 
of the IS/MND. 
 
The last paragraph on page 31 of the IS/MND is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Furthermore, the proposed project would include a tree-lined, 10-foot-high berm along the 
southern and eastern perimeter of the 10-acre portion of the site to help screen views from 
surrounding areas. In addition, a double barrier of chain link fence runs along a portion of 
the west boundary of the existing site along Florin-Perkins Road. The exterior chain link 
fence along Florin-Perkins Road would be upgraded with wood slats. A 25-foot irrigated 
landscaped strip runs between the exterior chain link fence line and the interior fence line, 
which would further help to screen views of the site. The interior chain link fence is 



continuously slatted and screens the facility from public view from the western approach. A 
chain link fence also runs on the north boundary of the existing site, along Jackson Road. 
The chain link fencing along the exposed section of Jackson Road would be upgraded with 
wood slats to block public views of the site. Distance and terrain also helps to screen views 
of the facility from the north. The nearest existing residence is located approximately 2,000 
feet from the site and is shielded by intervening topography.  

 
The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not alter the analysis or conclusions 
of the IS/MND. 
 
For clarification purposes, Figure 10 on page 34 of the IS/MND is hereby deleted and replaced 
by the image identified as Figure 11, Proposed View from the Southwest Corner of Property 
Looking Northeast Towards Site with Berm and Landscaping, on page 36 of the IS/MND. 
Accordingly, Figure 12 on page 37 of the IS/MND, and all subsequent figures throughout the 
remainder of the IS/MND, is hereby renumbered accordingly (i.e., Figure 12 is now Figure 11, 
Figure 13 is now Figure 12, etc.). The changes to the figures are for clarification purposes only 
and do not alter the analysis or conclusions of the IS/MND. 
 
The first paragraph on page 35 of the IS/MND is hereby revised as follows: 
 

In addition, a double barrier of chain link fence runs along a portion of the west boundary 
of the existing site along Florin-Perkins Road. The exterior chain link fence along Florin-
Perkins Road would be upgraded with wood slats. The anticipated view from the southwest 
corner of the property looking northeast towards the project site upon implementation of 
the proposed project, including the berm, landscaping, and improved fencing, is shown in 
Figure 11. As show in the figure, the project would be designed to provide substantial 
screening of the site from views from the west. A 25-foot irrigated landscaped strip runs 
between the exterior chain link fence line and the interior fence line in accordance with the 
requirements of the City of Sacramento Zoning Ordinance. The interior chain link fence is 
continuously slatted and screens the facility from public view from the western approach. A 
chain link fence also runs on the north boundary of the existing site, along Jackson Road. 
The exterior chain link fencing along the exposed section of Jackson Road would be 
upgraded with wood slats to block public views of the site. Figure 12 presents the 
anticipated view of the site looking southwest from the northeast corner of the property 
upon implementation of the proposed project, including the berm, landscaping, and 
improved fencing. As shown in the figure, the project would be designed to provide 
substantial screening of the site from views from the north. Distance and terrain also helps 
to screen views of the facility from the north. In addition, a landscaped strip is provided on 
the outside of the fence along Jackson Road in accordance with the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 

The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not alter the analysis or conclusions 
of the IS/MND. 
 
The discussion on page 92 of the IS/MND is hereby revised as follows: 
 

As mentioned above, the project operator currently accepts soil on behalf of the adjacent 
landfill owner for landfill closure purposes. Although the trucks hauling the soil use the 
same entrance and exit road as the proposed project, the soil hauling trucks do The soil 



does not pass through the proposed project scales or operating areas, nor does the soil or 
trucks count towards the operator’s permitted tonnage or vehicle limits. Because the 
trucks would not enter the operations area of the proposed project site or enter the on-site 
scales, the truck traffic associated with the landfill closure activities would not be 
expected to interfere with on-site operations, as they would occur completely separate 
independently from the proposed project. In addition, the aforementioned activities are 
not related to the proposed project operations and are covered under permits associated 
with the landfill operations. As further landfill closure activities continue to occur, 
vehicles accessing the overall site may temporarily increase during the landfill closure 
period; however, such truck trips would cease to occur upon completion of landfill 
closure. Furthermore, clear signage would be provided on the on-site roadways in order 
to manage and direct on-site traffic.  

 
The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not alter the analysis or conclusions 
of the IS/MND. 
 
The first paragraph under the Wastewater and Water section on page 97 of the IS/MND is hereby 
revised as follows:  
 

Compliance with state and locate local regulations and permit requirements for either 
option would ensure the wastewater treatment requirements are not exceeded. 
 

The above staff-initiated change has been applied for clarification purposes only. The text 
change does not alter the analysis or conclusions of the IS/MND. 
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FLORIN-PERKINS MATERIALS RECOVERY FACILITY/LARGE VOLUME 
TRANSFER STATION 

 
INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR ANTICIPATED SUBSEQUENT 

PROJECTS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MASTER EIR 

This Initial Study has been prepared by the City of Sacramento, Community Development 
Department, 300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 95811, pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, §21000 et seq.), CEQA 
Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15000 et seq.) and the Sacramento Local Environmental 
Regulations (Resolution 91-892) adopted by the City of Sacramento. In addition, the Initial 
Study has been prepared pursuant to the California Integrated Waste Management Board (now 
known as the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery or CalRecycle) 
regulations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 27, Environmental Protection, Division 2, Solid Waste, Chapter 
4, Subchapter 3, Article 2, §21620). 

 

ORGANIZATION OF THE INITIAL STUDY 
 
This Initial Study is organized into the following sections: 

SECTION I - BACKGROUND:  Provides summary background information about the project 
name, location, sponsor, and the date this Initial Study was completed. 

SECTION II - PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Includes a detailed description of the proposed 
project. 

SECTION III - ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION:  Reviews proposed project 
and states whether the project would have additional significant environmental effects (project-
specific effects) that were not evaluated in the Master EIR for the 2035 General Plan. 

SECTION IV - ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:  Identifies which 
environmental factors were determined to have additional significant environmental effects. 

SECTION V - DETERMINATION:  States whether environmental effects associated with 
development of the proposed project are significant, and what, if any, added environmental 
documentation may be required. 

REFERENCES CITED:  Identifies source materials that have been consulted in the preparation 
of the Initial Study. 

APPENDICES:  Technical reports or resources that have been prepared for and utilized in the 
Initial Study. 
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SECTION I - BACKGROUND 

Project Name and File Number: Florin-Perkins Materials Recovery Facility/Large Volume 
Transfer Station [Application Number P13-017] 

 
Project Location:    4201 Florin-Perkins Road 
     Sacramento, CA 95826 
   APNs 061-0151-058 and 061-0150-042 
 
Project Applicant:   Zanker Road Resource Management, Ltd. 
   1500 Berger Drive 
   San Jose, CA 95112 
 
Project Planner:   Antonio Ablog, Senior Planner 
 
Environmental Planner:  Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner 
 
Date Initial Study Completed:  May 2016 
 

This Initial Study was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, §15000 et seq.). The Lead Agency is the City of Sacramento.  
 
The City of Sacramento, Community Development Department, has reviewed the proposed 
project and, on the basis of the whole record before it, has determined that the proposed project 
is an anticipated subsequent project identified and described in the 2035 General Plan Master 
EIR and is consistent with the land use designation and the permissible densities and intensities 
of use for the project site as set forth in the 2035 General Plan. (See CEQA Guidelines §15176 
(b) and (d).) 
 
The City has prepared the attached Initial Study to review the discussions of cumulative 
impacts, growth inducing impacts, and irreversible significant effects in the 2035 General Plan 
Master EIR to determine their adequacy for the project (see CEQA Guidelines, §15178(b),(c)) 
and identify any potential new or additional project-specific significant environmental effects  
that were not analyzed in the Master EIR and any mitigation measures or alternatives that may 
avoid or mitigate the identified effects to a level of insignificance, if any.  
 
As part of the Master EIR process, the City is required to incorporate all feasible mitigation 
measures or feasible alternatives appropriate to the project as set forth in the Master EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines, §15177(d)) Policies included in the 2035 General Plan that reduce 
significant impacts identified in the Master EIR are identified and discussed. See also the 
Master EIR for the 2035 General Plan. The mitigation monitoring plan for the 2035 General 
Plan, which provides references to applicable general plan policies that reduce the 
environmental effects of development that may occur consistent with the general plan, is 
included in the adopting resolution for the Master EIR. See City Council Resolution No. 2015-
0060, beginning on page 60. The resolution is available at: 
 
http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-
Reports.aspx. 
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This analysis incorporates by reference the general discussion portions of the 2035 General 
Plan Master EIR. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15150(a)).  The Master EIR is available for public 
review at the City of Sacramento, Community Development Department, 300 Richards 
Boulevard, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 95811, and on the City’s web site at:  
 
http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-
Reports  
 
The City is soliciting views of interested persons and agencies on the content of the 
environmental information presented in this document.  Written comments should be sent at the 
earliest possible date, but no later than the 30-day review period ending June 10, 2016. 
 
Please send written responses to: 
 

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner 
Community Development Department 

City of Sacramento 
300 Richards Blvd, 3rd Floor 

Sacramento, CA 95811 
Direct Line: (916) 808-2762 

FAX (916) 808-1077 
Dmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org 
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SECTION II - PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Introduction 
 
The Project Description section of the Initial Study provides a description of the Florin-Perkins 
Materials Recovery Facility/Large Volume Transfer Station Project (proposed project) 
components. The proposed project is intended to add additional processing capabilities to the site 
to increase marketability of recyclable materials.  
 
Project Permitting Background 
 
The property was previously used as a mining site and then as an unclassified landfill (the Florin 
Perkins Landfill, which is an existing landfill undergoing closure). To support landfill operations, 
the 10-acre project site became operational as a Material Recovery Facility/Large Volume 
Transfer Station (MRF/LVTS). The City of Sacramento issued Special Permit Z93-106 to the prior 
operator on December 14, 1993 to operate a “Large Recyclable Materials Collection Facility”. The 
Special Permit Z93-106 allowed the prior operator to receive demolition and construction debris, 
commercial wastes consisting of cardboard, paper, glass, metal, and wood, and household 
wastes generated by self-haulers. The City of Sacramento granted a “Minor Deviation to a Special 
Permit” to the prior operator on February 6, 1995, which amended Special Permit Z93-106 to 
reclassify the facility to a “Large Material Recovery Facility” and allowed an expansion in the 
scope of the material collection and recycling options. 
 
Although the City has jurisdiction in determining whether the facility is consistent with land use and 
zoning designations and issues permits associated with such, the responsibility for permitting a 
MRF/LVTS lies with the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), a local agency responsible for 
enforcing state solid waste laws and standards. In Sacramento County, the Sacramento County 
Environmental Management Department (SCEMD) serves as the LEA. Before Solid Waste 
Facilities Permits (SWFP) are issued, the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
(CIWMB), now known as CalRecycle, must review and concur with the findings made by the LEA 
in a public meeting. CEQA review must be conducted for solid waste permit issuance and 
revisions. The project site was previously operated as a MRF/LVTS, which was built on 1.5 acres 
and, per permit requirements, was allowed to accept an average of 200 tons of solid waste per 
day and a maximum of 250 tons per day. Pursuant to CEQA, Sacramento County prepared an 
Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) for the MRF/LVTS in 1995 (County Control Number 95-
PWE-0380), which analyzed the impacts of the MRF/LVTS facility. The MRF/LVTS facility was 
found to not have any significant impacts to land use, drainage, flooding, transportation 
(access/circulation and traffic generation), hazardous materials (including dust/PM10 emissions), 
and noise. On November 7, 1995 the LEA found the IS/ND for the MRF/LVTS to be adequate and 
complete, approved the project, and issued SWFP No. 34-AA-0183 to the prior operator, with 
concurrence from the CIWMB, on January 24, 1996. 
 
In 1999, the prior operator applied for a permit revision to include the following: 
 

• Relocation of the facility from the southwest to the north-central portion of the Transfer 
Station Site; 

• Expansion of the operations area of the facility from 1.5 acres to 2.5 acres within the 
Transfer Station Site; 

• Increase the permitted daily load from 250 tons per day to 500 tons per day; 
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• Modification of the access road, internal traffic routing and additional paved surfaces; 
• Installation of additional scales and front-end improvements as necessary to 

accommodate customer traffic; and 
• Addition of mechanized processing and sorting equipment to increase recovery efficiency 

and accommodate increased station capacity. 
 
The 1999 project proposed that recyclable materials would be segregated and containerized for 
transfer to a Class III solid waste management facility and inert materials would be segregated for 
transfer into the adjacent landfill area. An IS/ND was prepared for the permit revision (expansion), 
and, similar to the 1995 project, was found to not have any significant impacts to land use, 
drainage, flooding, transportation (access/circulation and traffic generation), hazardous materials 
(including dust [PM10]), and noise. Thus, on February 03, 1999, the City of Sacramento Zoning 
Administrator determined that the MRF/LVTS was consistent with the Zoning Ordinance and 
granted the prior operator a Minor Deviation to a Special Permit (Permit No. Z98-114). Conditions 
of approval of Special Permit Minor Deviation Z98-114 (which supersedes Special Permit Z93-106 
issued December 14, 1993 and the February 06, 1995 amendment to Special Permit Z93-106) 
that govern operations of the MRF/LVTS are summarized as follows: 
 

• MRF/LVTS operations will not be conducted in the setback/landscape areas of the Overall 
Facility; 

• Recycled materials are to be stored in receptacles, within buildings or in such other 
manners that they are screened from view at the front of the property and do not create a 
windblown litter nuisance; 

• Active composting (including composting of green waste) is not allowed; 
• Noise levels from MRF/LVTS operations shall not exceed 70 dB at property lines bounding 

the Overall Facility, nor 55 dB at residentially zoned or occupied property; 
• Allowable hours of operation are 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM; and 
• Allowable tonnage loading to the MRF/LVTS shall not exceed 500 tons per day (TPD). 
• Special Permit Modification and Plan Review (P94-067) are referenced and acknowledges 

the approved 2,000 tons per day (TPD) capacity of inert waste acceptance at the overall 
facility. 

 
While most infrastructure improvements and equipment additions as proposed in the 1999 project 
were executed by the prior operator, an amendment or revision to the LEA’s SWFP No. 34-AA-
0183 was not approved to reflect the improvements and the increase in station design capacity 
afforded by the improvements. Thus, a revised SWFP application was submitted and a revised 
SWFP No. 34-AA-0183 was issued by the LEA on November 27, 2002 to reflect the 
improvements and equipment additions. 
 
In February of 2005, the previous operator surrendered its interest in SWFP No. 34-AA-0183 and 
was evicted from the property by the property owner. In 2008, Zanker Road Resource 
Management, LTD, the current operator, and project applicant, requested a new SWFP to allow 
for the operation of a MRF/LVTS on a total of 10 acres, a permitted maximum of 500 tons per day 
of mixed solid waste, modification of the access road, internal traffic routing, and addition of paved 
surfaces. An IS/ND was prepared by Sacramento County on behalf of the LEA, lead agency for 
the project. The LEA determined that the IS/ND adequately and appropriately supported the 
proposed SWFP for the MRF/LVTS and adopted the IS/ND on April 29, 2008. Accordingly, a new 
SWFP, permit number 34-AA-0221, was issued to the current operator. 
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Project Description  
 
Further details regarding the project location, existing conditions, surrounding land uses, and 
project components are provided below.  
 
Project Location 
 
The proposed project is located on a 10-acre portion of a 106-acre site, which constitutes a 
portion of an approximately 220-acre holding of lands under the same ownership in the 
southeastern area of the City of Sacramento (see Figure 1, Regional Project Location). The site is 
approximately six miles from the downtown core of the City, one mile south of State Route (SR) 
50, and 4.5 miles east of SR 99. The project site is located at the southeast corner of the 
intersection of Jackson Road and Florin-Perkins Road (see Figure 2, Project Vicinity Map). 
Access to the project site is provided via Florin-Perkins Road and an existing internal roadway. 
The site is identified by Sacramento County Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 061-0150-058 
and 061-0150-042. 
 
Existing Conditions and Surrounding Land Uses 
 
The project site is the site of the former Florin Perkins Landfill, which does not currently accept 
waste and is preparing to undergo closure, and currently consists of an existing MRF/LVTS, 
operating under a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) (Special Permit Minor Modification Z98-114) 
issued by the City and a full SWFP No. 34-AA-0221 issued by the LEA. The existing facility 
accepts, sorts, and processes recyclable material for bulk resale. Existing operations include 
receiving of solid non-hazardous and non-putrescible wastes, where such wastes are processed 
and sorted for recyclable and non-recyclable materials. After processing and sorting, the materials 
are eventually transferred off-site for recycling and/or disposal. A maximum of 500 tons of material 
may be received at the existing facility per day. Although the current land use entitlements and 
permitting allow for up to 500 tons per day, the LEA currently has the site on a tiered system (not 
to be confused with a tiered solid waste permit) for increasing tonnage to the full amount of 500 
tons per day, where a request must be submitted in order to permanently increase the current 
level of 375 to 500 tons per day, prior to acceptance of waste in excess of 375 tons per day. No 
such request has been made to date. The accepted materials are processed on approximately 2.5 
acres located on the northeast portion of the permitted 10-acre MRF/LVTS boundary. A scale 
house with two scales utilized for inbound and outbound transactions and a portable break room 
for staff use are the only existing structures on the site. The entire ingress/egress, maneuvering 
area, and tipping area of the facility is paved.  
 
Materials accepted at the facility include a mixture of construction waste (from construction, 
demolition, and renovation projects) and non-construction waste (e.g., mixed residential, 
commercial, and industrial waste) from roll-off bins and self-haul loads. All waste accepted at the 
site is non-hazardous and non-putrescible (e.g., clean wood, concrete, etc.). With the use of a 
mechanical sortline, rolling stock and facility staff, recyclable materials such as wood, metals, 
plastics, paper/cardboard, tires, appliances, electronic wastes, carpet, etc. are removed and 
stored in designated storage areas until shipped off-site to a recycler. All residual wastes 
(approximately 20 to 25 percent of all incoming waste) are currently being transferred to Kiefer 
Landfill, located approximately 10.5 miles east of the project site, for disposal. Additional 
processing of segregated recyclables does not currently occur on-site.  
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Figure 1 
Regional Project Location 

 
Source: Google Earth, 2015. 
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Figure 2 
Project Vicinity Map 

 
Source: Google Earth, 2014. 
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The restriction of hazardous and putrescible wastes (wastes likely to decay) at the site is enforced 
by clearly posted signage, as well as a Load Check Program that includes measures for 
identifying and handling such wastes. Measures include training for personnel in identifying, 
monitoring, waste screening, and isolation procedures. A hazardous materials storage locker is 
provided for hazardous materials to be stored separately until removal within 90 days upon 
reaching specific accumulation limits. Putrescible waste monitoring currently occurs at the site. 
Per the SWFP, a maximum of two percent per day by weight of putrescible waste is allowed at the 
facility. However, any incidental putrescible or odorous wastes are removed from the incoming 
waste stream and transferred off-site immediately with the next available transfer vehicle (typically 
within the same day) in order to avoid any nuisance issues.  
 
It should be noted that a number of dust suppression measures are currently in place at the 
project site for the current operations and are incorporated as part of the proposed project. The 
dust suppression measures include having one full-time employee charged with monitoring and 
mitigating on-site dust. All surfaces including nearby gravel roads are wetted as required to 
minimize the creation of dust. All stockpiles and traveled surfaces would be watered as required to 
minimize the creation of dust. Dust control equipment in the form of water trucks, a street 
sweeper, spray bars on equipment, and misters on hoppers are currently utilized at the site and 
would continue to be used as needed with the proposed project. Wetting of wastes is also 
performed if dust or powder is encountered in a particular load. Sweeping of the operations area 
is performed at a frequency that precludes the accumulation of dust that could create a dust 
nuisance condition. The Transfer/Processing Report would be updated as part of the process of 
revising the facility’s SWFP and would take into account the current and proposed dust 
suppression activities.  
 
Primary routes of delivery to the facility include:  1) SR 50, thence south on Howe Avenue, thence 
east on Jackson Road, thence south on Florin-Perkins Road to the facility entrance; and 2) SR 99, 
thence east on Fruitridge Road, thence north on Florin-Perkins Road to the facility entrance. The 
facility service area is governed by competitive free market and is not defined by an exclusive 
franchise or license agreement. The primary service area includes, but is not limited to, an 
approximately 35- to 50-mile radius area, including portions of Sacramento, El Dorado, Placer, 
and Yolo Counties.  
 
The 2035 General Plan land use designation for the site is Employment Center Low Rise, and the 
current zoning designation is Light Industrial with Solid Waste Restriction Overlay (M-1SWR). 
The 10-acre site is within a larger property that is bordered by Jackson Road to the north and 
Florin-Perkins Road to the west. Due to the regularly disturbed nature of the site associated with 
the existing uses, the site predominantly consists of ruderal vegetation, and no water features are 
located on or immediately adjacent to the site. The site is located approximately 10 feet below 
grade at elevations of approximately 30 feet. The roadway and surrounding properties are at 
approximately 40 feet. Permanent light fixtures currently exist on-site associated with the ongoing 
operations.  
 
Immediately east of the property is a former aggregate mining site associated with the Teichert 
Perkins plant, which is currently proposed for the future development known as the Aspen 1-
New Brighton project, which would include residential, commercial, an elementary school, an 
urban farm, parks, and open space. To the south of the property are industrial buildings. 
Opposite Jackson Road to the north of the property is the Teichert Perkins plant, an active sand 
and gravel processing and sales facility. An existing residence is located at the southeast corner 
of Jackson Road and Florin-Perkins Road, approximately 2,000 feet to the northwest of the 
existing operations. Opposite from Florin-Perkins Road to the west are industrial uses including a 
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Safeway distribution center. Granite Regional Park is located across Florin-Perkins Road to the 
northwest, and to the southeast is the L and D Landfill site (a Class III facility limited to commercial 
waste and recycling).  
 
Project Components 
 
The proposed project includes approvals by the City and the LEA for permit amendments to 
modify the existing facility operations. The modification would include additional processing of 
materials already accepted at the site, including concrete and asphalt crushing, asphalt shingle 
grinding, and wood grinding activities, as well as inclusion of an on-site modular office building 
and a 1.5-acre material sales yard (see Figure 3 for the project site overview and Figure 4 for 
the project site plan). The 1.5-acre material sales yard is proposed as an ancillary operation and 
would be located outside, but adjacent to, the existing 10-acre CUP boundary, for a total project 
area of 11.5 acres. The material sales yard is a permitted use in the M-1 zone, and, thus, a 
modification to the boundaries of the CUP is not required. Because wood products (e.g., lumber, 
branches, logs, stumps, etc.) that would be processed on-site are classified per the City’s 
Zoning and Development Code as green waste, a new CUP for the processing of green waste 
is being requested for the proposed wood grinding activities on-site.  
 
The amount of materials received at the site would increase as a result of the modification by an 
additional 500 tons (primarily concrete and asphalt), for a total of 1,000 TPD. However, in order 
to ensure that operations associated with the proposed project do not result in problematic 
conditions, the LEA may require new permits granting increased capacity to be implemented in 
an incremental fashion. Similar to the current Solid Waste Facilities Permit requirements, 
incremental increases would require the operator to demonstrate compliance at each step prior 
to requesting each increase, thereby ensuring full compliance of the operation with the SWFP. 
Thethe materials currently accepted at the site would continue to be accepted and a change to 
the type of materials accepted at the site is not proposed. In general, the proposed project 
operations with the modification would be similar to the current site operations and would be 
conducted within the existing 10-acre MRF/LVTS boundary. A summary of the changes to 
operations that are being proposed as part of the proposed project are presented in Table 1 and 
are discussed in further detail below. 
 

Table 1 
Summary of Operational Changes 

 Current Permitted Operations Proposed Operations 

Total Acres 
10 (City’s CUP) 

 
2.5 (operations area) (SWFP) 

11.5 (City’s CUP) 
 

4.0 (SWFP) 
Maximum Tons Per Day of 

Mixed Solid Waste 500 TPD 1,000 TPD 

Maximum Vehicle Volume 233 trucks per day 258 trucks per day 
Operating Days Up to 361 days per year Up to 361 days per year 

Hours of Operation 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
Maximum Stockpile Height 12 feet 24 feet 
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Figure 3 
Proposed Project Site Overview 
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Figure 4 
Proposed Project Site Plan 
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Wood Grinding 
 
The proposed project would include wood grinding as a portion of the on-site operations. Wood 
grinding would involve the grinding of large woody material such as lumber, branches, logs, 
stumps and other incoming wood products. Such wood products are classified per the City’s 
Zoning and Development Code as green waste, the processing of which would require a CUP. 
Notably, such wood products are already received at the site via self-haul loads, and an outside 
vendor is currently used to haul and grind the wood off-site. The proposed project would allow 
for grinding of the wood on-site, thereby reducing the additional truck trips for hauling the wood 
products off-site for grinding. Putrescible wastes are not and would not be accepted at the site. 
In addition, lawn clippings, leaves, or other green leafy materials are not accepted at the site.  
 
An intake of 80 tons per day is anticipated for wood products, which would be stockpiled in 10-
foot high piles on-site temporarily prior to grinding. A 7,020-square-foot area would be required 
for the raw product intake stockpile. Approximately five days of inventory, or 1,500 cubic yards 
(CY), could be expected on-site at any one time.  
 
Approximately 95 percent of the wood chips produced from the on-site grinding process would 
be stockpiled on-site for temporary storage before being loaded into haul trucks and transported 
to a cogeneration facility to be used for fuel. The remaining five percent would be stored at the 
material sales yard for contractor sales. A 3,600-square-foot area would be required for the 
finished wood chips stockpiles. Each stockpile would consist of 130 CY of finished product and 
would have a height of 15 feet, diameter of 30 feet, and a 2:1 side slope. Approximately 640 CY 
of finished product with a 48-hour stockpile inventory could be on-site at any one time. 
Composting of the wood chips is not proposed. In addition, the wood chips would be produced 
from dry, large, woody materials. As such, the potential for the materials to reach compostable 
temperatures would be very low. However, daily monitoring (as currently conducted on-site) of 
stockpile temperatures would be conducted to ensure that piles would not reach compostable 
temperatures. Should compostable temperatures be detected, the stockpile would be spread 
with on-site equipment in order to allow release of the heat. The Transfer/Processing Report 
would be updated upon revision of the proposed project’s SWFP and would include details of 
the stockpile monitoring and associated measures in the event compostable temperatures are 
reached. 
 
An electric or diesel powered horizontal grinder would be required to grind wood into chips. A 
Petersen 2750C electric horizontal grinder or similar is proposed to be utilized and operated at 
the site. However, a diesel grinder was assumed for worst-case analysis purposes throughout 
this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND). The 2750C is powered by two 300-
horsepower electric motors and is capable of processing approximately 300 CY or 55 tons of 
material per hour. An excavator or equivalent would be utilized to feed the raw wood products 
into the grinder. The grinder and excavator would operate within the existing 10-acre permitted 
area near the southeastern corner of the site, as shown in Figure 3, and are anticipated to 
operate daily as needed to keep up with the processing of incoming wood products. A loader 
would be utilized to manage the on-site stockpiles, as well as to load onto haul trucks. Table 2 
below presents the equipment anticipated to be used for wood grinding operations at the project 
site, as well as the anticipated average daily operating time for each piece of equipment.
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Table 2 
Wood Grinding Equipment  

Equipment Model 
Average Minimum Hours Per 

Day 
Horizontal Wood Grinder Peterson 2750 C Electric 8 

Excavator Feeding Wood Grinder Cat 315L-Excavator 8 
Loader to Manage Stockpiles Cat 950F- Front End Loader 8 

 
Concrete and Asphalt Crushing 
 
The proposed project includes concrete and asphalt crushing in order to recycle the concrete 
and asphalt generated from demolition of buildings and infrastructure that would be accepted at 
the site. According to the California Asphalt Pavement Association, asphalt is 100 percent 
recyclable and is America’s number one recycled material. Recycling asphalt and concrete 
reduces the need for mining of native aggregates from the region’s dwindling supply of 
permitted aggregate resources. Thus, adding the ability to recycle asphalt and concrete at the 
project site would provide the construction and demolition industry with a suitable location to 
haul demolished concrete and asphalt for recycling. 
 
Material would be brought to the site by independently owned and operated haul trucks and 
would be stockpiled within the permitted 10-acre boundary near the southwest corner of the site, 
which would be located over 1,000 feet away from any adjacent properties. Trucks would haul 
material to the site during normal business hours at random intervals based on need. A set 
delivery schedule is not anticipated; however, the number of trucks and tonnage of material 
would remain within the permitted limits. A portion of the trucks that would drop off concrete and 
asphalt rubble are anticipated to pick up finished materials for construction needs as well.  
 
As needed to satisfy demand, a portable crushing plant would be transported to the project site 
to crush the concrete and asphalt. In general, crushing operations would commence once the 
stockpile of rubble reaches a capacity of 10,000 CY. An independent contractor would be hired 
to crush the concrete and asphalt materials stockpiled on-site. The contractor would deliver and 
operate the portable crushing plant, for which he/she would obtain all necessary permits for 
operation of equipment, for one to two weeks or as needed to process the 10,000 CY stockpile. 
The frequency at which the portable crusher would be required to operate would be dependent 
on the volume of concrete and asphalt that is generated from demolition projects in the area and 
accepted at the site. However, for analysis purposes, the concrete crusher was assumed to 
operate approximately five times per year for a period of two weeks at a time. Concrete and 
asphalt hauled to the site would need to be crushed into a generally uniform size in order for the 
material to be utilized by contractors for construction projects in the surrounding area.  
 
Assuming that half of the asphalt and concrete is stockpiled as rubble and half is crushed, the 
rubble stockpile is anticipated to consist of 5,000 CY, with a base of 120 feet by 120 feet, for a 
total area of 14,400 square feet, and would be 15 feet high with a side slope of 2:1. The finished 
product stockpiles are anticipated to consist of 1,000 CY each, with a diameter of 70 feet, height 
of 24 feet, and side slopes of 1.2:1, for a total surface area of roughly 20,000 square feet. 
However, actual stockpile sizes would depend upon the demand for materials and amount of 
processing occurring at any given time. The materials storage areas identified in Figure 4 are 
not exact and are intended to delineate the general location of the storage areas. Finished 
product would also be stored in the material sales yard to accommodate customer’s needs. The 
total surface area required for the concrete stockpiles of approximately 34,400 square feet could 
be accommodated within the materials storage area and the material sales yard. Further details 
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regarding stockpiling on the site would be addressed within the Transfer/Processing Report to 
be updated as part of the process of revising the facility’s SWFP.  
 
The concrete and asphalt crushing operations are anticipated to require additional capacity in 
excess of the 500 TPD currently entitled for the existing MRF/LVTS. Accordingly, the project 
includes a proposal to add 500 TPD, specifically for concrete and asphalt crushing operations, 
to the site’s total allowable tonnage loading of 500 TPD per the existing permit, for a total of 
1,000 TPD.allow 500 TPD of additional concrete and asphalt capacity, while simultaneously 
maintaining the existing permitted tonnage loading limit of 500 TPD for all other waste. As a 
result, the proposed project would have a combined permitted total of 1,000 TPD, but the 
proposed project would be limited to accepting a maximum of 500 TPD of inert material 
(concrete and asphalt), independently from the concurrent maximum of 500 TPD for other 
material. Assuming an average payload of 20 tons per truckload for inbound concrete and 
asphalt materials, the concrete and asphalt crushing operations would add approximately 25 
trucks per day to the overall facility.  
 
In general, concrete and asphalt crushing requires the use of a portable diesel or electric 
powered crushing plant, a front end loader, and an excavator. A diesel crushing plant was 
assumed for analysis purposes throughout this IS/MND. Crushing operations at the project site 
would be capable of processing 200 to 300 tons per hour and would operate as needed to 
process incoming concrete and asphalt rubble. Table 3 below presents the equipment 
anticipated to be used for concrete and asphalt crushing operations at the project site, as well 
as the anticipated average daily operating time for each piece of equipment. It should be noted 
that the actual equipment may vary from what is presented in Table 3 depending on the 
contractor. As stated above, the equipment is anticipated to operate as needed to process a 
10,000 CY stockpile of rubble, which is estimated to be able to be completed in approximately 
10 working days. 
 

Table 3 
Concrete and Asphalt Crushing Equipment  

Equipment Model 
Average Minimum Hours Per 

Day 
Portable Crushing Plant Sandvik 8 

Excavator w/ Rock Breaker Cat 315L-Excavator 8 
Loader to Feed Plant Cat 950F- Front End Loader 8 

 
Asphalt Shingle Grinding  
 
The proposed project includes asphalt shingle grinding in order to recycle asphalt shingles 
removed by homeowners and contractors from rooftops. Asphalt shingles are currently 
accepted at the site, and the proposed project would reduce the traffic trips required to haul the 
shingles off-site for grinding elsewhere. An intake of 1,000 CY of shingles would be stockpiled 
on-site and processed as needed. The intake stockpile would be six feet in height and would 
require an area of approximately 1,500 square feet. Asphalt shingles would be ground up 
mechanically to be used by asphalt producers in asphalt mixes. Recycled Asphalt Shingles 
(RAS) is a relatively new product utilized by asphalt producers to blend into Hot Mix Asphalt 
(HMA) that is used for paving of roadways, parking lots, and driveways. RAS is gaining 
acceptance by Caltrans and local municipalities, and is another way to recycle asphalt and 
divert material from landfills. The on-site asphalt shingle processing is anticipated to occur in the 
south central portion of the site as shown in Figure 3, over 1,000 feet away from the nearest 
property boundary. 
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Equipment required to grind the asphalt shingles would be the same equipment required for the 
wood grinding process (see Table 4) and would be shared by both operations. The asphalt 
shingles would be stockpiled on-site and fed through the grinder as needed to satisfy the market 
demand. A 2,830-square-foot area would be required for the processed asphalt shingles 
stockpiles. Each stockpile would consist of 130 CY of finished product and would have a height 
of 15 feet, diameter of 30 feet, and a 2:1 side slope. Approximately 500 CY of processed 
asphalt shingles could be on-site at any one time. 
 

Table 4 
Asphalt Shingle Grinding Equipment  

Equipment Model Hours Per Day 
Horizontal Wood Grinder Peterson 2750 C Electric 1 

Excavator Feeding Wood Grinder Cat 315L-Excavator 1 
Loader to Manage Stockpiles Cat 950F- Front End Loader 1 

 
Mulch Coloring 
 
The proposed project would include coloring of the mulch produced from the proposed wood 
grinding process. Biodegradable dye would be added to the mulch created from on-site grinding 
of wood in the proposed grinder to give the mulch a uniform color. The mulch coloring process 
utilizes an electric powered trommel screen to rotate the mulch material in the screen and spray 
dye onto the mulch. Dry ground wood that was processed at the wood grinder would be fed into 
the trommel for coloring. Hazardous chemicals would not be utilized in the coloring process. 
Colored mulch would be stockpiled in the material sales yard and sold to the public or shipped 
off-site. Stockpile sizes would be minimal and be determined by demand for the product. Mulch 
coloring would be conducted near the wood grinding operations. A front end loader would be 
required to feed the wood chips into the trommel and to manage the stockpiled material. Table 5 
provides additional details on the anticipated equipment needs for the proposed mulch coloring 
operations. Because mulch products would be produced from dry lumber, the potential for the 
materials to reach compostable temperatures would be very low. However, daily monitoring of 
stockpile temperatures would be conducted to ensure that piles would not reach compostable 
temperatures. 
 

Table 5 
Mulch Coloring Equipment  

Equipment Model Hours Per Day 
Electric Trommel Re-Tech 6' by 19' 2 

Loader to Feed Trommel Cat 950F- Front End Loader 2 
 
Material Sales Yard 
 
The proposed project includes a 1.5-acre material sales yard as an ancillary operation. The 
material sales yard would be located outside, but adjacent to the western limits of, the existing 
10-acre CUP boundary, as shown in Figure 3. As stated previously, the material sales yard is a 
permitted use in the M-1 zone, and, thus, a modification to the boundaries of the CUP is not 
required. The material sales yard area would be set back from the road, and clear signage 
would be provided on the on-site roadways in order to manage on-site traffic. The material sales 
yard would be open to the public as a venue for the operator to sell recycled landscape 
materials in bulk. Materials proposed to be sold at the 1.5-acre yard include the following:  base 
rock; topsoil; wood chips; colored mulch; and other landscaping materials.  
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From experience at the applicant’s existing similar facility located in San Jose, California, very 
few new trips would result from selling materials on-site. Data shows that approximately 80 to 
90 percent of the trips associated with purchasing materials from the material sales yard would 
dispose of waste at the MRF/LVTS prior to utilizing the sales yard. Because the proposed 
project is similar to the San Jose facility, the project is anticipated to produce similar traffic 
characteristics. Thus, vehicle trips generated from the material sales yard would be minimal and 
would be limited to the traffic associated with the current permitted levels for MRF/LVTS and 
ancillary operations. 
 
Modular Office Building  
 
A 720-square-foot modular office building is proposed to be located near the northwest corner of 
the 10-acre MRF/LVTS boundary area, as shown in Figure 3. A detailed plan view of the 
building and access ramps is shown on Figure 5. The modular office building would be a pre-
manufactured structure that would be hauled to the site and set up. The office would be used to 
manage operations at the site and serve as the main office for the facility. Currently, staff is 
utilizing the existing scale house as an office; however, additional space is needed to 
accommodate the needs of the operation. The scale house would remain in-place and continue 
to be used as a scale house for the on-site operations. The proposed modular office building 
would connect to the existing electricity supply at the site. A single unisex restroom that would 
accommodate approximately four employees is proposed.  
 
Hours of Operation and Employment 
 
Current hours of operation at the existing site are 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM as allowed under the 
current CUP. In accordance with the current CUP, operations may be conducted up to 361 days 
per year, with the facility closed on Easter, Thanksgiving, Christmas Day, and New Year’s Day. 
Changes to the hours of operation are not proposed for the project. 
 
The identity and number of personnel at the existing facility include: 
 

• 1 Operations Manager; 
• 1 Weighmaster; 
• 1 Station Foreman; 
• 1 Lead Worker; and 
• 1 (minimum staffing) to 10 (at full loading) Station Laborer(s)/Attendant(s). 

 
The proposed project would result in an increase in employees by approximately five from the 
existing staffing levels. 
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Figure 5 
Proposed Modular Office Building 
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Security and Screening 
 
A chain link fence topped with three-strand barbed wire runs along the boundary of the facility 
where public access is possible. A double barrier of chain link fence runs along a portion of the 
west boundary of the existing site along Florin-Perkins Road. The exterior chain link fence along 
Florin-Perkins Road would be upgraded with wood slats. A 25-foot irrigated landscaped strip 
runs between the exterior chain link fence line and the interior fence line in accordance with the 
requirements of the City of Sacramento Zoning Ordinance. The interior chain link fence is 
continuously slatted and screens the facility from public view from the western approach. A 
chain link fence also runs on the north boundary of the existing site, along Jackson Road. The 
exterior chain link fencing along the exposed section of Jackson Road would be upgraded with 
wood slats to block public views of the site. Distance and terrain also helps to screen views of 
the facility from the north. In addition, a landscaped strip is provided on the outside of the fence 
along Jackson Road in accordance with the City’s Zoning Ordinance. The fencing also provides 
a means for litter control. 
 
In addition to the existing fencing and landscape buffers described above, an earthen berm is 
proposed along the southern and eastern perimeter of the currently permitted 10-acre project 
site. The berm would be 10 feet high with a maximum 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) slope and would 
be lined with trees. The berm would total approximately 1,400 feet in length and would be 20 
feet wide. Fill dirt that is imported to the site from customers through normal operations, as well 
as from on-site stockpiled fill material that is used as backfill material for the landfill closure 
process, would be utilized to construct the berm. It should be noted that prior to transferring any 
soil or inert debris to areas outside of the permitted 10-acre boundary for reuse, the project 
operator must obtain written approval from the LEA on a case-by-case basis. The berm would 
be planted with Ponderosa Pines and hydroseeded with a seed mix containing shrubs and 
grasses for erosion control, which would be irrigated as necessary. The proposed location of the 
berm is not located over buried waste or any areas that would undergo landfill closure activities 
or disrupt the landfill cover.  
 
Drainage  
 
A stormwater drainage system currently exists on-site for the existing operations. All areas 
where waste material is currently tipped, processed, and stored has a concrete and/or asphaltic 
concrete surface, and the operations area is sloped to prevent ponding of water and to provide 
positive surface water drainage. The drainage system has been designed to direct stormwater 
and wash water from station maintenance activities to a series of drain inlets and culverts. 
Water is filtered prior to entering the drain inlets to remove sediments, debris and hydrocarbons. 
The water is then transferred by gravity flow to a small sump and subsequently to an 
underground stormwater detention tank located just west of the existing paved east access road 
or to the low-lying areas located west of the facility. Excess water in the tank is pumped out for 
dust suppression. If the tank capacity is exceeded, the excess runoff is directed to a low-lying 
area west of the facility within the property owner’s property boundaries. 
 
The project site and current operations are subject to an existing General Industrial Permit 
(Waste Discharge Identification [WDID] number 5S34I022555), per the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), and the associated stormwater pollution prevention 
plan (SWPPP). All runoff associated with the site is managed in accordance with the best 
management practices (BMPs) set forth within the SWPPP. Some of the BMPs are described 
below. 
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Drainage control structures are inspected regularly for blockages and functionality to ensure 
continuous functionality. Blockages are removed and repairs completed as necessary to ensure 
the continuous effectiveness of the drainage system. In preparation of an anticipated storm 
event, the operator would cover most material stockpiles and consolidate operations to a 
specific portion of the operations area. Incoming material tipping would occur on a designated 
portion of the operations area. Pile sizes are minimized during the wet season. The detention 
tankage is pumped out as needed (within two to three days). Prior to an anticipated storm event, 
the operator would ensure that the tanks are drained to nearly empty. The water would be used 
for dust control. 
 
The existing stormwater drainage system would be utilized; however, one additional stormwater 
outfall structure would be constructed as part of the proposed project to accommodate the 
increase in stormwater at the site resultant of the increase in impervious surfaces. 
 
Access Roads and Dust Control 
 
An all-weather access road currently exists from the facility entrance on Florin-Perkins Road to 
the weigh station, and continues east to the tipping area and south of the tipping area. The road 
is paved, provides a reasonably smooth surface for access, and is regularly watered/swept to 
minimize the generation of dust. A total of 23 parking spaces are located on-site for employees 
and visitors. Turn radii, as well as pavement and pavement base, have been designed to meet 
emergency vehicle access standards as set forth by the City of Sacramento Fire Department. 
Pavement continues passed the weigh station, and all areas around the weigh station are 
furnished with asphaltic concrete pavement (or equivalent). A paved apron to the north and east 
of the operations area provides for customer maneuvering into the tipping area entirely on 
paved surface. Accordingly, tracking of mud and generation of dust from site traffic is not 
anticipated, and tracking of waste material onto adjacent public roads may not be reasonably 
anticipated. 
 
It should be noted that the City intends to implement the 14th Avenue Extension Project, which 
would extend and widen 14th Avenue from Power Inn Road to Florin-Perkins Road. The 14th 
Avenue Extension Project would involve two travel lanes, bike lanes, a landscaped median, a 
new signal at Florin-Perkins Road, and other roadway improvements.1 The 14th Avenue 
Extension Project would provide an east-west connection on 14th Avenue between Power Inn 
Road and Florin-Perkins Road, which would help to relieve traffic congestion in the area. The 
proposed project site’s access would need to be aligned with the intersection of Belvedere 
Avenue and Florin-Perkins Road in order to provide safe access to the project site. The 
Belvedere Avenue / Florin-Perkins Road intersection improvement details are shown in Figure 
6. Figure 4 includes the anticipated alignment of the project access realignment. The total 
surface area anticipated for the access road realignment is 14,589 square feet (or 
approximately 0.34 acres). 
 
 

                                                
1 City of Sacramento. 14th Avenue Extension Project – Power Inn Road to Florin Perkins Road. Available at: 
http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Public-Works/Engineering-Services/Projects/Current-Projects/14th-Ave-Extension. 
Accessed August 4, 2015. 



F L O R I N - P E R K I N S  M A T E R I A L S  R E C O V E R Y  F A C I L I T Y /  
L A R G E  V O L U M E  T R A N S F E R  S T A T I O N  

I N I T I A L  S T U D Y  
  
 

 P A G E  21 
  

Figure 6 
Belvedere Avenue / Florin-Perkins Road Intersection Improvements 
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The entire ingress/egress, maneuvering area, and tipping area are currently paved. The 
proposed project would involve an additional approximately four acres within the 10-acre 
permitted boundary to be surfaced with either asphalt or road base to accommodate the 
additional processing areas. All surfaces including nearby gravel roads, all stockpiles, and all 
traveled surfaces would be watered as required to minimize the creation of dust. Dust control 
equipment in the form of water trucks, a street sweeper, spray bars on equipment, and misters on 
hoppers are currently, and would continue to be, utilized as needed to control fugitive dust. 
Wetting of wastes would also be performed if a dust or powder problem is encountered in a 
load. Sweeping of the operations area at a frequency which precludes the accumulation of dust 
that could give rise to a dust nuisance condition would continue to be performed. All paved and 
unpaved areas would be wet down with a water truck for dust control as well. The proposed 
tree-lined berm would assist with reducing wind speed and capturing of fugitive dust. In addition, 
the proposed processing activities would be performed when wind conditions are favorable.  
 
Water Supply 
 
Given the limited number of employees at the site, potable water would continue to be provided 
to the on-site employees by means of provision of bottled water supplied by a vendor. The 
proposed modular office building would be equipped with a single unisex restroom that would 
accommodate approximately four employees. A City of Sacramento water supply main is 
located along Florin-Perkins Road. A request to connect to the City of Sacramento’s water 
system would occur at a later date. Until that time, bottled water and the existing on-site 
portable restrooms would continue to be provided to users and employees of the site. If the City 
allows for future connection to the water supply main, a two-inch pipe would be installed on the 
project site as a separate project in order to accommodate the connection. Water lines would 
not be installed in or below the low permeability layer of the final landfill cover.  
 
Water used for dust suppression is supplied from two on-site groundwater wells, as well as from 
excess water from the stormwater tank when available. The existing groundwater wells are 
mainly used for irrigation/industrial uses. The proposed project would increase the existing 
water consumption of approximately 8,000 gallons per day to an estimated 11,025 gallons per 
day.  
 
Nine fire hydrants are located on the site with fire supply lines that connect to the City main 
located at Florin-Perkins Road. A fire access turn-around with a radius of 60 feet is provided 
along the eastern boundary of the site. A 24-foot-by-75-foot turn-around facility is located 
northwest of the operations area. Fire extinguishers and a fire hose that fits the hydrants are 
also provided on the site.  
 
Wastewater 
 
The proposed modular office building would be equipped with a single unisex restroom that 
would accommodate approximately four employees. The project site is not currently serviced by 
a public sewage service. Instead, portable restrooms are provided on-site. However, two septic 
tanks are located on the site. One tank is located west of the existing northern operations area 
and the other tank is located northwest of the existing operations area. The project applicant 
has indicated that it is unsure of the specifications of the septic systems; therefore, connections 
to the septic tanks would not occur immediately following project approval. If the applicant 
chooses to utilize the existing septic tanks on the site, the applicant would need to contact the 
SCEMD to determine the requirements and standards for septic tanks and make any necessary 
improvements to the existing septic system.  
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Portable restrooms would be utilized by employees; which is the current practice at the existing 
site. However, if the existing septic systems are determined to be inadequate to handle the 
wastewater generated from the proposed restroom, the existing septic systems would need to 
be properly abandoned and/or removed in accordance with applicable regulations prior to 
installing any new on-site septic system. All necessary permits would be obtained from the 
SCEMD prior to constructing a new septic system. If a new septic system is installed, the septic 
system shall be located in an area where waste or landfill cover is not present and would avoid 
the low permeability layer of the final cover in order to avoid disruption of the integrity of the 
landfill cover.  
 
Electrical 
 
Electricity is currently supplied to the site for the existing operations from the Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District (SMUD) overhead power lines and an existing electrical transformer 
located near the northwest corner of the 10-acre permitted boundary. Sufficient energy is 
available from SMUD to serve the proposed project with no detriment to other users. A utility 
line extension would be required in order to supply power to the wood grinding area. It should 
be noted that any necessary electrical conduit or power poles would avoid the low permeability 
layer of the final landfill cover. The proposed project would increase the electricity usage at the 
site from approximately 700 kilowatt-hours (kWh) to an estimated 13,288 kWh per a 30-day 
billing cycle, assuming operating 361 days per year. A backup diesel generator would be 
located on-site.  
 
Project Approvals 
 
The proposed project would require the following approvals by the lead agency (i.e., the City of 
Sacramento): 
 

• Approval/Adoption of the IS/MND and adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring Plan; 
• Approval of a CUP to allow the processing of green waste; 
• Approval of a CUP Modification; and 
• Approval of a Site Plan and Design Review for modifications to the existing site. 

 
In addition, a Liquid Waste Permit would be required from the SCEMD for the on-site septic 
system. 
 
As discussed above, although the City has jurisdiction in determining whether the facility is 
consistent with land use and zoning designations and issues permits associated with such, the 
responsibility for permitting a MRF/LVTS lies with the LEA. As such, the LEA is a Responsible 
Agency for the proposed project. Revisions to SWFPs are required when significant changes in 
design or operation are proposed, including: 
 

• An increase in maximum amount of permitted tonnage of all waste received; 
• An increase in trucks per day; 
• An increase in the facility’s permitted acreage; and 
• Increase in the permitted hours of operation.  

 
Because the project proposes to increase the tonnage of waste received and the number of 
trucks per day, and include a 1.5-acre material sales yard outside of the currently permitted 2.5-
acre operations area per the existing SWFP, while still allowing full use of the remaining 10 acre 
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area, the applicant would, after the City’s approval of this IS/MND and other entitlements 
identified above, be required to separately apply for a revision to the SWFP. This separate LEA 
process would be subject to review and approval by the LEA with CalRecycle concurrence. The 
LEA will require copies of the record(s) of decision on the project, as well as the City’s staff 
report presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency upon consideration of adoption 
of this IS/MND and project approval, which will be used in the permitting process for the revised 
SWFP. As such, this IS/MND has been prepared with the intention to be sufficient for the 
purposes of the LEA’s determination regarding a revised SWFP for the proposed project. 
Nonetheless, until the LEA receives the project operator’s full permit revision application 
package, the LEA cannot determine whether this IS/MND is sufficient for the purposes of the 
SWFP revision. It should be noted that CalRecycle staff typically will request notice (at least 10 
days in advance) of the date, time, and location of any public hearings or meetings regarding 
the project proposal, as well as the adopted IS/MND, together with comments on the project 
upon local approval, if any.  
 
The LEA must make a separate determination of findings for the project and hold a public 
meeting. Before a revised SWFP can be issued, CalRecycle must review and concur with 
findings made by the LEA. After receipt of written confirmation of concurrence from CalRecycle, 
the LEA can issue a revised SWFP. 
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SECTION III – ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION 

LAND USE, POPULATION AND HOUSING, AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY 
 
Introduction 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the Lead Agency to examine the 
effects of a project on the physical conditions that exist within the area that would be affected by 
the project. CEQA also requires a discussion of any inconsistency between the proposed 
project and applicable General Plans and regional plans. 
 
An inconsistency between the proposed project and an adopted plan for land use development 
in a community would not constitute a physical change in the environment. However, when a 
project diverges from an adopted plan, it may affect planning in the community regarding 
infrastructure and services, and the new demands generated by the project may result in later 
physical changes in response to the project.  
 
In the same manner, the fact that a project brings new people or demand for housing to a 
community does not, by itself, change the physical conditions. An increase in population may, 
however, generate changes in retail demand or demand for governmental services, and the 
demand for housing may generate new activity in residential development. Physical 
environmental impacts that could result from implementing the proposed project are discussed 
in the appropriate technical sections. 
 
This section of the IS/MND identifies the applicable land use designations, plans and policies, 
and permissible densities and intensities of use, and discusses any inconsistencies between 
these plans and the proposed project. This section also discusses agricultural resources and 
the effect of the project on these resources. 
 
Discussion 
 
Land Use 
 
The project site has been designated as Employment Center Low Rise in the 2035 General Plan, 
and is zoned Light Industrial with Solid Waste Restriction Overlay (M-1SWR). The site currently 
consists of an existing MRF/LVTS, operating under a CUP (Special Permit Minor Modification 
Z98-114) issued by the City and a SWFP issued by the LEA. The existing and proposed use is 
consistent with the M-1SWR zoning. Industrial and manufacturing uses are allowed under the 
Employment Center Low Rise designation within an enclosed building or an enclosed outdoor 
area and appropriately landscaped setbacks. The proposed project would include a 10-foot 
berm and landscaping along the southern and eastern perimeters of the processing area.  
 
The proposed project consists of a CUP modification to expand the operations of the existing 
MRF/LVTS facility to include a 1.5-acre material sales yard as well as an increase in the amount 
of materials received at the site, thereby increasing the project site to 11.5 acres. The project 
would also involve the monthly usage of an on-site cement crusher and wood grinder. However, 
the proposed operations would be conducted within the existing 10-acre MRF/LVTS boundary. 
Modifications to the type of materials accepted at the site would not occur as a result of the 
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proposed project, just the manner in which the materials would be processed. New permanent 
buildings would not be built on-site as part of the proposed project.  
 
The proposed project would not substantially modify the existing land uses of the site, would not 
involve any amendments to the existing land use or zoning designations, and would include a 
10-foot high landscaped berm along the southern and eastern perimeters of the site. The 
increase in materials received and additional processing at the site would increase the amount 
of water and power usage at the site; however, the increase would not be considered 
substantial (see the Public Services and the Utilities and Service Systems sections of this 
IS/MND for more detailed discussions regarding the project’s increase in demand for services). 
As the site is in the vicinity of other existing industrial uses, such as the Teichert Perkins cement 
plant and the L and D Landfill site, the proposed project would not be considered an inconsistent 
use with the surrounding industrial land uses. However, it is noted that the property to the east of 
the project site, which is currently associated with operations at the Teichert Perkins plant, is 
proposed for residential uses (i.e., Aspen 1-New Brighton). In addition, the area to the north of the 
project site is zoned Residential (R-2A); however, an application for development of the area has 
not been submitted at this time. The analysis of the proposed project throughout this IS/MND 
takes into consideration the future nearby residential uses and provides measures necessary to 
reduce any impacts from the proposed project operations on the residences to less-than-
significant levels.  
 
In addition, the proposed operations at the site would promote recycling of materials, which 
would reduce the amount of material being disposed of at a landfill. The number of anticipated 
trips associated with the site would not be expected to substantially increase from current 
operations, as truck trips coming to drop off materials would typically leave with recycled 
materials from the material sales yard as well. Because the project would promote and support 
recycling of materials within the region, implementation of the proposed project would be 
considered to provide an overall environmental benefit.   
 
Population and Housing 
 
The proposed project consists of a CUP amendment for the modification of the existing 
MRF/LVTS facility operations. The modification of the existing facility proposed for the project 
would not directly or indirectly induce population growth, as only five new employees would be 
hired due to the proposed project. Housing would not be created or destroyed with 
implementation of the proposed project, and people or housing would not be displaced. 
Accordingly, construction or replacement of housing would not be required. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have no impact associated with population and housing. 
 
Agricultural Resources 
 
The Master EIR discussed the potential impact of development under the 2035 General Plan on 
agricultural resources. See Master EIR, Chapter 6.2. In addition to evaluating the effect of the 
general plan on sites within the City, the Master EIR noted that to the extent the 2035 General 
Plan accommodates future growth within the City limits, the conversion of farmland outside the 
City limits is minimized. (Master EIR, page 6.2-13) The Master EIR concluded that the impact of 
the 2035 General Plan on agricultural resources within the City was less than significant. 
 
The proposed project is located on an existing materials recovery and recycling center. Due to 
the regularly disturbed nature of the site associated with the existing uses, the site consists 
predominantly of ruderal vegetation and is not utilized for agricultural or timber-harvest operations. 
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According to the California Department of Conservation’s Sacramento County Important Farmland 
2012 map, the project site does not contain soils designated as Important Farmland (i.e., Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance). In addition, the site is not 
designated or zoned for agricultural uses, nor is the land under a Williamson Act contract. 
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on agricultural resources. 
 
Energy 
 
Structures built would be subject to Titles 20 and 24 of the California Code of Regulations, 
which reduce demand for electrical energy by implementing energy-efficient standards for 
residential and non-residential buildings. The 2035 General Plan includes policies (see 2035 
General Plan Energy Resources Goal U 6.1.1) and related policies to encourage energy-
efficient technology by offering rebates and other incentives to commercial and residential 
developers, coordination with local utility providers and recruitment of businesses that research 
and promote energy conservation and efficiency. 
 
The Master EIR discussed energy conservation and relevant general plan policies in section 6.3 
(page 6-3). The discussion concluded that with implementation of the general plan policies and 
energy regulation (e.g., Title 24) development allowed in the general plan would not result in the 
inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy. 
 
The Master EIR concluded that implementation of state regulation, coordination with energy 
providers and implementation of general plan policies would reduce the potential impacts from 
construction of new energy production or transmission facilities to a less-than-significant level. 
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Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated 
less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

1. AESTHETICS 
Would the proposal: 
 
A) Create a source of glare that would cause a 

public hazard or annoyance? 

  X 

B) Create a new source of light that would be 
cast onto oncoming traffic or residential 
uses? 

  X 

C) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character of the site or its surroundings? 

  X 

 
Environmental Setting 
 
The project site is located on the former site of the Florin Perkins Landfill. A scale house with two 
scales utilized for inbound and outbound transactions and a portable break room for staff use are 
the only existing structures on the site. The entire ingress/egress, maneuvering area, and tipping 
area of the facility is paved. The project site is located on flat terrain in a built out urbanized area. 
The surrounding areas include industrial uses to the north (Teichert Perkins plant, an active sand 
and gravel processing and sales facility); an industrial building to the south; a former aggregate 
mining site associated with the Teichert Perkins plant to the east; and industrial uses including a 
Safeway distribution center to the west. Due to the regularly disturbed nature of the site 
associated with the existing uses, the site consists predominantly of ruderal vegetation, and water 
features are not located on or immediately adjacent to the site.  
 
A double barrier of chain link fence currently runs along a portion of the west boundary of the 
existing site along Florin-Perkins Road. A 25-foot irrigated landscaped strip runs between the 
exterior chain link fence line and the interior fence line, which also helps to screen views of the 
site. The interior chain link fence is continuously slatted and screens the facility from public view 
from the western approach. A chain link fence also currently runs on the north boundary of the 
existing site, along Jackson Road. Distance and terrain also helps to screen views of the facility 
from the north. 
 
The project site does not contain scenic resources, is not located in an area designated as a 
scenic resource or vista, and is not visible from any state-designated scenic highways. The 
project site is located on flat terrain in a built-out urbanized area. The proposed development 
would change the appearance of the site as viewed from nearby areas, but would be consistent 
with the height, bulk, and character of existing uses on site, as well as the surrounding uses. In 
addition, as discussed in further detail in the Project Description section of this IS/MND and the 
impact discussions below, the proposed project would improve the existing fencing and include 
a 10-foot-high, landscaped berm along the southern and eastern perimeter of the 10-acre site to 
help block public views of the site.  
 
Existing views of the project site from the northeast corner of the property looking southwest 
towards the site and from the southwest corner of the property looking northeast towards the 
site are presented in Figure 7 and Figure 8, respectively. 
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Figure 7 
Existing View from the Northeast Corner of Property Looking Southwest Towards Site 
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Figure 8 
Existing View from the Southwest Corner of Property Looking Northeast Towards Site 

 
 



F L O R I N - P E R K I N S  M A T E R I A L S  R E C O V E R Y  F A C I L I T Y /  
L A R G E  V O L U M E  T R A N S F E R  S T A T I O N  

I n i t i a l  S t u d y  
 
 

 P A G E  31 
  

Standards of Significance 
 
The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts to aesthetics are based on 
Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, thresholds of 
significance adopted by the City in applicable general plans and previous environmental 
documents, and professional judgment. A significant impact related to aesthetics would occur if 
the project would: 
 

• substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings; or 

• create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area. 

 
Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR and Applicable General 
Plan Policies   
 
The Master EIR described the existing visual conditions in the general plan City of Sacramento, 
and the potential changes to those conditions that could result from development consistent with 
the 2035 General Plan. See Master EIR, Chapter 4.13, Visual Resources. 
 
The Master EIR identified potential impacts for light and glare (Impact 4.13-1) and concluded 
that impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Questions A and B 
 
The project site is the former site of the Florin Perkins Landfill and is located on flat terrain and is 
surrounded by landfill and mining pits. In general, the proposed operations would be similar to 
the current site operations and would be conducted within the existing 10-acre MRF/LVTS 
boundary, with the exception of the expansion of 1.5 acres for the materials storage area. 
Permanent sources of light or glare may result from the modular office building; however, day or 
nighttime views in the area would not be affected because the proposed project would be 
required to adhere to Policy LU 6.1.14 that requires lighting to be shielded and directed 
downward. In addition, light or glare from the proposed office building would only occur during 
the hours of operation from 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM.  
 
Furthermore, the proposed project would include a tree-lined, 10-foot-high berm along the 
southern and eastern perimeter of the 10-acre portion of the site to help screen views from 
surrounding areas. In addition, a double barrier of chain link fence runs along a portion of the 
west boundary of the existing site along Florin-Perkins Road. The exterior chain link fence along 
Florin-Perkins Road would be upgraded with wood slats. A 25-foot irrigated landscaped strip 
runs between the exterior chain link fence line and the interior fence line, which would further 
help to screen views of the site. The interior chain link fence is continuously slatted and screens 
the facility from public view from the western approach. A chain link fence also runs on the north 
boundary of the existing site, along Jackson Road. The chain link fencing along the exposed 
section of Jackson Road would be upgraded with wood slats to block public views of the site. 
Distance and terrain also helps to screen views of the facility from the north. The nearest 
existing residence is located approximately 2,000 feet from the site and is shielded by 
intervening topography.  
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Overall, the proposed project would not create a source of glare or light that would cause a 
public hazard, annoyance, or be cast onto oncoming traffic or residential uses. As such, the 
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact associated with light and glare. 
 
Question C 
 
As mentioned above, the proposed project is located on a portion of a larger site that was the 
former site of the Florin Perkins Landfill and is located near other similar industrial uses, 
including the Teichert Perkins plant and the L and D Landfill site. The proposed project site 
consists of an existing MRF/LVTS. The proposed project would continue operation of the existing 
MRF/LVTS, while adding additional materials processing, increasing the amount of materials 
allowed at the site, and including an on-site modular office building and a 1.5-acre material sales 
yard. The additional processing would occur on the currently permitted 10-acre site.  
 
Sensitive visual receptors in the area would consist of the existing and future single-family 
residences located in the area. The nearest existing residence is located at the intersection of 
Jackson Road and Florin-Perkins Road, approximately 2,000 feet to the northwest of the existing 
and proposed operations. That residential site is shielded from view of the project area by the 
existing intervening natural topography of the area. The property to the immediate east of the 
project site, which is currently associated with operations at the Teichert Aggregate’s Perkins 
Plant, is proposed for residential uses. Persons traveling along Jackson Road and Florin-Perkins 
Road could be considered visually sensitive; however, such receptors would not be subject to 
permanent views of the site. In addition, Jackson Road and Florin-Perkins Road along the project 
boundaries are not considered scenic roadways and do not provide views of scenic resources.  
 
As discussed above, the proposed project would include a tree-lined, 10-foot-high berm along the 
southern and eastern perimeter of the 10-acre portion of the site to help screen views from 
surrounding areas. Figure 9 and Figure 10 represents the anticipated views of the project site 
from the northeast corner of the property looking southwest towards the site and from the 
southwest corner of the property looking northeast towards the site, respectively, with 
implementation of the berm and landscaping. The plantings included in the figures are at a 
height of 15 feet, which would represent views approximately five to 10 years following the initial 
plantings. The concrete and asphalt stockpile of 24 feet in height is included in the figures. As 
shown, the stockpile is completely blocked from view by the berm and landscaping. The berm 
and landscaping would substantially screen views of the site from the east and south, as well as 
from the northeast and southwest. As stated above, the site is predominantly shielded from view 
from the northwest by the existing intervening natural topography of the area.  
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Figure 9 
Proposed View from the Northeast Corner of Property Looking Southwest Towards Site with Berm and Landscaping 
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Figure 10 
Proposed View from the Northeast Corner of Property Looking Southwest  

Towards Site with Berm, Landscaping, and Fencing Improvements 
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In addition, a double barrier of chain link fence runs along a portion of the west boundary of the 
existing site along Florin-Perkins Road. The exterior chain link fence along Florin-Perkins Road 
would be upgraded with wood slats. The anticipated view from the southwest corner of the 
property looking northeast towards the project site upon implementation of the proposed project, 
including the berm, landscaping, and improved fencing, is shown in Figure 10Figure 11. As 
show in the figure, the project would be designed to provide substantial screening of the site 
from views from the west. A 25-foot irrigated landscaped strip runs between the exterior chain 
link fence line and the interior fence line in accordance with the requirements of the City of 
Sacramento Zoning Ordinance. The interior chain link fence is continuously slatted and screens 
the facility from public view from the western approach. A chain link fence also runs on the north 
boundary of the existing site, along Jackson Road. The exterior chain link fencing along the 
exposed section of Jackson Road would be upgraded with wood slats to block public views of 
the site. Figure 12 presents the anticipated view of the site looking southwest from the northeast 
corner of the property upon implementation of the proposed project, including the berm, 
landscaping, and improved fencing. As shown in the figure, the project would be designed to 
provide substantial screening of the site from views from the north. Distance and terrain also 
helps to screen views of the facility from the north. In addition, a landscaped strip is provided on 
the outside of the fence along Jackson Road in accordance with the City’s Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The area to the north of the project site is zoned Residential (R-2A). An application for 
development of the area has not been submitted at this time. Without specific designs for 
development of the area, the location of future potential residences is not known. As such, an 
adequate analysis of views from the future residences to the north cannot be reliably 
accomplished, as any such analysis would be speculative at this time. However, in accordance 
with City standards, a minimum six-foot-tall barrier would be required at the southern interface 
of the residential and industrial properties at such time as development of the multi-family 
residential uses is proposed. The size of the barrier could be adjusted such that any views of 
the proposed project site from the residences would be substantially screened. Furthermore, the 
proposed project would be part of the existing environmental setting (e.g., part of the existing 
visual character of the area) at the time a future development application is proposed for the 
property to the north, which would have to be taken into consideration by the future applicant 
and the City as part of that future project’s environmental review process. Accordingly, the 
proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the property to 
the north or surrounding area at such time the property is proposed for development.  
 
The proposed berm, landscaping, and fencing improvements appear to eliminate any visual 
impacts from the proposed project operations, reduce the visual impacts from existing 
operations, and provide an overall improvement to the visual impacts associated with the site, 
including from Jackson Road. Overall, because the proposed project would be consistent with 
the existing visual character and quality of the area, would include a number of screening 
features, would not substantially degrade views from any nearby sensitive visual receptor, and 
would not block any views of scenic resources, the proposed project would not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character of the site or its surroundings, and a less-than-significant 
impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
None required. 
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Figure 10Figure 11 
Proposed View from the Southwest Corner of Property Looking Northeast Towards Site with Berm and Landscaping 
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Figure 12 
Proposed View from the Southwest Corner of Property Looking Northeast  

Towards Site with Berm, Landscaping, and Fencing Improvements 
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Findings 
 
The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to 
Aesthetics. 
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Environmental and Regulatory Setting 
 
The City of Sacramento is within Sacramento County, which is within the boundaries of the 
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) and under the jurisdiction of the Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). Federal and state air quality standards have been 
established for six common air pollutants, known as criteria pollutants, because the criteria air 
pollutants could be detrimental to human health and the environment. The criteria pollutants 
include particulate matter, ground-level ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur oxides, nitrogen oxides, 
and lead. At the federal level, Sacramento County is designated as severe nonattainment for the 
8-hour ozone standard, nonattainment for the 24-hour PM2.5 standard, and attainment or 
unclassified for all other criteria pollutants. At the state level, the area is designated as a serious 
nonattainment area for the 1-hour ozone standard, nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone standard, 
nonattainment for the PM10 and PM2.5 standards, and attainment or unclassified for all other state 
standards.  
 

Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated less 

than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

2. AIR QUALITY 
Would the proposal: 
 
A) Result in construction emissions of NOx above 

85 pounds per day? 

  X 

B) Result in operational emissions of NOx or 
ROG above 65 pounds per day?   X 

C) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation?  

  X 

D) Result in PM10 concentrations equal to or 
greater than five percent of the State ambient 
air quality standard (i.e., 50 micrograms/cubic 
meter for 24 hours) in areas where there is 
evidence of existing or projected violations of 
this standard? 

  X 

E) Result in CO concentrations that exceed the 
1-hour state ambient air quality standard (i.e., 
20.0 ppm) or the 8-hour state ambient 
standard (i.e., 9.0 ppm)? 

  X 

F) Exposure sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?   X 

G) Result in TAC exposures create a risk of 10 in 
1 million for stationary sources, or 
substantially increase the risk of exposure to 
TACs from mobile sources? 

  X 

H) Conflict with the Climate Action Plan?   X 
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Nearly all development projects in the Sacramento region have the potential to generate air 
pollutants that may increase the difficultly of attaining federal and state AAQS. Therefore, for most 
projects, evaluation of air quality impacts is required to comply with CEQA. In order to help public 
agencies evaluate air quality impacts, the SMAQMD has developed the Guide to Air Quality 
Assessment in Sacramento County. The SMAQMD’s guide includes recommended thresholds of 
significance, including mass emission thresholds for construction-related and operational ozone 
precursors, as the area is under nonattainment for the federal and state ozone AAQS. The 
SMAQMD’s guide also includes screening criteria for localized carbon monoxide (CO) emissions 
and thresholds for new stationary sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs). 
 
In addition to criteria air pollutants, TACs are also a category of environmental concern. TACs are 
present in many types of emissions with varying degrees of toxicity. Sources of TACs include 
industrial processes such as petroleum refining and chrome plating operations, commercial 
operations such as gasoline stations and dry cleaners, and motor vehicle exhaust. Cars and 
trucks release at least 40 different TACs. In terms of health risks, the most volatile contaminants 
are diesel particulate matter (DPM), benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene and acetaldehyde. 
Gasoline vapors contain several TACs, including benzene, toluene, and xylenes. Public exposure 
to TACs can result from emissions from normal operations as well as accidental releases. Health 
risks from TACs are a function of both the concentration of emissions and the duration of 
exposure, which typically are associated with long-term exposure and the associated risk of 
contracting cancer. Health effects of exposure to TACs other than cancer include birth defects, 
neurological damage, and death. 
 
Naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) was identified as a TAC in 1986 by CARB. Earth disturbance 
activity could result in the release of NOA to the air. NOA is located in many parts of California 
and is commonly associated with ultramafic rocks. According to mapping prepared by the 
California Geological Survey, the only area within Sacramento County that is likely to contain NOA 
is eastern Sacramento County. The project site is not located in an area identified as likely to 
contain NOA.  
 
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others, due to the types of 
population groups or activities involved. Heightened sensitivity may be caused by health 
problems, proximity to the emissions source, and/or duration of exposure to air pollutants. 
Children, pregnant women, the elderly, and those with existing health problems are especially 
vulnerable to the effects of air pollution. Accordingly, land uses that are typically considered to be 
sensitive receptors include residences, schools, childcare centers, playgrounds, retirement 
homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and medical clinics. Existing and future sensitive 
receptors in the vicinity of the project site include the single-family residences located to the south, 
southwest, north, and east of the site.  
 
GHG Emissions 
 
Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human 
activities associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and 
agricultural sectors. Therefore, the cumulative global emissions of GHGs contributing to global 
climate change can be attributed to every nation, region, and city, and virtually every individual on 
Earth. A project’s GHG emissions are at a micro-scale relative to global emissions, but could 
result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative macro-
scale impact. 
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In September 2006, then-Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Assembly Bill (AB) 32, which 
requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by the year 2020. AB 32 
delegated the authority for implementation to the CARB and directs the CARB to enforce the 
statewide cap. In accordance with AB 32, CARB prepared the Climate Change Scoping Plan 
(Scoping Plan) for California, which was approved in 2008. The Scoping Plan provides the outline 
for actions to reduce California’s GHG emissions. Based on the reduction goals called for in the 
2008 Scoping Plan, a 29 percent reduction in GHG levels relative to a Business As Usual (BAU) 
scenario would be required to meet 1990 levels by 2020. A BAU scenario is a baseline condition 
based on what could or would occur on a particular site in the year 2020 without implementation 
of a proposed project or any required or voluntary GHG reduction measures. A project’s BAU 
scenario is project and site specific, and varies from project to project.  
 
In 2011, the baseline or BAU level for the Scoping Plan was revised to account for the economic 
downturn and state regulation emission reductions (i.e., Pavley, Low Carbon Fuel Standard 
[LCFS], and Renewable Portfolio Standard [RPS]). Again, the BAU condition is project site 
specific and varies. The BAU scenario is based on what could or would occur on a particular site 
in the year 2020 without implementation of a proposed project or consideration of any state 
regulation emission reductions or voluntary GHG reduction measures. Accordingly, the Scoping 
Plan emission reduction target from BAU levels required to meet 1990 levels by 2020 was 
modified from 29 percent to 21.7 percent (where BAU levels is based on 2010 levels). The 
amended Scoping Plan was re-approved August 24, 2011.  
 
The City adopted the City of Sacramento Climate Action Plan (CAP) on February 14, 2012 to 
comply with AB 32. The CAP identified how the City and the broader community could reduce 
Sacramento’s GHG emissions and included reduction targets, strategies, and specific actions. In 
2015, the City of Sacramento adopted the 2035 General Plan Update. The update incorporated 
measures and actions from the CAP into Appendix B, General Plan CAP Policies and Programs, 
of the General Plan Update. Appendix B includes all City-Wide policies and programs that are 
supportive of reducing GHG emissions. The General Plan CAP Policies and Programs per the 
General Plan Update supersede the City’s CAP. Rather than compliance and consistency with the 
CAP, all proposed projects must now be compliant and consistent with the General Plan CAP 
Policies and Programs outlined in Appendix B of the General Plan Update. 
 
Standards of Significance 
 
For purposes of this IS/MND, air quality impacts may be considered significant if construction 
and/or implementation of the proposed project would result in the following impacts that remain 
significant after implementation of 2035 General Plan policies: 
 

• construction emissions of NOx above 85 pounds per day; 
• operational emissions of NOx or ROG above 65 pounds per day;  
• violation of any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected 

air quality violation;  
• PM10 concentrations equal to or greater than five percent of the state ambient air quality 

standard (i.e., 50 micrograms/cubic meter for 24 hours) in areas where there is evidence 
of existing or projected violations of this standard.  However, if project emissions of NOx 

and ROG are below the emission thresholds given above, then the project would not 
result in violations of the PM10 ambient air quality standards; 

• CO concentrations that exceed the 1-hour state ambient air quality standard (i.e., 20.0 
ppm) or the 8-hour state ambient standard (i.e., 9.0 ppm); or 



F L O R I N - P E R K I N S  M A T E R I A L S  R E C O V E R Y  F A C I L I T Y /  
L A R G E  V O L U M E  T R A N S F E R  S T A T I O N  

I n i t i a l  S t u d y  
 
 

 P A G E  42 
  

• exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  
 

Ambient air quality standards have not been established for toxic air contaminants (TAC).  TAC 
exposure is deemed to be significant if:  
 

• TAC exposures create a risk of 10 in 1 million for stationary sources, or substantially 
increase the risk of exposure to TACs from mobile sources. 

 
A project is considered to have a significant effect relating to greenhouse gas emissions if it fails 
to satisfy the requirements of the City’s Climate Action Plan. 
 
Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR and Applicable General 
Plan Policies 
 
The Master EIR addressed the potential effects of the 2035 General Plan on ambient air quality 
and the potential for exposure of people, especially sensitive receptors such as children or the 
elderly, to unhealthful pollutant concentrations. See Master EIR, Chapter 4.2.  
 
Policies in the 2035 General Plan in Environmental Resources were identified as mitigating 
potential effects of development that could occur under the 2035 General Plan. For example, 
Policy ER 6.1.1 calls for the City to work with the California Air Resources Board and the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) to meet state and federal 
air quality standards; Policy ER 6.1.12 requires the City to review proposed development 
projects to ensure that the projects incorporate feasible measures that reduce construction and 
operational emissions; Policy ER 6.1.11 calls for coordination of City efforts with SMAQMD; and 
Policy ER 6.1.15 requires the City to give preference to contractors using reduced-emission 
equipment. 
 
The Master EIR identified exposure to sources of toxic air contaminants (TAC) as a potential 
effect. Policies in the 2035 general Plan would reduce the effect to a less-than-significant level. 
The policies include ER 6.1.4, requiring coordination with SMAQMD in evaluating exposure of 
sensitive receptors to TACs, and impose appropriate conditions on projects to protect public 
health and safety;  as well as Policy LU 2.7.5 requiring extensive landscaping and trees along 
freeways fronting elevation and design elements that provide proper filtering, ventilation, and 
exhaust of vehicle air emissions from buildings. 
 
The Master EIR found that greenhouse gas emissions that would be generated by development 
consistent with the 2035 General Plan would contribute to climate change on a cumulative 
basis. Policies of the General Plan identified in the Master EIR that would reduce construction 
related GHG emissions include: ER 6.1.2, ER 6.1.11 requiring coordination with SMAQMD to 
ensure feasible mitigation measures are incorporated to reduce GHG emissions, and ER 6.1.15. 
The 2035 General Plan incorporates the GHG reduction strategy of the 2012 Climate Action 
Plan (CAP), which demonstrates compliance mechanism for achieving the City’s adopted GHG 
reduction target of 15 percent below 2005 emissions by 2020. Policy ER 6.1.8 commits the City 
to assess and monitor performance of GHG emission reduction efforts beyond 2020, and 
progress toward meeting long-term GHG emission reduction goals, ER 6.1.9 also commits the 
City to evaluate the feasibility and effectiveness of new GHG emissions reduction measures in 
view of the City’s longer-term GHG emission reductions goal. The discussion of greenhouse gas 
emissions and climate change in the 2035 General Plan Master EIR are incorporated by 
reference in this IS/MND. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15150) 



F L O R I N - P E R K I N S  M A T E R I A L S  R E C O V E R Y  F A C I L I T Y /  
L A R G E  V O L U M E  T R A N S F E R  S T A T I O N  

I n i t i a l  S t u d y  
 
 

 P A G E  43 
  

The Master EIR identified numerous policies included in the 2035 General Plan that addressed 
greenhouse gas emissions and climate change. See Draft Master EIR, Chapter 4.14, and pages 
4.14-1 et seq.  The Master EIR is available for review at the offices of Development Services 
Department, 300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd Floor, Sacramento, CA during normal business 
hours, and is also available online at:  
 
http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-
Reports  
 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Questions A through C 
 
In order to evaluate ozone and other criteria air pollutant emissions and support attainment goals 
for those pollutants that the area is designated nonattainment, the SMAQMD has established 
recommended thresholds of significance, including mass emission thresholds for construction-
related and operational ozone precursors, as the area is under nonattainment for ozone. The 
SMAQMD’s recommended thresholds of significance, which are expressed in pounds per day 
(lbs/day), are presented in Table 6.  
 

Table 6 
SMAQMD Thresholds of Significance 

Pollutant 
Construction Thresholds 

(lbs/day)  
Operational 

Thresholds (lbs/day) 

Cumulative 
Thresholds 

(tons/yr) 
NOX 85 65 - 
ROG - 65 - 
PM10 80 80 14.6 
PM2.5 82 82 15 

Source: SMAQMD, June 2015. 
 
The proposed project’s emissions have been estimated using the California Emissions Estimator 
Model (CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2 software - a statewide model designed to provide a uniform 
platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify 
air quality emissions, including GHG emissions, from land use projects. The model applies 
inherent default values for various land uses, including trip generation rates based on the ITE 
Manual, vehicle mix, trip length, average speed, etc. However, where project-specific data was 
available, such data was input into the model (i.e., construction information, anticipated increase 
in vehicle trips, and proposed processing equipment). The results of emissions estimations were 
compared to the standards of significance discussed above in order to determine the associated 
level of impact. All CalEEMod modeling results are included in Appendix A to this IS/MND. 
 
Construction Emissions 
 
During construction of the project, various types of equipment and vehicles would temporarily 
operate on the project site. Construction exhaust emissions would be generated from construction 
equipment, vegetation clearing and earth movement activities, construction workers’ commute, 
and construction material hauling for the entire construction period. The aforementioned activities 
would involve the use of diesel- and gasoline-powered equipment that would generate emissions 
of criteria pollutants.  
 

http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-Reports
http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-Reports
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Construction was assumed to occur in 2016 and would consist of berm construction and paving. 
The future realignment of the project access roadway was also taken into consideration during 
project modeling. The proposed project is required to comply with all SMAQMD rules and 
regulations for construction, including, but not limited to, Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 404 
(Particulate Matter). In addition, all projects are required to implement the SMAQMD’s Basic 
Construction Emission Control Practices. The proposed project’s maximum estimated unmitigated 
emissions according to CalEEMod are presented in Table 7. As shown in the table, the proposed 
project’s maximum unmitigated construction-related emissions would be below the SMAQMD 
thresholds of significance. Therefore, development of the proposed project would not violate any 
air quality standards or contribute to an existing air quality violation (i.e., the region’s 
nonattainment status of ozone or PM) during construction.  

 
Table 7 

Maximum Unmitigated Project Construction-Related Emissions 

Pollutant 
Project Emissions 

(lbs/day) 
SMAQMD Threshold of Significance 

(lbs/day) 
NOX 74.90 85 
PM10 9.80 80 
PM2.5 6.65 82 

Source:  CalEEMod, April 2016 (see Appendix A). 
 

Operational Emissions 
 
Operational emissions of criteria pollutants would be generated by the proposed project from 
both mobile and stationary sources. Day-to-day activities such as employee vehicle trips to and 
from the project site and trucks dropping off and picking up materials at the project site would 
make up the majority of the mobile emissions. The project would increase trucks at the site by 
25 trucks per day. Emissions would also occur from stationary sources such as the mechanical 
equipment (e.g., wood grinder, portable crushing machine, and trommel) used on-site for 
materials processing. It should be noted that the future realignment of the project access 
roadway was taken into consideration during project modeling.  
 
As stated above, the project is required to comply with all SMAQMD rules and regulations, such 
as those listed previously for construction, as well as those associated with operations, such as 
Rule 202 (New Source Review), Rule 402 (Nuisance), and Rule 404 (Particulate Matter). Thus, 
the modeling performed for the proposed project included compliance with SMAQMD rules and 
regulations to the extent practicable in CalEEMod. The project’s increase of 25 trucks at the site 
per day was applied to CalEEMod, as well as the anticipated project-specific increase in 
electricity usage. The horsepower, operational hours, and days of operation of the proposed 
mechanical equipment was included in CalEEMod, with the assumption that all equipment 
would be diesel-fueled. It should be noted that in accordance with Rule 202, the project 
applicant would be required to obtain a Permit to Operate from SMAQMD for each piece of 
stationary equipment to be operated on the project site. Compliance with the SMAQMD’s 
permitting process would ensure that emissions associated with the processing equipment 
would be minimized. The proposed project’s estimated operational emissions are presented in 
Table 8. As shown in the table, the proposed project’s operational emissions would not be 
expected to exceed the applicable SMAQMD thresholds of significance. 
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Table 8 
Maximum Unmitigated Project Operational Emissions 

Pollutant 
Project Emissions 

(lbs/day) 
SMAQMD Thresholds of Significance 

(lbs/day) 
NOX 36.60 65 
ROG 4.09 65 
PM10 1.95 80 
PM2.5 1.66 82 

Source:  CalEEMod, April 2016 (see Appendix A). 
 
A backup diesel generator would be located at the project site for emergency purposes only. 
Occasional maintenance and testing of the generator would occur to ensure reliability; however, 
such testing would be limited to a maximum of 50 hours per year pursuant to the CARB diesel 
Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM), but would likely be less (e.g., the number of hours 
necessary to comply with the testing requirements of the National Fire Protection Association).2 
When in use, the emergency generator would contribute emissions of ROG, NOX, PM10, and 
PM2.5. However, the project applicant would be required to obtain a Permit to Operate from 
SMAQMD for the use of the emergency backup generator, which would set appropriate 
emissions limits. In addition, in order to obtain the Permit to Operate, the applicant must show 
that the generator would have a minimum of a Tier 3 engine and would comply with the 
applicable CARB diesel ATCM. Due to compliance with the Permit to Operate, as well as the 
anticipated minimal operation of the generator, the emergency backup generator would not 
result in emissions that would exceed, or cause the total project emissions to exceed, the 
applicable SMAQMD thresholds of significance.  
 
Overall, the proposed project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute to an 
existing air quality violation (i.e., the region’s nonattainment status of ozone) during operations. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Because the proposed project, including the future realignment of the access roadway, would not 
result in emissions in excess of applicable thresholds of significance during construction or 
operation, the project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute to an existing air 
quality violation. Therefore, impacts would be considered less than significant. 
 
Question D 
 
Project construction, particularly ground-disturbing activities such as grading and excavation result 
in emissions of fugitive dust, which includes PM emissions. Construction was assumed to occur in 
2016 and would consist of berm construction and paving. The proposed project is required to 
comply with all SMAQMD rules and regulations for construction, including, but not limited to, Rule 
403 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 404 (Particulate Matter).  
 
SMAQMD has recently adopted mass emissions thresholds of significance for PM10 and PM2.5, 
which have been included in the proposed project’s construction-related and operational 
emissions analysis as shown above. The proposed project’s PM10 and PM2.5 emissions have also 
been estimated using CalEEMod for comparison to the cumulative thresholds of significance 
included in Table 6. According to the CalEEMod results, the proposed project would result in PM10 
                                                
2 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. Stationary Internal Combustion Engine Policy Manual. 
January 1, 2001 (last updated May 2012). 
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and PM2.5 emissions as shown in Table 9 below. As presented in the table, the proposed project’s 
estimated emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 would be well below the applicable thresholds of 
significance.  
 

Table 9 
Maximum Unmitigated Cumulative PM10 and PM2.5 Emissions 

Pollutant 
Project Emissions 

(tons/yr) 
SMAQMD Thresholds of Significance 

(tons/yr) 
PM10 0.25 14.6 
PM2.5 0.20 15 

Source:  CalEEMod, April 2016 (see Appendix A). 
 
Due to the adoption of mass emissions thresholds of significance, the SMAQMD no longer 
recommends that construction-related PM10 emissions be addressed as a localized pollutant. 
Nonetheless, according to previous SMAQMD guidance, PM10 emissions were considered to be 
significant if they exceeded the concentration-based thresholds of significance of 50 micrograms 
per cubic meter (µg/m3) (24-hour standard) at an off-site receptor location, or five percent of the 
threshold of significance in nonattainment areas. Because PM2.5 is a subset of PM10, SMAQMD 
assumes that construction projects that do not generate concentrations of PM10 that exceed the 
concentration-based threshold of significance would also be considered less-than-significant for 
PM2.5 impacts.  
 
Per SMAQMD’s previous guidance, for construction-related PM emissions, projects that meet the 
following two conditions would not have the potential to exceed or contribute to the concentration-
based threshold of significance for PM10 at an off-site location: 
 

• The project would implement all Basic Construction Emission Control Practices; and  
• The maximum daily disturbed area (i.e., grading, excavation, cut and fill) would not exceed 

15 acres. (If the maximum daily disturbed area is not known at the time of the analysis, 
SMAQMD guidance states that users shall assume that up to 25 percent of the total 
project area would be disturbed in a single day.) 

 
As stated above, all projects within the jurisdictional area of SMAQMD are required to implement 
the SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices. As the entire project site, 
including the approximately 0.34 acres for the realignment of the access roadway, would be 11.84 
acres, the total or maximum daily disturbed area would not exceed 15 acres. Accordingly, the 
proposed project would not have the potential to exceed or contribute to the concentration-based 
threshold of significance for PM10 at an off-site location. Because PM2.5 is a subset of PM10, 
SMAQMD assumes that construction projects that do not generate concentrations of PM10 that 
exceed the concentration-based threshold of significance would also be considered less-than-
significant for PM2.5 impacts. Thus, the project would not result in impacts related to construction 
PM emissions. 
 
Per SMAQMD’s previous guidance, operational vehicle travel-related emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 
could have the potential to exceed their respective standards if a project would generate a high 
volume of vehicle trips on unpaved roadways. The entire ingress/egress, maneuvering area and 
tipping area are paved. It should be noted that the proposed project would involve an additional 
four acres of the site to be surfaced with either asphalt or road base to accommodate the 
additional processing areas. All surfaces including nearby gravel roads, all stockpiles, and all 
traveled surfaces would be watered as required to minimize the creation of dust. Dust control 
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equipment in the form of water trucks, a street sweeper, spray bars on equipment, and misters on 
hoppers are currently, and would continue to be, utilized as needed to control fugitive dust. 
Wetting of wastes would also be performed if a dust or powder problem is encountered in a 
load. Sweeping of the operations area at a frequency which precludes the accumulation of dust 
that could give rise to a dust nuisance condition would continue to be performed. All paved and 
unpaved areas would be wet down with a water truck for dust control as well. The proposed 
tree-lined berm would assist with reducing wind speed and capturing of fugitive dust. In addition, 
the proposed processing activities would be performed when wind conditions are favorable. 
Therefore, the proposed project’s operational emissions of PM would not be substantial. 
 
Overall, the proposed project, including the future realignment of the project access roadway, is 
not expected to result in PM10 concentrations equal to or greater than five percent of the state 
AAQS, and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Questions E through G 
 
The proposed project would not introduce new sensitive receptors to the area. Accordingly, the 
proposed project would not be considered a sensitive receptor. The nearest existing residence is 
located at the intersection of Jackson Road and Florin-Perkins Road, approximately 2,000 feet to 
the northwest of the existing and proposed operations. That residential site is shielded from view 
of the project area by the existing intervening natural topography of the area. In addition, the 
property to the immediate east of the project site, which is currently associated with operations at 
the Teichert Aggregate’s Perkins Plant, is proposed for residential uses. The area to the north of 
the project site is designated for residential uses; however, an application for development of the 
area has not been submitted at this time. The major pollutant concentrations of concern are 
localized CO emissions and TAC emissions, which are addressed in further detail below.  
 
Localized CO Emissions 
 
Localized concentrations of CO are related to the levels of traffic and congestion along streets 
and at intersections. Implementation of the proposed project would increase traffic volumes on 
streets near the project site; therefore, the project would be expected to increase local CO 
concentrations. Concentrations of CO approaching the ambient air quality standards are only 
expected where background levels are high, and traffic volumes and congestion levels are high. 
The SMAQMD’s preliminary screening methodology for localized CO emissions provides a 
conservative indication of whether project-generated vehicle trips would result in the generation 
of CO emissions that contribute to an exceedance of the applicable threshold of significance. 
The first tier of SMAQMD’s recommended screening criteria for localized CO states that a 
project would result in a less-than-significant impact to air quality for local CO if:  

 
• Traffic generated by the project would not result in deterioration of intersection level of 

service (LOS) to LOS E or F; and 
• The project would not contribute additional traffic to an intersection that already operates 

at LOS of E or F. 
 

Even if a project would result in either of the above, under the SMAQMD’s second tier of 
localized CO screening criteria, if all of the following criteria are met, the project would still result 
in a less-than-significant impact to air quality for localized CO: 
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• The project would not result in an affected intersection experiencing more than 31,600 
vehicles per hour;  

• The project would not contribute traffic to a tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, 
urban street canyon, or below-grade roadway; or other locations where horizontal or 
vertical mixing of air would be substantially limited; and  

• The mix of vehicle types at the intersection is not anticipated to be substantially different 
from the County average (as identified by the EMFAC or CalEEMod models).  

 
The proposed project would generate an additional 25 trucks at the site per day, which would 
not deteriorate intersection LOS or substantially contribute to an intersection that already 
operates at an unacceptable LOS. Consequently, the proposed project would not be expected 
to result in the generation of localized CO emissions that would exceed the state AAQS.  
 
TAC Emissions 
 
The CARB Handbook provides recommendations for siting new sensitive land uses near 
sources typically associated with significant levels of TAC emissions, including, but not limited 
to, freeways and high traffic roads, distribution centers, and rail yards. The CARB has identified 
DPM from diesel-fueled engines as a TAC; thus, high volume freeways, stationary diesel 
engines, and facilities attracting heavy and constant diesel vehicle traffic are identified as having 
the highest associated health risks from DPM. Health risks from TACs are a function of both the 
concentration of emissions and the duration of exposure. 
 
Construction activities have the potential to generate DPM emissions related to the number and 
types of equipment typically associated with construction. Off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment 
used for site grading and paving result in the generation of DPM. However, construction 
associated with the proposed project is minimal (i.e., berm construction and paving of four 
acres) and temporary, occurring over a relatively short duration in comparison to the operational 
lifetime of the proposed project. In addition, only portions of the site would be disturbed at a 
time, with operation of construction equipment regulated by federal, state, and local regulations, 
including SMAQMD rules and regulations, and occurring intermittently throughout the course of 
a day. Furthermore, the nearest sensitive receptor is located approximately 2,000 feet from the 
site and is shielded by intervening topography. Thus, the likelihood that any one sensitive 
receptor would be exposed to high concentrations of DPM associated with construction for any 
extended period of time would be low.  
 
Operations on the project site would involve the use of heavy equipment, which could be related 
to emissions of TACs attributable to diesel engines. Although the proposed project would likely 
utilize electricity-powered mechanical equipment on-site, the applicant may choose to utilize a 
diesel powered grinder and/or portable crushing plant. A back-up diesel generator would be 
located on the site as well. Similar to the discussion above regarding construction-related DPM, 
operation of heavy equipment would be regulated by federal, state, and local regulations, 
including SMAQMD rules, regulations, and permits to operate, as necessary, and would occur 
only in certain portions of the site for intermittent intervals of time. For example, the crushing 
plant would only operate for one or two weeks at a time a few times per year. The plant would 
be operated by a contractor that would obtain all necessary air board permits for the equipment. 
In addition, as discussed above, the emergency back-up generator would likely be limited in 
operation to occasional testing and would be subject to a SMAQMD Permit to Operate. As such, 
the emissions associated with operation of the on-site generator would be relatively low. 
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CARB recommends safe distances between sensitive receptors and potential sources of TACs, 
such as more than 500 feet from a freeway or high-traffic road, 1,000 feet from distribution 
centers, rail yards, and chrome platers, and 300 feet from dry cleaners and gasoline dispensing 
facilities. Such uses have much higher associated emissions than what would be expected to 
occur from the proposed operations at the project site. Furthermore, according to CARB, 
concentrations of DPM are typically reduced by 70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 
feet. The nearest sensitive receptor is located approximately 2,000 feet from the site and is 
shielded by intervening topography. Therefore, due to the distance between the project site and 
the nearest sensitive receptor, as well as the primarily intermittent operation of diesel equipment 
at the site, operations are not expected to result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations.  
 
The CARB’s Handbook includes facilities (distribution centers) with associated diesel truck trips 
of more than 100 trucks per day as a source of substantial TAC emissions and recommends a 
setback of 1,000 feet from such facilities. The proposed project would only add an additional 25 
trucks at the site per day. In addition, the nearest sensitive receptor is located approximately 
2,000 feet from the site and is shielded by intervening topography. It should be noted that state 
law restricts truck idling in excess of five minutes. Thus, the likelihood that any one sensitive 
receptor would be exposed to high concentrations of DPM associated with on-site operations 
would be low.  
 
As discussed above, the project site is not located in an area identified as likely to contain NOA. 
Thus, sensitive receptors would not be exposed to NOA as a result of the proposed project. 
 
Overall, the proposed project would not result in TAC exposures that would create a risk of 10 in 
1 million for stationary sources, or substantially increase the risk of exposure to TACs from 
mobile sources.  
 
Conclusion 
 
As discussed above, the proposed project, including the future realignment of the project access 
roadway, would not cause or be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations, including 
localized CO or TAC emissions, including DPM and NOA. Therefore, exposure of sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations would not occur and a less than significant 
impact would occur.  
 
Question H 
 
The proposed project is required to comply with the General Plan CAP Policies and Programs set 
forth in Appendix B of the General Plan Update. The majority of the policies and programs set 
forth in Appendix B are city-wide efforts in support of reducing overall city-wide emissions of GHG. 
However, Policy ER 6.1.5 could be applied at a project-level. Policy ER 6.1.5, Community GHG 
Reductions, states that, “The City shall reduce community GHG emissions by 15 percent below 
2005 baseline levels by 2020, and strive to reduce community emissions by 49 and 83 percent by 
2035 and 2050, respectively.” Therefore, in order to show compliance with the General Plan 
Update, the proposed project must be capable of reducing project-specific operational emissions 
of GHG from a 2005 baseline level by 15 percent by 2020, consistent with Policy ER 6.1.5. 
 
The proposed project’s operational GHG emissions were estimated using CalEEMod. The 2005 
baseline level modeling assumes buildout of the proposed project in the year 2005 (i.e., 2005 
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equipment load factors and RPS percentage). The 2020 modeling assumes buildout of the 
proposed project in the year 2020, including compliance with the 2013 California Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards Code and anticipated SMUD RPS reduction by 2020. The future realignment 
of the project access roadway has been taken into account during project modeling. All 
CalEEMod modeling results are included as Appendix A to this document. 
 
Based on the CalEEMod results, as shown in Table 10, the proposed project would result in 
approximately a 34.53 percent reduction in annual operational GHG emissions from 2005 
baseline levels by 2020 ([694.25 MTCO2e – 454.55 MTCO2e] / 694.25 MTCO2e x 100% = 
34.53%). The reduction in GHG emissions would primarily be attributable to the advancement of 
vehicle and equipment efficiency as a result of federal and state regulations, as well as more 
stringent building energy efficiency and green building standards, RPS reductions, and other 
regulations related to climate change as time progresses. Although a reduction related to such 
attributes would occur for every development project, CalEEMod takes into consideration how 
much of each attribute is applied for each specific project based on the size of the project and 
associated land uses.  
 

Table 10 
Proposed Project Percent GHG Reduction From 2005 Baseline Levels by 2020 

 Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/yr) 
2005 Baseline Levels 694.25 

Proposed Project Year 2020 454.55 
Total Reduction from 2005 Baseline Levels by 2020 239.70 

PERCENT REDUCTION1 34.53% 
Minimum Percent Reduction Required Per 

Policy ER 6.1.5 15% 
1 See calculation in text above. 
 
Source:  CalEEMod, April 2016 (see Appendix A). 

 
As shown in Table 10, the project would result in a 34.53 percent reduction in GHG emissions 
from 2005 baseline levels by 2020, which would meet the minimum reduction requirement of 15 
percent set forth in General Plan Policy ER 6.1.5. Accordingly, the proposed project, including 
the future realignment of the project access roadway, would be considered consistent with the 
General Plan Update and would not be expected to hinder the City’s ability to achieve the 
General Plan CAP Policies and Programs. Therefore, impacts related to a conflict with the 
Climate Action Plan would be considered less than significant.  
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
None required. 
 
Findings 
 
The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to Air 
Quality.  
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Issues: 

Effect will be studied in the EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated less 

than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environment
al effect 

3. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Would the proposal result in impacts to: 
 
A) Create a potential health hazard, or use, 

production, or disposal of materials that 
would pose a hazard to plant or animal 
populations in the area affected? 

  X 

B) Result in substantial degradation of the 
quality of the environment, reduction of the 
habitat, reduction of population below self-
sustaining levels of threatened or 
endangered species of plant or animal 
species? 

 X  

C) Affect other species of special concern to 
agencies or natural resource organizations 
(such as regulatory waters and wetlands)? 

  X 

 
Environmental Setting 
 
Prior to human development, the natural habitats within the region included perennial 
grasslands, riparian woodlands, oak woodlands, and a variety of wetlands including vernal 
pools, seasonal wetlands, freshwater marshes, ponds, streams, and rivers. Over the last 150 
years, agriculture, irrigation, flood control, and urbanization have resulted in the loss or 
alteration of much of the natural habitat within the City limits. Non-native annual grasses have 
replaced the native perennial grasslands, many of the natural streams have been channelized, 
much of the riparian and oak woodlands have been cleared, and most of the marshes have 
been drained and converted to agricultural or urban uses. 
 
Though the majority of the City is developed with residential, commercial, and other urban 
development, valuable plant and wildlife habitat still exists. These natural habitats are located 
primarily outside the city boundaries in the northern, southern and eastern portions of the City, 
but also occur along river and stream corridors and on a number of undeveloped parcels. 
Habitats that are present in the City include annual grasslands, riparian woodlands, oak 
woodlands, riverine, ponds, freshwater marshes, seasonal wetlands, and vernal pools. These 
habitats and their general locations are discussed briefly below. 
 
Regional 
 
The project site is located within the City of Sacramento. The regional setting is mainly urban 
with the Sacramento river corridor supporting riparian woodlands composed of cottonwood 
(Populus Freemontii), willow (Salix sp.), sycamore (Platanus occidentalis) and valley oak 
(Quercus lobata). Agricultural and grassland areas dominate the unincorporated areas of 
Sacramento County. Native habitats are located primarily outside the City boundaries but also 
occur along river and stream corridors and on a number of undeveloped parcels. Native habitats 
in the region include are composed of oak woodlands, riparian woodlands, wetlands, and 
annual grasslands. The native areas provide homes for a rich variety of wildlife including 
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migratory birds such as ducks and raptors as well as larger native fauna such as deer 
(Odocoileus hemionus) and coyote (Canis latrans). 
 
Local 
 
The project site is the former site of the Florin Perkins Landfill, and currently consists of an 
existing materials recovery and recycling center. The immediate urban setting is mainly 
composed of ornamental and landscaped habitat that attracts non-native and very common 
wildlife species. Most natural habitats have been removed through industrial, commercial, and 
residential development. The site is less than two miles from the American River. The American 
River contains stretches of habitat and woodlands that serve as important wildlife habitat and 
migratory corridors for a variety of species. Some species, like raptors, could utilize urban 
habitat for nesting and forage along the river corridor. Therefore, while the site is urban in 
nature, its close proximity to the American River allows for the potential for use by native and 
sensitive species.  
 
Habitat on and immediately adjacent to the project site mainly consists of ruderal, weedy habitat 
with trees of various types and sizes. Wetlands, riparian, or other special status habitats are not 
located on or immediately adjacent to the project site. Due to the project site’s previous use as a 
landfill, the site has historically undergone substantial surface disturbance. In addition, existing 
development surrounds the project site, including industrial and commercial uses. 
Consequently, established wildlife communities, suitable habitat, and/or wildlife corridors do not 
exist on the project site.  
 
The City of Sacramento adopted a Tree Preservation Ordinance to protect trees as an important 
resource for the community. Due to the lack of potential heritage trees on the project site, a 
specific tree survey has not been performed for the project site. Heritage trees are likely to 
provide high quality nesting and roosting sites for wildlife. When circumstances do not allow for 
retention of trees, permits are required to remove heritage trees that are within the City’s 
jurisdiction. The Ordinance (per Chapter 12.64 of the Sacramento City Code) states that 
heritage trees are protected in order to “promote scenic beauty, enhance property values, 
reduce soil erosion, improve air quality, abate noise and provide shade to reduce energy 
consumption.” In addition, the Street Tree Ordinance (12.56.060) states that “No person shall 
remove, trim, prune, cut or otherwise perform any maintenance on any city street tree without 
first obtaining a permit from the director pursuant to Section 12.56.070.” Any non-heritage street 
trees planned for removal will require a permit from the City. 
 
Sensitive Biological Resources 
 
Information in the following section is based on a review of relevant documentation for the 
project area and surrounding area, including: 
 

• California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) record search within a five mile radius of 
the project site (CNDDB 2014) 

• Species lists for the “Sacramento East, California” “ and “Sacramento West, California” 
7.5-minute quadrangle created by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (USFWS 
2014) 

• Sacramento General Plan 2035 (2015) 
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Sensitive biological resources evaluated as part of this analysis include special-status species 
and sensitive natural communities. The CNDDB was used as the primary source to identify 
previously reported occurrences of special-status species and sensitive natural communities in 
the project vicinity. The CNDDB is a statewide database, managed by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) that is continually updated with the location and condition of the 
state’s rare and declining species and habitats. Although the CNDDB is the most current and 
reliable tool available for tracking occurrences of special-status species, the database contains 
only those records that have been reported to CDFW. 
 
Special-Status Species 
 
Special-status species are plants and animals in the following categories: 
 

• Listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under federal Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) or candidates for possible future listing (FWS 2013); 

• Listed or candidates for listing by the state of California as threatened or endangered 
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA); 

• Listed as Fully Protected under the California Fish and Game Code; 
• Animals identified by CDFW as species of special concern; 
• Taxa considered by CDFW to be “rare, threatened, or endangered in California” and 

assigned a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR). The CDFW system includes five rarity 
and endangerment ranks for categorizing plant species of concern, which are 
summarized as follows: 

o CRPR 1A Plants presumed to be extinct in California; 
o CRPR 1B Plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and 

elsewhere; 
o CRPR 2 Plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more 

common elsewhere; 
o CRPR 3 Plants about which more information is needed (a review list); and 
o CRPR 4 Plants of limited distribution (a watch list). 

 
Considered a locally significant species, that is, a species that is not rare from a statewide 
perspective but is rare or uncommon in a local context such as within a county or region (CEQA 
§15125[c]) or is so designated in local or regional plans, policies, or ordinances (CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G); or otherwise meets the definition of rare or endangered under CEQA 
§15380(b) and (d). 
 
Special-Status Plants 
 
Due to the disturbed nature of the site, protocol-level botanical surveys for any special-status 
species were not conducted on the project site. However, four special-status plant species have 
been documented in the CNDDB within a five-mile radius of the project site, including: 
Sandford’s arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordii), Ferris milk-vetch (Astragalus tener var. ferrisiae), 
woolly rose-mallow (Hibiscus lasiocarpos var. occidentalis), and Suisun Marsh aster 
(Symphyotrichum lentum). Sandford’s arrowhead, woolly rose-mallow, and Suisun Marsh aster 
were immediately eliminated from further evaluation in this document because wetland, marsh, 
or swamp habitat does not occur on the site and would not be impacted by activities on the 
project site. Ferris milk-vetch is found on subalkaline flats on overflow land in the Central Valley, 
usually on dry, adobe soil. Ferris milk-vetch is usually associated with vernal pool complexes. 
The one record in the database is from 1954 and is located along the causeway of Interstate 80; 
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at the edge of the five-mile radius. Because of the old record and location, and the highly 
disturbed and urban nature of the site, Ferris milk-vetch is eliminated from further evaluation in 
this document.  
 
Special-Status Wildlife 
 
During a site visit conducted on September 10, 2014 by Raney Planning and Management’s in-
house biologist, Nick Pappani, the following species were observed on site: 
 

• White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus); 
• Mourning dove (Zenaida macroura); 
• Western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta); 
• Killdeer (Charadrius vociferus); and 
• Brush rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani). 

 
Brush rabbit is not a special-status species. In addition, any brush rabbit on-site would move out 
of harm’s way as construction activities commence. As such, brush rabbit were eliminated from 
further evaluation in this document. Furthermore, mourning dove, western meadowlark, and 
killdeer are not special-status species; therefore, they were eliminated from further evaluation in 
this document. Potential effects on white-tailed kite, observed on-site in September 2014 and 
documented in the CNDDB, are discussed in further detail below.  
 
Nineteen special-status wildlife species have been documented in the CNDDB five-mile search 
area. All aquatic or wetland species were eliminated from further evaluation in this document, as 
such habitat does not exist on the project site. Similarly, the following 11 species were 
eliminated from further evaluation in this document due to the lack of essential habitat for the 
species on the project site (e.g., vernal pools, streams, ponds, riparian woodland, forests): 
 

• Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi); 
• Vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi); 
• Sacramento perch (Archoplites interruptus); 
• Longfin smelt (Spirinchus thaleichthys); 
• Chinook salmon – Central Valley spring-run ESU (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha); 
• Chinook salmon – Sacramento River winter-run ESU (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha); 
• Steelhead – Central Valley DPS (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus); 
• Sacramento splittail (Pogonichthys macrolepidotus); 
• Bank swallow (Riparia riparia); 
• Giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas); and 
• Least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus). 

 
Consequently, the above listed special-status wildlife species would not be affected by the 
proposed project. Additional consideration was given to the following species; however, the 
determination was made that the species are unlikely to occur on the project site given the 
variety of factors discussed below for each species: 
 

• Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus); 
• American badger (Taxidea taxus); 
• Purple martin (Progne subis); 
• Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia); 
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• Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni); 
• Song sparrow – “Modesto” population (Melospiza melodia); and 
• Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor). 

 
The valley elderberry longhorn beetle has had six occurrences within the Sacramento East 
topographic quadrangle. However, the beetle is associated with elderberry trees, which are not 
present on the proposed project site. In addition, the project site is disturbed, surrounded by 
existing development, and predominantly consists of ruderal vegetation. As such, valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle are not expected to occur on the project site.  
 
The American badger is most abundant in drier open spaces of most shrub, forest, and 
herbaceous habitats with friable soils. Sufficient food, friable soils, and an open, uncultivated 
ground are needed for the American badger. Evidence does not exist on-site that the American 
badger is present. Due to the regularly disturbed nature of the site associated with the existing 
uses, the site predominantly consists of ruderal vegetation. In addition, the project is surrounded 
by existing development. Only three occurrences of the American badger were noted during the 
CNDDB search, the closest of which was at 21st Avenue and Power Inn Road in Sacramento, 
one mile from the project site. Consequently, the American badger is not expected to occur at 
the proposed project site.  
 
The purple martin is a migratory bird that is known to nest in tall, isolated trees or snags in low 
elevation woodlands and riparian areas. In the Sacramento area, the purple martin primarily 
nests in bridges and overpasses. As such, the proposed project would not represent suitable 
nesting habitat for the purple martin. The project site is too far from known breeding sites to be 
considered attractive to the species for foraging. Due to the disturbed nature of the project site, 
the size of the site compared to other open space areas in the region, and because the site is 
surrounded by existing development, the project would not be expected to be suitable habitat for 
foraging. Therefore, the purple martin is not expected to occur at the project site.  
 
The burrowing owl is a migratory bird that prefers open, dry grasslands and scrublands 
characterized by low-growing vegetation and is dependent upon burrowing mammals such as 
squirrels. Several occurrences of the burrowing owl have been noted in the project’s 
topographic quadrangle. Burrowing owls use rodent or other types of burrows for roosting and 
nesting cover, and often nest in human-made earthen mounds created during agricultural or 
construction activities. The on-site rocks, concrete pieces, and limited soil are not conducive to 
ground squirrel burrowing which owls could occupy. In addition, the tall height of the ruderal 
grasses on-site is not conducive for burrowing owl foraging. As such, the proposed project site 
is not suitable foraging or nesting habitat for burrowing owls. Therefore, the burrowing owl is not 
expected to occur at the project site. 
 
The CNDDB contains a record of Swainson’s hawks nesting on a tree on a mid-channel island 
in the American River just upstream of the Howe Avenue bridge, 1.5 miles north of the site. A 
2006 survey located several nesting pairs within five miles of the project area, including one 
along Morrison Creek where the creek crosses Jackson Road, three miles east of the site. This 
nesting territory was determined to be active through surveys conducted in 2009. Another 2006 
nest site was near Jackson Road and Excelsior Road, approximately 4.7 miles from the project 
site. Swainson’s hawk prefers foraging in areas such as fields and grasslands that support 
rodent populations. As such, Swainson’s hawk have been known to forage on the nearby open 
areas of the former landfill to the north, east, and south of the site. However, the project site is 
currently in operation as an industrial use, would not contain any open fields or grasslands, and 
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provides low visibility for tracking prey. In addition, given the lack of ideal foraging habitat on the 
project site, lack of water on-site, and lack of trees on the proposed project site, Swainson’s 
hawks would not likely nest on-site. Therefore, the Swainson’s hawk is not expected to occur at 
the project site. 
 
Moderately dense vegetation for nest sites, a source of standing or running water, semi-open 
canopies to allow for light, and exposed ground or leaf litter for foraging are ideal conditions for 
song sparrow. As the area has historically been used as a landfill, which will be undergoing 
closure over the next 10 years, the site has undergone substantial surface disturbance over the 
years. Due to the regularly disturbed nature of the site associated with the existing uses, the site 
predominantly consists of ruderal vegetation, and water features are not located on or 
immediately adjacent to the site. In addition, the project is surrounded by existing development. 
Consequently, the song sparrow (“Modesto” population) is not expected to occur at the 
proposed project site.  
 
The tricolored blackbird is not known to occur within the Sacramento East topographic 
quadrangle. The tricolored blackbird nests in large colonies established in large, dense thickets 
of blackberry, bulrush, cattails, willows, and wild roses, usually near wetlands or irrigated 
pasture. Tricolored blackbird nests were not observed on the project site and conditions appear 
marginal to support nesting, presumably as a result of routine maintenance that limits 
development of larger dense patches of Himalayan berry. Thus, nesting sites are not expected 
on the site. However, the birds forage in large groups on surrounding agricultural fields and 
grasslands to harvest seeds and insects. The CNDDB contains six recent records of colonies 
within five miles north of the project site. These nesting colonies occur in blackberry thickets and 
cattail marshes along natural and artificial drainages surrounded by grassland areas for 
foraging. Tricolored blackbirds have not been documented using the project site. In August 
2009, tricolored blackbirds were observed foraging within the American River Parkway in 
reclaimed agricultural lands. The birds were commuting from a potential nesting colony within 
cattails in a pond located across Jackson Road, north of the project site. However, the area 
where tricolored blackbirds were observed is approximately 2,000 feet north of the area 
proposed for development as part of the project. Therefore, the tricolored blackbird is not 
expected to occur at the project site. 
 
Sensitive Habitats and Special-Status Plant Communities 
 
Sensitive habitats include those that are of special concern to resource agencies or are afforded 
specific consideration through CEQA, Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, 
Section 404 of the CWA, and the state’s Porter-Cologne Act. Sensitive natural habitat may be of 
special concern to these agencies and conservation organizations for a variety of reasons, 
including their locally or regionally declining status, or because they provide important habitat to 
common and special-status species. 
 
CDFW maintains a list of plant communities that are native to California. Within that list, CDFW 
identifies special-status plant communities (a.k.a. sensitive natural communities), which are 
defined as communities that are of limited distribution statewide or within a county or region and 
often vulnerable to environmental effects of projects (CDFW 2013: ix). The communities may or 
may not contain special-status species or associated habitat. Special-status plant communities 
are tracked in the CNDDB. 
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Native plant communities on CDFW’s list of special-status plant communities are not present on 
the project site. Elderberry savanna and Great Valley cottonwood riparian forest is located 
within the five-mile radius along the American River, but is not located within or adjacent to the 
project site. Wetlands or waters of the U.S. are not located on site. 
 
Standards of Significance 
 
For purposes of this environmental document, an impact would be significant if any of the 
following conditions or potential thereof, would result with implementation of the proposed project: 
 

• Creation of a potential health hazard, or use, production or disposal of materials that would 
pose a hazard to plant or animal populations in the area affected; 

• Substantial degradation of the quality of the environment, reduction of the habitat, 
reduction of population below self-sustaining levels of threatened or endangered species 
of plant or animal; or 

• Affect other species of special concern to agencies or natural resource organizations 
(such as regulatory waters and wetlands). 

 
For the purposes of this document, “special-status” has been defined to include those species, 
which are: 
 

• Listed as endangered or threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act (or 
formally proposed for, or candidates for, listing); 

• Listed as endangered or threatened under the California Endangered Species Act (or 
proposed for listing); 

• Designated as endangered or rare, pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (Section 
1901); 

• Designated as fully protected, pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (Section 3511, 
4700, or 5050); 

• Designated as species of concern by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), or as 
species of special concern to California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); 

• Plants or animals that meet the definition of rare or endangered under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 
Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR and Applicable General 
Plan Policies 
 
Chapter 4.3 of the Master EIR evaluated the effects of the 2035 General Plan on biological 
resources within the City. The Master EIR identified potential impacts in terms of degradation of 
the quality of the environment or reduction of habitat or population below self-sustaining levels 
of special-status birds, through the loss of both nesting and foraging habitat. 
 
Policies in the 2035 General Plan were identified as mitigating the effects of development that 
could occur under the provisions of the 2035 General Plan. Policy ER 2.1.5 calls for the City to 
preserve the ecological integrity of creek corridors and other riparian resources; Policy ER 
2.1.10 requires the City to consider the potential impact on sensitive plants for each project and 
to require pre-construction surveys when appropriate; and Policy ER 2.1.11 requires the City to 
coordinate its actions with those of the California Department Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and other agencies in the protection of resources. 
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The Master EIR discussed biological resources in Chapter 4.3. The Master EIR concluded that 
policies in the general plan, combined with compliance with the California Endangered Species 
Act, Natomas Basin HCP (when applicable) and CEQA would minimize the impacts on special-
status species to a less-than-significant level (see Impact 4.3-1), and that the general plan 
policies, along with similar compliance with local, state and federal regulation would reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level for habitat for special-status invertebrates, birds, 
amphibians and reptiles, mammals and fish (Impacts 4.3-3-6).   
 
Given the prevalence of rivers and streams in the incorporated area, impacts to riparian habitat 
is a common concern. Riparian habitats are known to exist throughout the City, especially along 
the Sacramento and American rivers and their tributaries. The Master EIR discussed impacts of 
development adjacent to riparian habitat that could disturb wildlife species that rely on these 
areas for shelter and food, and could also result in the degradation of these areas through the 
introduction of feral animals and contaminants that are typical of urban uses. The California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regulates potential impacts on lakes, streams, and 
associated riparian (streamside or lakeside) vegetation through the issuance of Lake or 
Streambed Alteration Agreements (SAA) (per Fish and Game Code Section 1602), and 
provides guidance to the City as a resource agency. While there are no federal regulations that 
specifically mandate the protection of riparian vegetation, federal regulations set forth in Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act address areas that potentially contain riparian-type vegetation, such 
as wetlands.  
 
The general plan calls for the City to preserve the ecological integrity of creek corridors, canals 
and drainage ditches that support riparian resources (Policy ER 2.1.5) and wetlands (Policy ER 
2.1.6) and requires habitat assessments and impact compensation for projects (Policy ER 
2.1.10). has adopted a standard that requires coordination with state and federal agencies if a 
project has the potential to affect other species of special concern or habitats (including 
regulatory waters and wetlands) protected by agencies or natural resource organizations (Policy 
2.1.11).  
 
Implementation of 2035 General Plan Policy ER 2.1.5 would reduce the magnitude of potential 
impacts by requiring a 1:1 replacement of riparian habitat lost to development. While this would 
help mitigate impacts on riparian habitat, large open areas of riparian habitat used by wildlife 
could be lost and/or degraded directly and indirectly through development under the 2035 
General Plan. Given the extent of urban development designated in the general plan, the 
preservation and/or restoration of riparian habitat would likely occur outside of the City limits. 
The Master EIR concluded that the permanent loss of riparian habitat would be a less-than-
significant impact. (Impact 4.3-7) 
 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Question A 
 
In accordance with California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 17408.4, drugs, cosmetics, 
foods, beverages, hazardous wastes, poisons, medical wastes, syringes, needles, pesticides and 
other materials capable of causing public health or safety problems shall not be salvaged at the 
proposed project site. Accordingly, hazardous materials are not and would not be permitted at the 
site. Signage indicating that hazardous wastes are not accepted at the site are clearly posted at 
the facility entry way. Although hazardous wastes or materials are not accepted at the site, 
incidental hazardous materials are reasonably foreseeable in loads to be processed at the site. 
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Thus, a load checking program is currently in place and would continue to be conducted at the 
site to ensure that any such waste or materials are screened and excluded. At the time of check-in 
and weighing of all loads entering the facility, a preliminary screening for hazardous materials is 
conducted concurrent with load destination assessment by the weighmaster, who is trained in 
hazardous waste recognition. If hazardous materials are identified, workers trained in proper 
hazardous materials handling would follow procedures for appropriate removal, storage, and 
disposal of the wastes in accordance with regulations. The existing load checking program would 
continue to ensure that any hazardous materials would not create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment.  
 
The proposed project would modify the existing operations to conduct concrete and asphalt 
crushing, shingle grinding, and wood grinding activities on-site. It should be noted that asphalt 
shingles contain fiberglass and may contain asbestos, which could become airborne in the vicinity 
of the shingle grinding process. However, according to the Transfer/Processing Report, dust 
control measures (e.g., landscaped berm, wetting of roadways and materials, spray bars on 
equipment, misters on hoppers, etc.) would be taken and employee personal protective 
equipment policies would be implemented to ensure that such materials do not become airborne 
and would not affect workers or the environment. In addition, a spill containment plan is already in 
place at the site for the existing operations and would continue to be applicable for the proposed 
project. The spill containment plan would ensure that impacts would not occur in the event of an 
accidental spill or release hazardous materials associated with hazardous materials identified in 
loads stored temporarily on-site, which would likely be small in quantity, if any. Furthermore, all 
materials would be stored according to state laws and regulations for storage of hazardous 
materials.  
 
The use, handling, and storage of hazardous materials is regulated by both the Federal 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Fed/OSHA) and the California Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA). Cal/OSHA is responsible for developing and 
enforcing workplace safety regulations. Because routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous 
materials are regulated by existing federal, state, and local regulations, and operation of the 
proposed project would handle limited hazardous materials that would be addressed and 
disposed of properly, the proposed project would be considered to result in a less-than-
significant impact related to creating a potential health significant hazard to plant or animal 
populations in the area.  
 
Question B 
 
Out of the 19 potential special-status species that have been documented in the CNDDB five-
mile search area, only the white-tailed kite, which was observed on the project site, was 
determined to required further evaluation due to potential to occur on the project site. The white-
tailed kite is most abundant in rolling foothills and valley margins with scattered oaks and river 
bottomlands or marshes next to deciduous woodland. Open grasslands, meadows, or marshes 
for foraging close to isolated, dense-topped trees for nesting and perching are needed for the 
white-tailed kite. As the site has historically been used as a landfill, the site has undergone 
substantial surface disturbance over the years. Due to the regularly disturbed nature of the site 
associated with the existing uses, the site predominantly consists of ruderal vegetation, and water 
features are not located on or immediately adjacent to the site.  
 
Because the project site is surrounded by industrial development, a lack of habitat connectivity 
exists, which decreases the feasibility of the project site as habitat for special-status species. 
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However, because white-tailed kite could be present at the site prior to the initiation of 
construction of the proposed project, the possibility exists for other migratory birds, such as 
Swainson’s hawk, or ground nesting birds, such as burrowing owl, to be on the project site as 
well. Therefore, a potentially significant impact could result. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3-1 and 3-2 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Question C 
 
Existing water bodies or features, including rivers, creeks, or natural or manmade ditches, do 
not exist on the project site or in the immediate vicinity. The closest water body, the American 
River, is located over 1.5 miles north of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would 
have a less-than-significant impact on other species of special concern to agencies or natural 
resource organizations, such as regulatory waters and wetlands.  
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce impacts related to special-
status species to a less-than-significant level.  
 
3-1  For any construction activities outside of the permitted 10-acre boundary, if 

construction is scheduled to begin between February 1st and August 31st, white-
tailed kite and other migratory bird surveys shall be conducted by a qualified 
ornithologist a maximum of 14 days prior to the commencement of construction. 
The white-tailed kite and other migratory bird surveys shall include examination 
of all trees and shrubs within 750 feet of the entire project site. The survey shall 
be conducted at the expense of the project applicant. If nesting white-tailed kite 
or other migratory birds are identified during the survey, within 750 feet of the 
project site (or 75-feet in the case of passerines), a 750-foot buffer (or 75-feet in 
the case of passerines) around the nest tree shall be fenced with orange 
construction fencing. The size of the buffer may be altered if a qualified 
ornithologist conducts behavioral observations and determines white-tailed kite 
and other migratory bird are well acclimated to disturbance. If this occurs, the 
ornithologist shall prescribe a modified buffer that allows sufficient room to 
prevent undue disturbance/harassment to the nesting white-tailed kites/migratory 
birds. Construction or earth-moving activity shall not occur within the established 
buffer until the determination is made by a qualified ornithologist that the young 
have fledged (that is, left the nest) and have attained sufficient flight skills to 
avoid project construction zones, which typically occurs by July 15th. The date 
may be earlier or later, and would have to be determined by a qualified 
ornithologist. If a qualified ornithologist is not hired to watch the nesting birds, 
then the buffers shall be maintained in place through the month of August and 
work within the buffer can commence September 1st.  

 
If the nesting survey identifies a large stick nest or other type of nest that is 
inactive at the time of the survey, but that was evidently used in the previous year 
(as evidenced by condition of the nest and possibly presence of whitewash 
and/or feathers/down on the nest), a protection buffer (as described above) shall 
be established around the potential nesting tree if the tree is within 750 feet of 
the project site. The buffer shall remain until a second follow-up nesting survey 
can be conducted to determine the status of the nest and eliminate the possibility 
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that the nest is utilized by a late-spring nesting bird. The second survey shall 
commence even if construction has commenced. If during the follow-up late 
season nesting survey a migratory bird is identified utilizing the nest, the 
protection buffer shall remain until the determination is made by a qualified 
ornithologist that the young have fledged and have attained sufficient flight skills 
to avoid project construction zones. If the nest remains inactive, the protection 
buffer can be removed and construction and earth moving activities can proceed 
unrestrained. 

 
3-2  For any construction activities outside of the permitted 10-acre boundary, if 

construction is scheduled to begin between February 1st and August 31st, in 
order to avoid impacts to ground-nesting migratory birds, a qualified ornithologist 
shall conduct walking transects through the project site’s grassland habitat to 
search for nests a maximum of 14 days prior to the commencement of 
construction. If ground-nesting migratory birds are identified during the surveys 
within 75 feet of the project site, a 75-foot buffer around the nest site shall be 
fenced with orange construction fencing. The size of the buffer may be altered if 
a qualified ornithologist conducts behavioral observations and determines the 
nesting raptors or passerines are well acclimated to disturbance. If this occurs, 
the ornithologist shall prescribe a modified buffer that allows sufficient room to 
prevent undue disturbance/harassment to the nesting migratory birds. 
Construction or earth-moving activity shall not occur within the established buffer 
until the determination is made by a qualified ornithologist that the young have 
fledged (that is, left the nest) and have attained sufficient flight skills to avoid 
project construction zones, which typically occurs by July 15th. The date may be 
earlier or later, and would have to be determined by a qualified ornithologist. If a 
qualified ornithologist is not hired to watch the nesting raptors/passerines, then 
the buffers shall be maintained in place through the month of August and work 
within the buffer can commence September 1st. 

 
Findings 
 
All additional significant environmental effects of the project relating to Biological Resources can 
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 
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Issues: 
Effect will 
be studied 
in the EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated less 
than significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

4. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the proposal: 
 
A) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical or archaeological 
resource as defined in § 15064.5? 

 X  

B) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource? 

 X  
C) Adversely affect tribal cultural resources?  X  

 
Environmental Setting 
 
The City of Sacramento and the surrounding area are known to have been occupied by Native 
American groups for thousands of years prior to settlement by non-Native peoples. 
Archaeological materials, including human burials, have been found throughout the city. Human 
burials outside of formal cemeteries often occur in prehistoric contexts. Areas of high sensitivity 
for archaeological resources, as identified in the 2035 General Plan Background Report, are 
located within close proximity to the Sacramento and American rivers and other watercourses.  
 
The 2035 General Plan land use diagram designates a wide swath of land along the American 
River as Parks, which limits development and impacts on sensitive prehistoric resources. High 
sensitivity areas may be found in other areas related to the ancient flows of the rivers, with 
differing meanders than found today. Recent discoveries during infill construction in downtown 
Sacramento have shown that the downtown area is highly sensitive for both historic- and 
prehistoric-period archaeological resources. Native American burials and artifacts were found in 
2005 during construction of the New City Hall and historic period archaeological resources are 
abundant downtown due to the evolving development of the area and, in part, to the raising of 
the surface street level in the 1860s and 1870s, which created basements out of the first floors 
of many buildings. 
 
The project site is the former site of the Florin Perkins Landfill and currently consists of an existing 
materials recovery and recycling center operating under a CUP. Over the years, the project site 
has been entitled for a variety of uses, primarily dealing with acceptance/processing of waste and 
recyclable materials. Due to the regularly disturbed nature of the site associated with the existing 
uses, the site predominantly consists of ruderal vegetation, and water features are not located on 
or immediately adjacent to the site. In addition, existing development surrounds the project site, 
including industrial, commercial, and mining uses. As such, the project site and vicinity are 
highly disturbed. Known historical resources do not exist on the project site or in the immediate 
vicinity. 
 
Standards of Significance 
 
For purposes of this IS/MND, cultural resource impacts may be considered significant if the 
proposed project would result in one or more of the following: 
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• Cause a substantial change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource 
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5;  

• Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature; or 

• A substantial adverse change in the significance of such resources. 
 

Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR and Applicable General 
Plan Policies 
 
The Master EIR evaluated the potential effects of development under the 2035 General Plan on 
prehistoric and historic resources. See Chapter 4.4.  
 
General plan policies identified as reducing such effects call for identification of resources on 
project sites (Policy HCR 2.1.1), implementation of applicable laws and regulations (Policy HCR 
2.1.2), early consultation with owners and land developers to minimize effects (Policy HCR 
2.1.10) and encouragement of adaptive reuse of historic resources (Policy HCR 2.1.14). 
Demolition of historic resources is deemed a last resort. (Policy HCR 2.1.15) 
 
The Master EIR concluded that implementation of the 2035 General Plan would have a 
significant and unavoidable effect on historic resources and archaeological resources. (Impacts 
4.4-1, 2) 
 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Questions A and B 
 
Figure 6.4-1 of the Master EIR shows that the project area is considered to be an area of low 
sensitivity for historic and pre-historic resources. Paleontological, prehistoric, historic, or 
archaeological resources are not known or suspected on-site, and unique geologic features do 
not exist on the project site or in the immediate vicinity. Due to the disturbed nature of the 
project site, the potential for encountering any significant cultural resources during the on-site 
improvements, including the future realignment of the project access roadway, associated with 
the project is relatively low. Although low, the potential does exist for previously unknown or 
unidentified cultural resources to be encountered below the surface that could be inadvertently 
damaged or lost during grading and construction of the proposed improvements. Because the 
possibility exists for previously unknown or unidentified cultural resources to be encountered 
during implementation of the proposed project, including the future realignment of the project 
access roadway, a potentially significant impact could occur related to unknown archaeological 
and paleontological resources as well as to the disruption of human remains during grading and 
excavation activities. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4-1 and 4-2 presented below would 
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a less-
than-significant level.  
 
4-1  If archaeological artifacts or unusual amounts of stone, bone, or shell are 

uncovered during construction activities, work within 50 feet of the specific 
construction site at which the suspected resources have been uncovered shall be 
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suspended. At that time, the property owner shall retain a qualified professional 
archaeologist. The archaeologist shall conduct a field investigation of the specific 
site and recommend mitigation deemed necessary for the protection or recovery 
of any archaeological resources concluded by the archaeologist to represent 
significant or potentially significant resources as defined by CEQA. The mitigation 
shall be implemented by the property owner to the satisfaction of the Planning 
Division prior to resumption of construction activity. 

 
4-2  In accordance with Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Sections 

5097.94 and 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code, if human remains are 
uncovered during project construction activities, work within 50 feet of the 
remains shall be suspended immediately, and the City of Sacramento Planning 
Division and the County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains are 
determined by the Coroner to be Native American in origin, the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the 
guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of 
the remains. The property owner shall also retain a professional archaeological 
consultant with Native American burial experience. The archaeologist shall 
conduct a field investigation of the specific site and consult with the Most Likely 
Descendant identified by the NAHC. As necessary, the archaeological consultant 
may provide professional assistance to the Most Likely Descendant including the 
excavation and removal of the human remains. The property owner shall 
implement any mitigation before the resumption of activities at the site where the 
remains were discovered. 

 
Findings 
 
All additional significant environmental effects of the project relating to Cultural Resources can 
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 
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Issues: 
Effect will 
be studied 
in the EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated less 
than significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

6.GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Would the project: 
 
A) Would the project allow a project to be built that 

will either introduce geologic or seismic hazards 
by allowing the construction of the project on 
such a site without protection against those 
hazards? 

  X 

 
Environmental Setting 
 
Seismicity 
 
The Sacramento 2035 General Plan Master EIR identifies all of the City of Sacramento as being 
subject to potential damage from earthquake groundshaking at a maximum intensity of VIII on 
the Modified Mercalli scale (SGP Master EIR, Table 6.5-6). The closest potentially active faults 
to the project area include the Foothills Fault System, located approximately 23 miles from 
Sacramento; the Great Valley fault, located 26 miles from Sacramento; Concord-Green Valley 
Fault, located approximately 38 miles from Sacramento; and the Hunting Creek-Berryessa 
Fault, located 38 miles from Sacramento. The Foothills Fault System is considered capable of 
generating an earthquake with a Richter-Scale magnitude of 6.5; the Great Valley Fault is 
capable of generating an earthquake with a magnitude of 6.8; the Concord-Green Valley fault is 
capable of generating an earthquake with a magnitude 6.9, and the Hunting Creek-Berryessa 
Fault could generate a 6.9 magnitude earthquake. A major earthquake on any of these faults 
could cause strong groundshaking in the project area. 
 
Topography 
 
Topography of the processing area is generally flat. Due to the relatively flat topography of the 
processing area, the potential for slope instability at the project site is minor. 
 
Geology 
 
The City of Sacramento is located in the Great Valley of California. The Great Valley is a flat 
alluvial plain approximately 50 miles wide and 400 miles long in the central portion of California. 
The northern portion of the Great Valley is the Sacramento Valley drained by the Sacramento 
River, and its southern part is the San Joaquin Valley drained by the San Joaquin River. The 
valley is surrounded by the Sierra Nevada to the east, the Tehachapi Mountains to the south, 
Coastal Range to the west, and Cascade Range to the north. 
 
Project Area Geology 
 
According to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB), the Florin 
Perkins Landfill site is underlain by the following sedimentary formations: 
 

• Modesto/Riverbank at depths from zero to 125 feet below the ground surface; 
• Laguna at depths from 125 to 375 feet below the ground surface; and 
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• Mehrten at depths greater than 375 feet below the ground surface. 
 
Modesto/Riverbank consists of stream channel and flood basin deposits (e.g., cobble, gravel, 
coarse sand interspersed with silt, clay, and fine sand). Laguna consists of alluvium (e.g., silt, 
sand and clay interspersed with gravel lenses). Mehrten consists of alternative sequences of 
andesitic (dark-colored) alluvium confined by volcanic deposits (e.g., tuff-breccia).3  
 
According to the CVRWQCB, the permeability of soils immediately underlying the landfill units is 
unknown, but has been estimated based on soil type. In areas where the sand 
sand/gravel/cobble layer was mined out prior to landfilling, or where overburden soil was 
backfilled or used as foundation material prior to landfilling, the permeability is estimated to 
range from about 10-5 to 10-7 centimeters per second (cm/sec). In unmined areas of the site, the 
permeability of the soil immediately underlying the landfill could be orders of magnitude higher. 
 
In areas of the landfill site undisturbed by mining (e.g., quarry pit rim and southern buffer area), 
the unsaturated zone typically consists of 10 to 15 feet of silt and/or clay soil underlain by 20 to 
30 feet of sand, gravel, and/or cobble. In mined areas within the facility boundary, most or all of 
the sand/gravel and/or cobble layers have been removed from the unsaturated zone and 
partially backfilled with overburden soil and/or landfill waste. In mined areas beyond the facility 
boundary, the height of the soil column in the unsaturated zone soil has been reduced by the 
depth of the quarry pit.  
 
Standards of Significance 
 
For the purposes of this IS/MND, an impact is considered significant if it allows a project to be 
built that will either introduce geologic or seismic hazards by allowing the construction of the 
project on such a site without protection against those hazards. 
 
Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR and Applicable General 
Plan Policies 
 
Chapter 4.5 of the Master EIR evaluated the potential effects related to seismic hazards, 
underlying soil characteristics, slope stability, erosion, existing mineral resources and 
paleontological resources in the City. Implementation of identified policies in the 2035 General 
Plan reduced all effects to a less-than-significant level. Policy EC 1.1.1 requires regular review 
of the City’s seismic and geologic safety standards, and Policy EC 1.1.2 requires geotechnical 
investigations for project sites to identify and respond to geologic hazards, when present. 
 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Question A 
 
Impacts related to seismic hazards and geologic hazards such as erosion, unstable soils, and 
expansive soils are discussed below. 
 

                                                
3 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region. Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 
R5-2013-0042. 2013. 
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Seismic Hazards 
 
The City of Sacramento’s topography is relatively flat, the City is not located within an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and the City is not located in the immediate vicinity of an active 
fault. However, the 2035 General Plan indicates that ground shaking would occur periodically in 
Sacramento as a result of distant earthquakes. The 2035 General Plan further states that the 
earthquake resistance of any building is dependent on an interaction of seismic frequency, 
intensity, and duration with the structure’s height, condition, and construction materials. 
Although the project site is not located near any active or potentially active faults, strong ground 
shaking could occur at the project site during a major earthquake on any of the major regional 
faults. 
 
One modular office building would be developed as part of the proposed project. However, due 
to the seismic activity in the state, construction is required to comply with Title 24 of the Uniform 
Building Code (UBC). Chapter 15.20 of the Sacramento City Code adopts the UBC and 
mandates compliance. All new construction and modifications to existing structures within the 
City are subject to the requirements of the UBC. The UBC contains standards to ensure that all 
structures and infrastructure are constructed to minimize the impacts from seismic activity, to 
the extent feasible, including exposure of people or structures to substantial, adverse effects as 
a result of strong ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, liquefaction, lateral spreading, 
landslides, or lurch cracking. As a result, seismic activity in the area of the proposed 
development would not expose people or structures to substantial, adverse effects as a result of 
strong ground shaking and seismic-related ground failure.  
 
In addition, issues related to fault rupture, seismic ground shaking and seismically induced 
ground failures are addressed in the City’s adopted Standard Specifications for Public Works 
Construction (2007), which requires construction contractors to build to City standards related to 
structural integrity, thus, ensuring that erosion and unstable soil conditions do not occur as a 
result of construction. The construction specification document contains provisions that require 
contractors to be responsible for damage caused during construction and to be responsible for 
the repair of such damages (e.g., settling of adjacent land and structures). The proposed project 
would require minor construction, and individual components used in the construction of the 
project would be constructed to industry-provided design specifications and requirements, 
including the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) standards. Therefore, impacts 
related to seismic hazards would be less than significant, and the project would not create 
impacts outside of those anticipated within the General Plan Master EIR. 
 
Geologic Hazards 
 
A new modular office building is proposed; however, although the project would result in a slight 
increase in impervious surfaces due to the office building, the slight increase would not increase 
the erosion rate at the site. In addition, dust control equipment (i.e., water trucks, a street 
sweeper, spray bars on equipment, and misters on hoppers) are currently, and would continue 
to be, utilized as needed to control fugitive dust and erosion. Sweeping of the operations area 
would occur multiple times per day to help ensure that dust does not accumulate on-site. The 
proposed tree-lined berm would assist with reducing wind speed on-site. Thus, erosion is 
expected to be adequately controlled during project operations. 
 
During the minor construction activities required for the proposed project, including the future 
realignment of the project access roadway, topsoil would be moved, leading to disturbed soils 
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that do not have as much connectivity to the ground as undisturbed soils. The disturbed soils 
may be subject to erosion from a variety of sources, such as wind, rainfall, and on-site 
equipment. The City of Sacramento has adopted standard measures to control erosion and 
sediment during construction. All projects in the City of Sacramento are required to comply with 
the City’s Standard Construction Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control. The 
proposed project would comply with the City’s standards set forth in the “Administrative and 
Technical Procedures Manual for Grading and Erosion and Sediment Control.” The City’s 
grading ordinance (Chapter 15.88 of Sacramento City Code) specifies construction standards to 
minimize erosion and runoff, with which the project would comply.  
 
Therefore, the potential for erosion and/or unstable soil conditions at the project site would not 
occur after construction of the site and would be minimized during construction through 
compliance with the City’s standards and codes.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Based on the above, impacts associated with geologic or seismic hazards would be less than 
significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
None required. 
 
Findings 
 
The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to Geology 
and Soils. 
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Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated less 

than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

7. HAZARDS 
Would the project: 
 
A) Expose people (e.g., residents, pedestrians, 

construction workers) to existing 
contaminated soil during construction 
activities? 

  X 

B) Expose people (e.g., residents, pedestrians, 
construction workers) to asbestos-containing 
materials or other hazardous materials? 

  X 

C) Expose people (e.g., residents, pedestrians, 
construction workers) to existing 
contaminated groundwater during 
dewatering activities? 

  X 

 
Environmental and Regulatory Setting 
 
The project site is the former site of the Florin Perkins Landfill, and currently consists of an 
existing materials recovery and recycling center, operating under a CUP. Due to the regularly 
disturbed nature of the site associated with the existing uses, the site predominantly consists of 
ruderal vegetation, and water features are not located on or immediately adjacent to the site. 
Existing development surrounds the project site, including commercial and industrial uses.  
 
Federal regulations and regulations adopted by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (SMAQMD) apply to the identification and treatment of hazardous 
materials during demolition and construction activities. Failure to comply with these regulations 
respecting asbestos may result in a Notice of Violation being issued by the SMAQMD and civil 
penalties under state and/or federal law, in addition to possible action by U.S. EPA under 
federal law. Federal law covers a number of different activities involving asbestos, including 
demolition and renovation of structures (40 CFR § 61.145). Demolition would not be required for 
implementation of the proposed project.  
 
Standards of Significance 
 
For the purposes of this IS/MND, an impact is considered significant if the proposed project would: 
 
• Expose people (e.g., residents, pedestrians, construction workers) to existing 

contaminated soil during construction activities; 
• Expose people (e.g., residents, pedestrians, construction workers) to asbestos-containing 

materials or other hazardous materials; or  
• Expose people (e.g., residents, pedestrians, construction workers) to existing 

contaminated groundwater during dewatering activities. 
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Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR and Applicable General 
Plan Policies 
 
The Master EIR evaluated effects of development on hazardous materials, emergency response 
and aircraft crash hazards. See Chapter 4.6. Implementation of the General Plan may result in 
the exposure of people to hazards and hazardous materials during construction activities, and 
exposure of people to hazards and hazardous materials during the life of the General Plan.  
Impacts identified related to construction activities and operations were found to be less than 
significant. Policies included in the 2035 general Plan, including PHS 3.1.1 (investigation of sites 
for contamination) and PHS 3.1.2 (preparation of hazardous materials actions plans when 
appropriate) were effective in reducing the identified impacts. 
 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Question A  
 
The site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled by the County pursuant 
to Government Code 65962.5. Known contaminated soils do not occur on the project site 
according to the Department of Toxic Substances Control. In addition, substantial ground-
disturbing construction activities, such as excavation or trenching, would not occur as a result of 
the proposed project. Accordingly, construction activities would not result in exposure of people 
to existing contaminated soil, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Question B 
 
The proposed project would not involve demolition of any structures that may contain asbestos 
materials or other hazardous materials. As discussed in the Biological Resources section of this 
IS/MND, the proposed project would modify the existing operations to conduct concrete and 
asphalt crushing, shingle grinding, and wood grinding activities on-site. Asphalt shingles contain 
fiberglass and may contain asbestos, which could become airborne in the vicinity of the shingle 
grinding process. However, according to the Transfer/Processing Report, dust control measures 
would be taken and employee personal protective equipment policies would be implemented to 
ensure that such materials do not become airborne and would not affect workers or the 
environment. In addition, a spill containment plan is already in place at the site for the existing 
operations and would continue to be applicable for the proposed project. The spill containment 
plan would ensure that impacts would not occur in the event of an accidental spill or release 
hazardous materials associated with hazardous materials identified in loads stored temporarily 
on-site, which would likely be small in quantity, if any. Furthermore, all materials would be 
stored according to state laws and regulations for storage of hazardous materials.  
 
Because routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials are regulated by existing 
federal, state, and local regulations, and operation of the proposed project would handle limited 
hazardous materials that would be addressed and disposed of properly, the proposed project 
would be considered to result in a less-than-significant impact related to exposing people to 
asbestos-containing materials or other hazardous materials. 
 
Question C 
 
As stated above, substantial ground-disturbing construction activities, such as excavation or 
trenching, would not occur as a result of the proposed project. As such dewatering activities 
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would not occur. Therefore, construction activities would not result in exposure of people to 
existing contaminated groundwater, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
None required. 
 
Findings 
 
The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to Hazards. 
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Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated less 

than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

8.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Would the project: 
 
A)  Substantially degrade water quality and violate 

any water quality objectives set by the State 
Water Resources Control Board, due to 
increases in sediments and other contaminants 
generated by construction and/or development 
of the project? 

  X 

B) Substantially increase the exposure of people 
and/or property to the risk of injury and damage 
in the event of a 100-year flood? 

  X 

 
Environmental Setting 
 
A scale house with two scales utilized for inbound and outbound transactions and a portable 
break room for staff use are the only existing structures on the site. The entire ingress/ egress, 
maneuvering area, and tipping area of the facility are paved. The site is located 6.5 miles east of 
the Sacramento River and 1.5 miles south of the American River; however, the site does not 
contains any creeks, wetlands or other hydrologic features. The project site is in a highly 
developed area of Sacramento. Currently the project site has very little impervious surfaces and 
as a result, storm water is either absorbed on site or drains to the adjacent storm drain system. 
 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) publishes Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRM) that delineate flood hazard zones for communities. The project site is located within an 
area designated as shaded Zone X (Community Panel Number 06067C0195H), which is 
applied to areas of 0.2% annual chance flood, areas of 1% annual chance flood with average 
depths of less than one foot, or with drainage areas less than one square mile, and areas 
protected by levees from 1% annual chance flood. The project site is in an area protected from 
the one percent annual chance (100-year) flood by levee, dike, or other structures subject to 
possible failure or overtopping during larger storms. FEMA does not have building regulations 
for development in areas designated Zone X and would not require mandatory flood insurance 
for structures in Zone X. 
 
The City’s Stormwater Quality Improvement Plan (SQIP) outlines the priorities, key elements, 
strategies, and evaluation methods of the City’s Stormwater Management program for 2007-
2011. The Program is based on the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
municipal stormwater discharge permit. The comprehensive Program includes pollution 
reduction activities for construction sites, industrial sites, illegal discharges and illicit 
connections, new development, and municipal operations. The Program also includes an 
extensive public education effort, target pollutant reduction strategy and monitoring program. 
 
The Sacramento City Code Section 13.08.145 addresses mitigation of drainage impacts; design 
and procedures manual for water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, and water quality facilities. 
The code requires that when a property contributes drainage to the storm drain system or 
combined sewer system, all storm water and surface runoff drainage impacts resulting from the 
improvement or development must be fully mitigated to ensure that the improvement or 
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development does not affect the function of the storm drain system or combined sewer system, 
and that there is no increase in flooding or in water surface elevation that adversely affects 
individuals, streets, structures, infrastructure, or property. The Sewer Development Fee Fund is 
used to recover an appropriate share of the capital costs of the City’s existing or newer system 
facilities or the City’s existing or new combined sewer system facilities. Revenues are generated 
from impact fees paid by developers and others whose projects add to the demand on the 
combined sewer collection systems. In order to connect with the SRCSD wastewater 
conveyance and treatment system, developers must pay impact fees.  
 
Standards of Significance 
 
For purposes of this IS/MND, hydrology and water quality impacts may be considered significant if 
construction and/or implementation of the proposed project would result in the following impacts 
that remain significant after implementation of General Plan policies or mitigation from the General 
Plan Master EIR: 
 

• substantially degrade water quality and violate any water quality objectives set by the 
State Water Resources Control Board, due to increases in sediments and other 
contaminants generated by construction and/or development of the Specific Plan or  

• substantially increase the exposure of people and/or property to the risk of injury and 
damage in the event of a 100-year flood. 
 

Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR and Applicable General 
Plan Policies 
 
Chapter 4.7 of the Master EIR evaluates the potential effects of the 2035 General Plan as they 
relate to surface water, groundwater, flooding, stormwater and water quality. Potential effects 
include water quality degradation due to construction activities (Impacts 4.7-1, 4.7-2), and 
exposure of people to flood risks (Impacts 4.7-3). Policies included in the 2035 General Plan, 
including a directive for regional cooperation (Policies ER 1.1.2, EC 2.1.1), comprehensive flood 
management (Policy EC 2.1.23), and construction of adequate drainage facilities with new 
development (Policy ER 1.1.1 to ER 1.1.10) were identified that the Master EIR concluded 
would reduce all impacts to a less-than-significant level.     
 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Question A 
 
The proposed project has the potential to degrade water quality during both construction and 
operations. Further details regarding the potential effects are provided below.  
 
Construction-Related Impacts 
 
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would create the potential to 
degrade water quality from increased sedimentation and increased discharge (increased flow 
and volume of runoff) associated with storm water runoff. Disturbance of site soils would 
increase the potential for erosion from storm water. The State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) adopted a statewide general National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit for storm water discharges associated with construction activity. Dischargers 
whose projects disturb one or more acres of soil are required to obtain coverage under the 
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General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity 
Construction General Permit Order 2009- 0009-DWQ. Construction activity subject to this permit 
includes clearing, grading and disturbances to the ground such as stockpiling, or excavation. 
 
The City’s SQIP contains a Construction Element that guides in implementation of the NPDES 
Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity. This General 
Construction Permit requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP should contain a site map(s) which shows the 
construction site perimeter, existing and proposed buildings, lots, roadways, storm water 
collection and discharge points, general topography both before and after construction, and 
drainage patterns across the project. The SWPPP must list best management practices (BMPs) 
the discharger will use to protect storm water runoff and the placement of those BMPs. 
Additionally, the SWPPP must contain a visual monitoring program; a chemical monitoring 
program for “non-visible” pollutant to be implemented if there is a failure of BMPs; and a 
sediment monitoring plan if the site discharges directly to a water body listed on the 303(d) list 
for sediment. Section A of the Construction General Permit describes the elements that must be 
contained in a SWPPP. Compliance with City requirements to protect storm water inlets would 
require the developer to implement BMPs such as the use of straw bales, sandbags, gravel 
traps, and filters; erosion control measures such as vegetation and physical stabilization; and 
sediment control measure such as fences, dams, barriers, berms, traps, and basins. City staff 
inspects and enforces the erosion, sediment and pollution control requirements in accordance 
with City codes (Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control ordinance). 
 
Conformance with City regulations and permit requirements along with implementation of BMPs 
would ensure that construction activities of the proposed project, including the future 
realignment of the project access roadway, would result in a less-than-significant impact related 
to water quality. 
 
Operational Impacts 
 
A stormwater drainage system currently exists on-site for the existing operations. All areas 
where waste material is currently tipped, processed, and stored has a concrete and/or asphaltic 
concrete surface, and the operations area is sloped to prevent ponding of water and to provide 
positive surface water drainage. The drainage system has been designed to direct stormwater 
and wash water from station maintenance activities to a series of drain inlets and culverts. 
Water is filtered prior to entering the drain inlets to remove sediments, debris and hydrocarbons. 
The water is then transferred by gravity flow to a small sump and subsequently to an 
underground stormwater detention tank located just west of the existing paved east access road 
or to the low-lying areas located west of the facility. Excess water in the tank is pumped out for 
dust suppression. If the tank capacity is exceeded, the excess runoff is directed to a low-lying 
area west of the facility within the property owner’s property boundaries. 
 
The project site and current operations are under an existing General Industrial Permit (WDID 
number 5S34I022555), per the NPDES, and the associated SWPPP. All runoff associated with 
the site is managed in accordance with the BMPs set forth within the SWPPP. For example, 
drainage control structures are inspected regularly for blockages and functionality to ensure 
continuous functionality. Blockages are removed and repairs completed as necessary to ensure 
the continuous effectiveness of the drainage system. In preparation of an anticipated storm 
event, the operator would cover most material stockpiles and consolidate operations to a 
specific portion of the operations area. Incoming material tipping would occur on a designated 



F L O R I N - P E R K I N S  M A T E R I A L S  R E C O V E R Y  F A C I L I T Y /  
L A R G E  V O L U M E  T R A N S F E R  S T A T I O N  

I n i t i a l  S t u d y  
 
 

 P A G E  75 
  

portion of the operations area. Pile sizes are minimized during the wet season. The detention 
tankage is pumped out as needed (within two to three days). Prior to an anticipated storm event, 
the operator would ensure that the tanks are drained to nearly empty. The water would be used 
for dust control. 
 
The existing stormwater drainage system would be utilized for the proposed project; however, 
one additional stormwater outfall structure would be constructed as part of the proposed project 
to accommodate the increase in stormwater at the site resultant of the increase in impervious 
surfaces. The proposed project would be required to comply with the conditions of the existing 
General Industrial Permit. Because the proposed project design provides for containment of all 
runoff water associated with the site, discharge of runoff to surface waters or groundwater would 
not result from the proposed project.   
 
The proposed project would eventually include connection to an existing on-site septic system 
or installation of a new on-site septic system, which would have the potential to contribute to a 
degradation of water quality as a result of accidental upset conditions. The septic system would 
be required to comply with all waste discharge requirements (WDRs) issued by the CVRWQCB, 
as well as applicable SCEMD requirements, such as acquiring a Liquid Waste Permit. Although 
the disposal field does not have “moving parts,” the field would need regular checking for 
potential vandalism, disposal trench malfunction, and periodic checking and recording of 
monitoring well data that would be required as part of the CVRWQCB’s WDRs. Other 
maintenance work at the disposal field would be periodic clearing of brush and vegetation.  
 
The potential for groundwater contamination exists from the accidental release of hazardous 
materials identified in loads stored temporarily on-site. However, all materials would be stored 
according to state laws and regulations for storage of hazardous materials. Potential accidental 
release of any hazardous material would likely be small in quantity, if at all; however, a spill 
containment plan is already in place at the site for the existing operations and would continue to 
be applicable for the proposed project. The spill containment plan would ensure that impacts 
would not occur in the event of an accidental spill or release.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Overall, design of the project site and conformance with City and state regulations and any 
permit requirements or conditions set forth by the SCEMD upon procurement of the Liquid 
Waste Permit would ensure that a substantially degradation to water quality or violation of any 
water quality objectives due to increases in sediments and other contaminants generated by 
construction and/or development of the project would not occur. Therefore, impacts would be 
considered less than significant.  
 
Question B 
 
As described above, the project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area. In 
addition, the proposed project would not involve placement of any permanent buildings or 
structures on the site and would not introduce new population to the area. As such, the 
proposed project would not place housing or structures within a 100-year flood hazard area and 
would not expose people or property to the risk of injury or damage in the event of a 100-year 
flood. Therefore, impacts related to flooding would be less than significant.  
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Mitigation Measures 
 
None required. 
 
Findings 
 
The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to Hydrology 
and Water Quality. 
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Environmental Setting 
 
The following section is based on the Environmental Noise and Vibration Assessment prepared 
for the proposed project by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (see Appendix B). 
 
The project site is currently surrounded by commercial, agricultural, and industrial land uses. The 
nearest existing residence is located at the intersection of Jackson Road and Florin-Perkins Road, 
approximately 2,000 feet to the northwest of the existing and proposed operations. That 
residential area is mostly shielded from view of the project area by intervening topography.  
 
The existing ambient noise environment in the project area is defined primarily by traffic on South 
Watt Avenue and Jackson Road, operations at the Teichert Perkins facility to the north, and 
existing commercial and industrial operations in the immediate project vicinity, including existing 
on-site operations. Sources of vibration do not currently exist on or near the project site. As part of 
the Environmental Noise and Vibration Assessment prepared for the proposed project, long-
term ambient noise measurement surveys were conducted at three locations on the project site 
(see Figure 11Figure 13, Project Area and Noise Monitoring Locations). The results, as shown 
in Table 11, indicate that existing noise levels at the project site vary depending on location of 
the noise monitoring site and the major project area noise sources.  

Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated less 

than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

9. NOISE 
Would the project result in: 
 
A) Result in exterior noise levels in the project 

area that are above the upper value of the 
normally acceptable category for various land 
uses due to the project’s noise level 
increases? 

 X  

B) Result in residential interior noise levels of 45 
dBA Ldn or greater caused by noise level 
increases due to the project? 

 X  

C) Result in construction noise levels that 
exceed the standards in the City of 
Sacramento Noise Ordinance? 

  X 

D) Permit existing and/or planned residential 
and commercial areas to be exposed to 
vibration-peak-particle velocities greater than 
0.5 inches per second due to project 
construction? 

  X 

E) Permit adjacent residential and commercial 
areas to be exposed to vibration peak 
particle velocities greater than 0.5 inches per 
second due to highway traffic and rail 
operations? 

  X 

F) Permit historic buildings and archaeological 
sites to be exposed to vibration-peak-particle 
velocities greater than 0.2 inches per second 
due to project construction and highway 
traffic? 

  X 
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Figure 11Figure 13 
Project Area and Noise Monitoring Locations 
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Table 11 
Average Measured Ambient Noise Levels 

SiteA 

Daytime 
(7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) 

Nighttime 
(10 p.m. - 7 a.m.) 

Ldn Leq Lmax Leq Lmax 
1 44-49 56-63 45-49 59-62 52-58 
2 60-65 71-74 63-64 74-75 70-71 
3 48-54 62-66 46-51 60-63 54-61 

Source:  Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc., 2016. 
 
The elevated noise levels at Site 2 represent commercial and industrial operations to the south, as 
noise generated at the existing on-site operations were observed to be very faint at that location. 
Similarly, noise levels associated with the current on-site operations were observed to be 
inaudible at measurement Site 1 due to shielding provided by intervening topography. Noise 
levels at Site 3 were found to be most heavily influenced by traffic on Jackson Road and 
operations at the existing Teichert Perkins aggregate plant, with current on-site operational noise 
being inaudible at Site 3. 
 
In addition to the long-term noise surveys, short-term noise surveys were also conducted 
immediately adjacent to the existing facility on April 10, 2014 (the measurement locations also 
shown in Figure 11Figure 13). The purpose of the short-term noise surveys was to quantify the 
noise generation of the existing facility operations without influence from outside noise sources 
such as traffic or operations of the Teichert Perkins Plant. The measured existing facility noise 
levels are discussed in further detail below. 
 
Standards of Significance 
 
For purposes of this IS/MND, impacts due to noise may be considered significant if construction 
and/or implementation of the Proposed Project would result in the following impacts that remain 
significant after implementation of general plan policies: 
 

• result in exterior noise levels in the project area that are above the upper value of the 
normally acceptable category for various land uses due to the project’s noise level 
increases; 

• result in residential interior noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or greater caused by noise level 
increases due to the project; 

• result in construction noise levels that exceed the standards in the City of Sacramento 
Noise Ordinance; 

• permit existing and/or planned residential and commercial areas to be exposed to 
vibration-peak-particle velocities greater than 0.5 inches per second due to project 
construction; 

• permit adjacent residential and commercial areas to be exposed to vibration peak particle 
velocities greater than 0.5 inches per second due to highway traffic and rail operations; or  

• permit historic buildings and archaeological sites to be exposed to vibration-peak-particle 
velocities greater than 0.2 inches per second due to project construction and highway 
traffic. 
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Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR and Applicable General 
Plan Policies 
 
The Master EIR evaluated the potential for development under the 2035 General Plan to increase 
noise levels in the community. New noise sources include vehicular traffic, aircraft, railways, light 
rail and stationary sources. The general plan policies establish exterior (Policy EC 3.1.1) and 
interior (Policy EC 3.1.3) noise standards. A variety of policies provide standards for the types of 
development envisioned in the general plan. Policy EC 3.1.8 requires mixed-use, commercial, and 
industrial projects to mitigate operational noise impacts to adjoining sensitive uses when 
operational noise thresholds are exceeded, and Policy 3.1.9 calls for the City to limit hours of 
operation for parks and active recreation areas in residential areas to minimize disturbance to 
residences. Notwithstanding application of the general plan policies, noise impacts for exterior 
noise levels (Impact 4.8-1) and interior noise levels (Impact 4.8-2), and vibration impacts (Impact 
4.8-4) were found to be significant and unavoidable. 
 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Questions A and B 
 
In general, the additional processing of materials proposed for the project is similar in nature to 
the current on-site operations and would be conducted within the existing 10-acre boundary. 
However, the project would introduce new sources of noise at the site associated with wood and 
shingle grinding and periodic asphalt/concrete recycling activities, such as the use and 
operation of a wood grinder and portable crushing plant. Noise level measurements of existing 
plant operations, which consist of existing diesel-powered equipment use at the site, file data 
pertinent to the types of additional operations proposed at the site, and accepted sound 
propagation algorithms were utilized to quantify the anticipated noise generation of the 
proposed operations.  
 
As stated previously, the nearest existing residence is located approximately 2,000 feet to the 
northwest of the existing and proposed operations and is shielded from view of the project area 
by intervening topography. It should be noted, however, that the property to the immediate east of 
the project site, which is currently associated with operations at the Teichert Aggregate’s Perkins 
Plant, is proposed for residential uses. As a result, future residential land uses would be located 
within approximately 1,000 feet of the project operations. While much of the property to the east 
would be completely shielded from view of the project operations by intervening topography, 
such shielding is not present for a portion of that property to the east. However, the project 
proposes to construct a 10-foot-high berm along the eastern and southern boundaries of the 
site, which would shield the view of project operations from future residences on this property 
and provide noise attenuation.  
 
Figure 11Figure 13 also illustrates that the area to the north of the project site is zoned 
Residential (R-2A). An application for development of the area has not been submitted at this 
time. Without specific designs for development of the area, the location of future potential 
residences is not known. As such, a project-specific noise analysis cannot be reliably 
accomplished, as any data used would be speculative at this time. Nonetheless, the noise 
consultant for the proposed project attempted to evaluate the potential impacts of the project at 
the residentially-zoned area to the north.  
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Because the commercial, agricultural, and industrial land uses in the immediate project vicinity are 
not noise sensitive uses, the analysis within this IS/MND focuses on the existing residence 
located to the northwest, on the residentially-zoned area to the north, and on future residences 
proposed on the adjacent property to the east. 
 
On April 10, 2014, Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. toured the existing facility, observed 
current operations, and conducted noise level measurements of those operations. The noise 
level measurements were conducted at two locations around the perimeter of the noisiest 
operations. In addition to the measurement results for existing operations, additional noise level 
data was provided by the project applicant for the proposed aspects of the project.  
 
Table 12 presents the reference noise level data for each major project noise source, as well as 
the level predicted for each source at the nearest existing and proposed residences to the 
facility. Table 12 data includes a -10 dB offset to account for the substantial shielding of project 
noise levels by intervening topography and the comparable shielding provided by the proposed 
10-foot-high berm in the directions of the nearest existing residence to the northwest, 
residentially-zoned property to the north, and the future residences to the east. The 10 dB offset 
is considered a conservative estimate, as evaluation of existing topography indicates that 
substantial shielding occurs in both the north and easterly directions. 
 

Table 12 
Florin-Perkins Material Recovery Facility Noise Generation 

Noise Source 

Reference Level at 
100 feet 

Residence 

Level predicted at 
Residence 

L50 Lmax L50 Lmax 

Existing Facility 80 90 
Northwest 39 49 
East 47 57 
North 56 66 

Concrete/Asphalt Crusher 85 90 
Northwest 43 48 
East 49 54 
North 55 60 

Wood Grinding 75 85 
Northwest 32 42 
East 42 52 
North 45 55 

Combined Operations 87 90 
Northwest 45 48 
East 50 57 
North 59 63 

City of Sacramento Exterior Noise Level Standards: 
Daytime 

Nighttime 
55 
50 

75 
70 

Note: The noise levels predicted at the nearest existing residence to the northwest and the future 
residences to the east include a 10 dB offset to account for the substantial shielding provided by 
intervening topography and the proposed berm in these areas. 
 
Source:  Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc., 2016. 

 
Based on the data in Table 12, the project noise levels at the existing residence to the northwest 
and at the future residences to the east would be satisfactory relative to City of Sacramento 
noise standards, and the project would not result in a significant increase in ambient noise 
conditions at any of these residences. As a result, a noise impact is not identified and additional 
project-related noise mitigation measures would not be required for these noise-sensitive 
receptors. However, the Table 12 data also indicates that project noise generation would 
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exceed the City of Sacramento 50 dB nighttime and 55 dB L50 daytime noise level standards at 
the residentially-zoned area north of the project site. Specifically, the combined noise exposure 
at that area to the north is predicted to be 59 dB L50. The predicted level is based on general 
estimates of shielding provided by intervening topography. However, ultimate noise exposure at 
the noise-sensitive exterior areas of the residentially-zoned property to the north would depend 
on site grading and site plans that would depict the location of the common outdoor activity 
areas of the future multi-family residential uses. In addition, a minimum six-foot-tall barrier would 
be required at the southern interface of the residential and industrial properties at such time as 
development of the multi-family residential uses is proposed. This barrier would result in an 
additional reduction in project noise levels on the order of 5+ dBA, reducing overall project noise 
exposure to approximately 54 dB with all project noise sources occurring simultaneously. 
 
If project operations are limited to daytime hours, the predicted level of approximately 54 dB L50 
from all project operations would be satisfactory relative to the City’s daytime noise level limits. 
Furthermore, if either wood grinding or concrete/asphalt recycling operations were to occur 
while the existing operations are not occurring simultaneously, the predicted levels of each 
would be satisfactory relative to the City of Sacramento 50 dB L50 nighttime noise standard. 
However, if the existing operations were to occur at night, or if the wood grinding and 
concrete/asphalt recycling operations were to occur together during nighttime hours, then 
project noise exposure could exceed the City’s nighttime noise level limit of 50 dB L50 at the 
residentially-zoned property to the north. In such a case, consideration of additional noise 
mitigation options would be required. 
 
Due to the additional materials processing proposed at the site, an increase in on-site vehicle 
traffic would be expected to occur. Table 13 presents average daily vehicle logs for the existing 
on-site operations for the 2013 calendar year. According to Table 13, the facility generated an 
average of 102 daily vehicles during the 2013 year, of which approximately 40 percent were 
heavy trucks. 
 

 
According to existing traffic counts published by the City of Sacramento Public Works 
Department, existing average daily traffic volumes on Florin-Perkins Road are approximately 
10,000 daily vehicles. Relative to the existing Florin-Perkins Road traffic volumes, the project 
would need to generate approximately five to 10 times the volume generated by existing 
operations in order to result in a significant (3 dB) increase in off-site traffic volumes. As noted 
above, expanded project operations are predicted to result in approximately 25 additional heavy 
trucks at the site per day. Relative to existing off-site traffic noise levels, the increase due to the 
additional project traffic would relate to noise level increases well below the City’s three dB 
threshold. As a result, appreciable changes in off-site traffic noise levels are not anticipated for 
the proposed project. 
 

Table 13 
Florin Perkins MRF Average Daily Vehicle Counts - 2013 

Quarter1 Self-Haul Vehicles Commercial Trucks Transfer Trucks Total 
Q1 42 26 6 84 
Q2 65 32 7 104 
Q3 63 32 8 103 
Q4 75 32 7 115 

Average 61 31 7 102 
Source:  Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc., 2016.  
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The proposed project includes installation of a tree-lined berm around the southern and eastern 
perimeter of the 10-acre permitted boundary. The berm would be a minimum of 10 feet in height 
and the appropriate variety of coniferous trees and shrubs would be planted. Due to the 
shielding provided by the proposed 10-foot-high berm along the perimeter of the site, the 
intervening topography between the project site and the nearest noise-sensitive receptors, and 
the future barrier that would be required upon development of residential uses to the north, the 
proposed project would not be expected to result in exterior or interior noise levels in the project 
area above acceptable levels. However, because the project could generate noise that would 
exceed the City’s 50 dB L50 nighttime noise level standard at the property to the north zoned for 
development of future multi-family residential uses depending on the location of common 
outdoor activity areas of the future residential uses, future barriers, and potential simultaneous 
and/or nighttime operations at the project site, impacts could be considered potentially 
significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 9-1 would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. 
 
Question C 
 
The proposed project would result in a temporary increase in noise levels in the vicinity of the 
proposed project during construction activities. Construction was assumed to occur in 2016 and 
would consist of berm construction and paving, which typically involve the use of excavators, 
graders, dozers, tractors, scrapers, pavers, rollers, and paving equipment. In addition, the project 
access roadway is anticipated to require realignment at some future time, upon implementation of 
the 14th Avenue Extension Project. Typical construction activities generate noise levels ranging 
from 70 to 90 dB at a distance of 50 feet. Noise dissipates at a rate of six dB per doubling of 
distance. The nearest existing residence is located approximately 2,000 feet to the northwest of 
the existing and proposed operations and is shielded from view of the project area by intervening 
topography. Therefore, the proposed project, including the future realignment of the project 
access roadway, would not result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity due to construction, and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Questions D through F 
 
Field inspections of both the project site and neighboring uses revealed that discernable 
sources of vibration that could adversely affect future sensitive land uses located within the 
project area do not exist. In addition, the project does not propose any appreciable sources of 
vibration, and any localized vibration generated in the immediate vicinity of project equipment 
would dissipate to imperceptible levels of the 1,000 to 2,000 feet between the project site and 
nearest existing and proposed residential uses. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
cause any residential or commercial areas, or historic buildings or archaeological sites, to be 
exposed to excessive vibration peak particle velocities, and impacts would be less than 
significant.  
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce impacts related to 
operational noise to a less-than-significant level.  
 
9-1  At the time of issuance of the first occupancy permit for any residence located on 

the property to the north of the project site, a noise survey shall be conducted at 
the specific location of the proposed residential development to determine if 
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project noise generation is satisfactory relative to City of Sacramento nighttime 
noise standards. If that survey reveals that project operations are resulting in an 
exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise standard, one of the following noise 
mitigation options shall be implemented at that time, based on coordination with 
and subject to review and approval by the Community Development Department: 

 
• Operations of the proposed project shall be limited to daytime hours (i.e., 

required to begin after 7:00 AM). (Note: Per the approved permit 
conditions, the allowable hours of operation are 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
[Permit No. Z98-114]); or 

• Additional source-specific noise control measures shall be implemented 
for the equipment or operations identifies as being responsible for the 
exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise level standard. Such measures 
could take the form of construction of additional earthen berms or 
localized sound barriers, procurement of quieter equipment, or nighttime 
restrictions on certain processes.  

 
Findings  
 
The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to Noise. 
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Issues: 

Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated less 

than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

10. PUBLIC SERVICES 
 

A) Would the project result in the need for new 
or altered services related to fire protection, 
police protection, school facilities, or other 
governmental services beyond what was 
anticipated in the 2035 General Plan? 

  X 

 
Environmental Setting 
 
The project site is located in the southeastern area of Sacramento, approximately six miles from 
the downtown core of the City, and is served with fire protection, police protection, and parks by 
the City of Sacramento. 
 
The Sacramento Fire Department (SFD) provides fire protection services to the entire City and 
some small areas just outside the City boundaries within the County limits. Police protection 
services are provided by the Sacramento Police Department (SPD) for areas within the City. In 
addition to the SPD and Sheriff’s Department, the California Highway Patrol, UC Davis Medical 
Center Police Department, and the Regional Transit Police Department provide police 
protection within the City of Sacramento. The nearest fire station is located approximately 0.33 
miles north of the project site. 
 
The project site is within the Sacramento City Unified School District. Sacramento City Unified 
School District is the 11th largest school district in California and serves 47,900 students on 81 
campuses. The nearest school, Hubert Bancroft Elementary School, is located approximately 
0.66 miles north of the project site. 
 
Standards of Significance 
 
For the purposes of this IS/MND, an impact would be considered significant if the project 
resulted in the need for new or altered services related to fire protection, police protection, 
school facilities, roadway maintenance, or other governmental services beyond what was 
anticipated in the 2035 General Plan. 
 
Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR and Applicable General 
Plan Policies 
 
The Master EIR evaluated the potential effects of the 2035 General Plan on various public 
services. These include police, fire protection, schools, libraries and emergency services 
(Chapter 4.10). 
 
The general plan provides that adequate staffing levels for police and fire are important for the 
long-term health, safety and well-being of the community (Goal PHS 1.1, PHS 2.1). The Master 
EIR concluded that effects of development that could occur under the general plan would be 
less than significant.  
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General plan policies that call for the City to consider impacts of new development on schools 
(see, for example, Policy ERC 1.1.2 setting forth locational criteria, and Policy ERC 1.1.4 that 
encourages joint-use development of facilities) reduce impacts on schools to a less-than-
significant level. (Impacts 4.10-3, 4) Impacts on library facilities were considered less than 
significant (Impact 4.10-5). 
 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Question A 
 
The proposed project does not involve the creation of housing and would not introduce any new 
residents to the project area. The proposed project would result in an increase in employees by 
approximately five from the existing staffing levels. The additional employees would likely come 
from the surrounding area and would not constitute a substantial increase in population in the 
area. In addition, the additional processing proposed for the project are similar in nature to the 
current on-site operations and would be conducted within the existing 10-acre boundary. As 
such, the proposed project would not result in any increases in demand for fire or police 
protection services. School, parks, or other public facilities or services would not be necessary 
for the proposed project. Overall, the proposed project would not result in the need for new or 
altered services related to fire protection, police protection, school facilities, or other 
governmental services beyond what was anticipated in the 2035 General Plan, and a less-than-
significant impact related to public services would occur. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
None required. 
 
Findings 
  
The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to Public 
Services. 
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Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated 
less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

10. RECREATION 
Would the project: 
 
A) Cause or accelerate substantial physical 

deterioration of existing area parks or 
recreational facilities? 

  X 

B) Create a need for construction or expansion 
of recreational facilities beyond what was 
anticipated in the 2035 General Plan? 

  X 

 
Environmental Setting 
 
Two recreational facilities are located in the vicinity of the project site: Jefferson School Park 
located at 2635 Chestnut Hill Drive, and Granite Park located at 8200 Ramona Avenue. In 
addition, the project site is within two miles of the American River. 
 
Standards of Significance 
 
For purposes of this IS/MND, impacts to recreational resources are considered significant if the 
proposed project would do either of the following: 
 

• cause or accelerate substantial physical deterioration of existing area parks or recreational 
facilities; or 

• create a need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond what was 
anticipated in the 2035 General Plan. 

 
Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR and Applicable General 
Plan Policies 
 
Chapter 4.9 of the Master EIR considered the effects of the 2035 General Plan on the City’s 
existing parkland, urban forest, recreational facilities and recreational services. The general plan 
identified a goal of providing an integrated park and recreation system in the City (Goal ERC 2.1). 
New residential development will be required to dedicate land, pay in-lieu fees or otherwise 
contribute a fair share to the acquisition and development of parks and recreation facilities (Policy 
ERC 2.2.5). Impacts were considered less than significant after application of the applicable 
policies. (Impacts 4.9-1 and 4.9-2) 
 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Questions A and B 
 
The proposed project would modify the existing operations to conduct concrete and asphalt 
crushing, shingle grinding, and wood grinding activities on-site, and add a modular office building 
and a 1.5-acre material sales yard. An increase in tonnage of materials received at the facility is 
also proposed. Because the project would not increase population, an increased demand for 
new or expansion of any existing recreational facilities would not occur. The project would not 
cause or accelerate substantial physical deterioration of existing area parks or recreational 
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facilities, or create a need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond what 
was anticipated in the 2035 General Plan. Therefore, impacts related to recreation would be 
less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
None required. 
 
Findings 
 
The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to 
Recreation. 
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Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated less 

than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

11. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 
Would the project: 
 
A) Roadway segments: degrade peak period 

Level of Service (LOS) from A, B, C or D 
(without the project) to E or F (with project) 
or the LOS (without project) is E or F, and 
projected generated traffic increases the 
Volume to Capacity Ratio (V/C ratio) by 0.02 
or more. 

  

X 

B) Intersections: degrade peak period level of 
service from A, B, C or D (without project) to 
E or F (with project) or the LOS (without 
project) is E or F, and project generated 
traffic increases the peak period average 
vehicle delay by five seconds or more? 

  

X 

C) Freeway facilities: off-ramps with vehicle 
queues that extend into the ramp’s 
deceleration area or onto the freeway; project 
traffic increases that cause any ramp’s 
merge/diverge level of service to be worse 
than the freeway’s level of service; project 
traffic increases that cause the freeway level 
of service to deteriorate beyond level of 
service threshold defined in the Caltrans 
Route Concept Report for the facility; or the 
expected ramp queue is greater than the 
storage capacity? 

  

X 

D) Transit: adversely affect public transit 
operations or fail to adequately provide for 
access to public? 

  
X 

E) Bicycle facilities: adversely affect bicycle 
travel, bicycle paths or fail to adequately 
provide for access by bicycle? 

  
X 

F) Pedestrian: adversely affect pedestrian travel, 
pedestrian paths or fail to adequately provide 
for access by pedestrians? 

  
X 

 
Environmental Setting 
 
An all-weather access road currently exists from the facility entrance on Florin-Perkins Road, to 
the weigh station, and continues east to the tipping area and south of the tipping area. The road 
is paved, provides a reasonably smooth surface for access, and is regularly watered/swept to 
minimize the generation of dust. A total of 23 parking spaces are located on-site for employees 
and visitors. Turn radii, as well as pavement and pavement base has been designed to meet 
emergency vehicle access standards as set forth by the City of Sacramento Fire Department. 
Pavement continues past the weigh station, and all areas around the weigh station are 
furnished with asphaltic concrete pavement (or equivalent). A paved apron to the north and east 
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of the operations area provides for customer maneuvering into the tipping area entirely on 
paved surface. As such, the entire ingress/egress, maneuvering area, and tipping area are 
paved. Current permits for the existing on-site operations limit the maximum daily vehicle 
volume to 321 vehicles per day and 642 vehicle trips per day. 
 
It should be noted that the project operator currently accepts soil on behalf of the adjacent 
landfill owner for landfill closure purposes. The soil does not pass through the proposed project 
scales or operating areas, nor does the soil or trucks count towards the operator’s permitted 
tonnage or vehicle limits. The aforementioned activities are not related to the current on-site 
project operations and are covered under permits associated with the landfill operations.  
 
In the Sacramento area, public transit service is provided by Sacramento Regional Transit. 
Route 61 provides daily transit service in the vicinity of the project site. Route 61 provides 
connections from the Land Park area, along Fruitridge Road to the Fruitridge Light Rail Station, 
to Florin-Perkins Road and north to the College Greens Light Rail Station and the Power Inn 
Light Rail Station.  
 
According to the City of Sacramento’s Existing Bikeways Map, bike lanes currently exist along 
Florin-Perkins Road and Jackson Road in the vicinity of the proposed project. In addition, 
Belvedere Avenue currently includes a bike route. 
 
In the vicinity of the project site, existing sidewalks occur along the western side of Florin-
Perkins Road where existing development occurs. In addition, 23rd Avenue to the south of the 
site has sidewalks on both sides of the street. Sidewalks do not exist along the portion of 
Jackson Road north of the site. 
 
Standards of Significance 
 
For purposes of this IS/MND, impacts resulting from changes in transportation or circulation may 
be considered significant if construction and/or implementation of the Proposed Project would 
result in the following impacts that remain significant after implementation of General Plan policies 
or mitigation from the General Plan MEIR: 
 
Roadway Segments 
 
A significant traffic impact occurs for roadway segments when: 
 

• The traffic generated by a project degrades peak period Level of Service (LOS) from A, B, 
C, D (without the project) to E or F (with project); or  

• The LOS (without project) is F, and project generated traffic increases the 
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio (V/C ratio) by 0.02 or more.* 

 
* General Plan Policy M1.2.2 in the Mobility Element exempts six roadway elements from the 
Level of Service (LOS) standard E-F provided that the project will improve other parts of the 
transportation system-wide roadway capacity, make intersection improvements, or enhance 
non-auto travel modes in furtherance of the 2035 General Plan goals. 
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Intersections 
 
A significant traffic impact occurs for intersections when: 
 

• The traffic generated by a project degrades peak period LOS from A, B, C, D (without 
project) to E or F (with project); or 

• The LOS (without project) F, and project generated traffic increases the peak period 
average vehicle delay by five seconds or more. 

 
Freeway Facilities 
 
Caltrans considers the following to be significant impacts: 
 

• Off-ramps with vehicle queues that extend into the ramp’s deceleration area or onto the 
freeway; 

• Project traffic increases that cause any ramp’s merge/diverge level of service to be worse 
than the freeway’s level of service; 

• Project traffic increases that cause the freeway level of service to deteriorate beyond level 
of service threshold defined in the Caltrans Route Concept Report for the facility; or 

• The expected ramp queue is greater than the storage capacity. 
 
Transit 
 
Impacts to the transit system are considered significant if the proposed project would: 
 

• Adversely affect public transit operations or  
• Fail to adequately provide for access to public transit.  

 
Bicycle Facilities 
 
Impacts to bicycle facilities are considered significant if the proposed project would: 
 

• Adversely affect bicycle travel, bicycle paths or  
• Fail to adequately provide for access by bicycle.  

 
Pedestrian Circulation 
 
Impacts to pedestrian circulation are considered significant if the proposed project would: 
 

• Adversely affect pedestrian travel, pedestrian paths or  
• Fail to adequately provide for access by pedestrians. 

 
Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR and Applicable General 
Plan Policies 
 
Transportation and circulation were discussed in the Master EIR in Chapter 4.12. Various modes 
of travel were included in the analysis, including vehicular, transit, bicycle, pedestrian and aviation 
components. The analysis included consideration of roadway capacity and identification of levels 
of service, and effects of the 2035 General Plan on the public transportation system. Provisions of 
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the 2035 General Plan that provide substantial guidance include Mobility Goal 1.1, calling for a 
transportation system that is effectively planned, managed, operated and maintained, promotion 
of multimodal choices (Policy M 1.2.1), identification of level of service standards (Policy M 1.2.2), 
support for state highway expansion and management consistent with the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SACOG MTP/SCS) (Policy M 1.5.6) and development that encourages walking and biking (Policy 
LU 4.2.1).  
 
While the general plan includes numerous policies that direct the development of the City’s 
transportation system, the Master EIR concluded that the general plan development would result 
in significant and unavoidable effects. See Impacts 4.12-3 (roadway segments in adjacent 
communities, and Impact 4.12-4 (freeway segments).  
 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Questions A through C 
 
The property has been historically used as a mining site and then as an unclassified landfill (the 
Florin Perkins Landfill, which is an existing landfill undergoing closure). As stated above, permits 
for the current MRF/LVTS operations limit the daily traffic volume to a maximum of 233trucks 
per day. The proposed project would result in an increase to 258 trucks per day. The increase in 
truck volume of 25 trucks per day would not be considered substantial considering the historical 
uses of the site and the associated trips. For example, the landfill operations that occurred on 
the property attracted a much larger number of both truck and passenger vehicle trips to the site 
than what is proposed. The increase of 25 trucks per day to the surrounding roadway network 
would be within what has historically occurred in the area and would not be expected to cause 
any roadway segments, intersections, or freeway facilities to decrease operations from an 
acceptable level to an unacceptable level. Accordingly, the City determined that a project-
specific traffic impact analysis was not required, and that the City anticipates that the proposed 
project would not significantly increase traffic on local roadways.  
 
In fact, the proposed project would improve transportation impacts as it would allow for further 
processing of materials accepted at the site, avoiding the need for hauling and processing of 
such materials at an off-site location. In addition, the proposed material sales yard would allow 
for the sale of materials processed on-site, thus, avoiding the need for hauling processed 
materials off-site for sales. As such, implementation of the proposed project would likely 
contribute to an overall decrease in VMT.  
 
As mentioned above, the project operator currently accepts soil on behalf of the adjacent landfill 
owner for landfill closure purposes. Although the trucks hauling the soil use the same entrance 
and exit road as the proposed project, the soil hauling trucks do The soil does not pass through 
the proposed project scales or operating areas, nor does the soil or trucks count towards the 
operator’s permitted tonnage or vehicle limits. Because the trucks would not enter the 
operations area of the proposed project site or enter the on-site scales, the truck traffic 
associated with the landfill closure activities would not be expected to interfere with on-site 
operations, as they would occur completely separateindependently from the proposed project. 
In addition, the aforementioned activities are not related to the proposed project operations and 
are covered under permits associated with the landfill operations. As further landfill closure 
activities continue to occur, vehicles accessing the overall site may temporarily increase during 
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the landfill closure period; however, such truck trips would cease to occur upon completion of 
landfill closure. Furthermore, clear signage would be provided on the on-site roadways in order 
to manage and direct on-site traffic.  
 
It should be noted that the City intends to implement its 14th Avenue Extension Project, which 
would extend and widen 14th Avenue from Power Inn Road to Florin-Perkins Road. The 14th 
Avenue Extension Project would involve two travel lanes, bike lanes, a landscaped median, a 
new signal at Florin-Perkins Road, and other roadway improvements. The 14th Avenue 
Extension Project would provide an east-west connection on 14th Avenue between Power Inn 
Road and Florin-Perkins Road, which would help to relieve traffic congestion in the area. The 
proposed project site’s access would need to be aligned with the intersection of Belvedere 
Avenue and Florin-Perkins Road in order to provide safe access to the project site. The 
Belvedere Avenue / Florin-Perkins Road intersection improvement details are shown in Figure 
6. Figure 4 includes the anticipated alignment of the project access realignment. The total 
surface area anticipated for the access road realignment is 14,589 square feet (or 
approximately 0.34 acres). 
 
Overall, the proposed project would not cause a substantial increase in traffic or exceed any 
level of service standard, and impacts would be considered less than significant.  
 
Question D 
 
As stated above, Sacramento Regional Transit Route 61 provides transit opportunities in the 
vicinity of the project site. Accordingly, adequate public access would be available to future 
employees at the site. The addition of five employees to the area would not be expected to 
substantially increase the number of new transit riders (if at all). Such an increase would not 
cause any adverse effects to public transit operations. Overall, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact related to public transit.  
 
Question E 
 
As discussed above, bike lanes currently exist along Florin-Perkins Road and Jackson Road in 
the vicinity of the proposed project. In addition, Belvedere Avenue includes a bike route. 
According to the City of Sacramento’s Bikeway Master Plan Map, an on-street bikeway is 
proposed to be located along the future 14th Avenue Extension, and an off-street bikeway is 
proposed following the nearby railroad tracks to the south of the site. As a result, adequate 
provisions of access to the site by bicycle would be provided and the project would not affect 
bicycle travel or paths. Therefore, impacts related to bicycle facilities would be less than 
significant.  
 
Question F 
 
As stated above, sidewalks currently exist along the western side of Florin-Perkins Road, where 
existing development occurs, and along both sides of 23rd Avenue to the south of the site. 
Although sidewalks are somewhat limited in the vicinity of the project site, the site could be 
adequately accessed by pedestrians. The proposed project would not involve any modifications 
to the existing roadway network that could adversely affect pedestrian travel or pedestrian 
paths. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to 
pedestrian access.  
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Mitigation Measures 
 
None required. 
 
Findings 
 
The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to 
Transportation and Circulation. 
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Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated 
less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

13. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
Would the project: 
 
A) Result in the determination that adequate 

capacity is not available to serve the project’s 
demand in addition to existing commitments? 

  X 

B) Require or result in either the construction of 
new utilities or the expansion of existing 
utilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts? 

  X 

 
Environmental Setting 
 
The project site’s existing utilities and service systems are discussed below.   
 
Wastewater 
 
The project site is not currently serviced by a public sewage service. Instead, portable 
restrooms are provided on-site. However, two septic tanks are located on the site. One tank is 
located west of the existing northern operations area and the other tank is located northwest of 
the existing operations area. Neither septic system is currently in use.  
 
Water Supply 
 
Potable water is currently provided to the on-site employees by means of provision of bottled 
water supplied by a vendor. Water used for dust suppression is supplied from two on-site 
groundwater wells, as well as from excess water from the stormwater tank when available. The 
existing groundwater wells are mainly used for irrigation/industrial uses. Nine fire hydrants are 
located on the site with fire supply lines that connect to the City’s water supply main located 
along Florin-Perkins Road.  
 
The project site is located within the South American Groundwater Subbasin of the Sacramento 
Valley Groundwater Basin. According to the California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 
118, little is currently known about the groundwater budget in the South American Groundwater 
Subbasin, as only 105 wells are currently providing groundwater level data for the entire 
248,000-acre Subbasin area.4 The underlying groundwater table is unconfined. Based on 
monitoring wells on the Florin-Perkins Landfill site, according to the CVRWQCB, the 
groundwater elevation at the site typically ranges from about -10 feet mean sea level (MSL) to -
16.5 feet MSL with about one foot of seasonal variation from the seasonal average.5 The 
uppermost groundwater at the site occurs in Riverbank alluvium at an average depth of about 
63 feet below the ground surface or -13 MSL.  
 

                                                
4 California Department of Water Resources. California’s Groundwater Bulletin 118 – Update 2003. October 2003. 
5 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region. Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 
R5-2013-0042. 2013. 
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Stormwater 
 
A stormwater drainage system currently exists on-site for the existing operations. The drainage 
system has been designed to direct stormwater and wash water from station maintenance 
activities to a series of drain inlets and culverts. Water is filtered prior to entering the drain inlets 
to remove sediments, debris and hydrocarbons. The water is then transferred by gravity flow to 
a small sump and subsequently to an underground stormwater detention tank located just west 
of the existing paved east access road or to the low-lying areas located west of the facility. 
Excess water in the tank is pumped out for dust suppression. If the tank capacity is exceeded, 
the excess runoff is directed to a low-lying area west of the facility within the property owner’s 
property boundaries. 
 
Solid Waste Disposal 
 
The property has been historically used as a mining site and then as an unclassified landfill (the 
Florin Perkins Landfill, which is an existing landfill undergoing closure). To support landfill 
operations, the 10-acre project site became operational as a MRF/LVTS and continues to be 
utilized as such. The existing facility accepts, sorts, and processes recyclable material for bulk 
resale. All residual wastes (approximately 20 to 25 percent of all incoming waste) are currently 
being transferred to Kiefer Landfill, located approximately 10.5 miles east of the project site, for 
disposal. Kiefer Landfill is permitted to accept a maximum of 10,800 tons per day of solid waste 
and currently only takes in an average of approximately 6,000 tons per day. According to the 
Sacramento County Waste Management and Recycling Department, as the landfill has a 
permitted disposal area of 660 acres and is currently at 250 acres, the landfill is expected to have 
adequate capacity to serve the regional waste disposal needs for many years to come. The 
anticipated closure date for the landfill is approximately 2064.  
 
Standards of Significance 
 
For the purposes of this IS/MND, an impact would be considered significant if the project would: 
 

• Result in the determination that adequate capacity is not available to serve the project’s 
demand in addition to existing commitments, or 

• Require or result in either the construction of new utilities or the expansion of existing 
utilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. 

 
Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR and Applicable General 
Plan Policies 
 
The Master EIR evaluated the effects of development under the 2035 General Plan on water 
supply, sewer and storm drainage, solid waste, electricity, natural gas and telecommunications. 
See Chapter 4.11.  
 
The Master EIR evaluated the impacts of increased demand for water that would occur with 
development under the 2035 General Plan. Policies in the general plan would reduce the impact 
generally to a less-than-significant level (see Impact 4.11-1) but the Master EIR concluded that 
the potential increase in demand for potable water in excess of the City’s existing diversion and 
treatment capacity, and which could require construction of new water supply facilities, would 
result in a significant and unavoidable effect (Impact 4.11-2). The potential need for expansion of 
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wastewater treatment facilities was identified as having a less-than-significant effect (Impact 4.11-
4). Impacts on solid waste facilities were less than significant (Impact 4.11-5). Implementation of 
energy efficient standards as set forth in Titles 20 and 24 of the California Code of Regulations for 
residential and non-residential buildings, would reduce effects for energy to a less-than-significant 
level.  
 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Questions A and B 
 
Wastewater and Water 
 
The project site is not currently connected to the City’s wastewater services. The proposed 
project would involve either connecting to one of the two existing on-site septic systems, or 
abandonment of the existing septic systems and installation of a new septic system. 
Compliance with state and locatelocal regulations and permit requirements for either option 
would ensure the wastewater treatment requirements are not exceeded. As the proposed 
project would utilize a septic system, the proposed project would not connect to the City’s 
wastewater service, and demand on such services would not occur. Thus, construction of new 
or expansion of existing City water infrastructure would not be required in order to 
accommodate the proposed project.  
 
The proposed project would continue to utilize bottled water supplied by a vendor as a means of 
provision of potable water for employees. The proposed modular office building would be 
equipped with a single unisex restroom that would accommodate approximately four 
employees. A City of Sacramento water supply main is located along Florin-Perkins Road. A 
request to connect to the City of Sacramento’s water system would occur at a later date. Until 
that time, bottled water and the existing on-site portable restrooms would continue to be 
provided to users and employees of the site. If the City allows for future connection to the water 
supply main, a two-inch pipe would be installed on the project site as a separate project in order 
to accommodate the connection.  
 
The existing groundwater supply wells at the site would continue to be utilized for the proposed 
project operations, including industrial processes, irrigation, and dust control. The proposed 
project would increase the existing total water consumption from approximately 8,000 gallons 
per day to an estimated 11,025 gallons per day, including the future on-site restroom usage. 
Water used for irrigation would have the opportunity to seep into on-site soils, which would 
contribute to the groundwater recharge at the site. In addition, stormwater and wash water on 
the site would be collected, treated, and conveyed to an on-site detention tank. Water stored in 
the detention tank would be pumped out and used for dust suppression. Excess stormwater at 
the site or from the tank would be directed to a low-lying area west of the facility, where water 
would be allowed to percolate into the soil, contributing to groundwater recharge in the area. 
Similarly, water used for dust control on any unpaved areas of the site would be allowed to 
percolate into the soil, contributing to groundwater recharge in the area. Thus, although the 
project would result in an increase in groundwater consumption at the site, the project intends to 
recycle the water used at the site to the extent feasible and would contribute to groundwater 
recharge. As discussed above, little data is currently known regarding the groundwater levels 
within the underlying groundwater subbasin. However, based on the above, and due to the 
overall size of the underlying groundwater basin, the proposed project’s increase of 3,025 
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gallons per day would not be expected to cause a substantial depletion of groundwater supplies 
in the area or at the site.  
 
Because the proposed project would not involve any new connections to the City’s water 
service, or increase demands on such services, construction of new or expansion of existing 
City infrastructure would not be required for the proposed project. Thus, impacts related to such 
would not occur. 
 
Overall, the proposed project would not increase demand for City water or wastewater services 
and would not require the construction of new or expansion of existing such infrastructure or 
facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact 
associated with such.  
 
Stormwater 
 
The existing stormwater drainage system would be utilized for the proposed project; however, 
one additional stormwater outfall structure would be constructed to accommodate the increase 
in stormwater at the site resultant of the increase in impervious surfaces. Because the proposed 
project design would be sufficient to contain all stormwater runoff associated with the site, an 
increase in the amount conveyed to the City’s system would not be expected to occur. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Solid Waste 
 
The materials received at the site would increase as a result of the modification by an additional 
500 tons (primarily concrete and asphalt), for a total of 1,000 TPD. However, the materials 
currently accepted at the site would continue to be accepted and a change to the type of 
materials accepted at the site is not proposed. In general, the proposed operations would be 
similar to the current site operations and would be conducted within the existing 10-acre 
MRF/LVTS boundary.  
 
All residual wastes (approximately 20 to 25 percent of all incoming waste) are currently being 
transferred to Kiefer Landfill, located approximately 10.5 miles east of the project site, for 
disposal. The same would occur for the residual wastes from the proposed project. Using a 
conservative amount of residual waste based on 25 percent of the maximum amount of 
materials to be received at the site of 1,000 TPD, residual wastes associated with the proposed 
project could be expected to be in the order of 250 TPD. Based on the current average 
acceptance of solid waste and the permitted maximum acceptance of solid waste at Kiefer 
Landfill, the landfill would be sufficient to accommodate the project’s disposal needs.   
 
It should be noted that the proposed project would allow for further processing of materials 
accepted at the site, avoiding the need for hauling and processing of such materials at an off-
site location or potentially disposing of materials at the local landfill. In addition, the nature of the 
proposed project would result in an overall positive effect related to solid waste services, as the 
project consists of processing materials for reuse. Thus, the project would be contributing to an 
overall reduction in the potential amount of waste going to a landfill. Because waste generated 
by the proposed project would be nominal, the local landfill has sufficient capacity, and the 
project would positively affect solid waste services, no impact related to solid waste services 
would occur. 



F L O R I N - P E R K I N S  M A T E R I A L S  R E C O V E R Y  F A C I L I T Y /  
L A R G E  V O L U M E  T R A N S F E R  S T A T I O N  

I n i t i a l  S t u d y  
 
 

 P A G E  99 
  

Conclusion 
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would result in an overall less-than-significant 
impact related to utilities and service systems.  
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
None required. 
 
Findings 
 
The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to Utilities 
and Service Systems. 
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated 
less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

14. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
A.) Does the project have the potential to 

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

  X 

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

  X 

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

  X 

 
Answers to Checklist Questions 
 
Question A 
 
As described in Section 3, Biological Resources, and Section 4, Cultural Resources, of this 
IS/MND, the proposed project, including the future realignment of the project access roadway, 
with implementation of the identified mitigation measures, would not have a significant impact 
on the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or prehistory. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact 
would be less than significant. 
 
Question B 
 
As presented throughout this IS/MND, all potential impacts associated with the project, including 
the future realignment of the project access roadway, would be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels with implementation of the identified mitigation measures. Thus, the project would not be 
expected to result in a considerable cumulative contribution to impacts on the environment. 
Therefore, the proposed project would also result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 
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Question C 
 
The only potentially significant impact associated with the proposed project’s effects on human 
beings is related to air quality. However, as discussed in Section 2, Air Quality of this IS/MND, 
with implementation of the identified mitigation measures, all impacts would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels. Therefore, the proposed project’s impacts associated with effects on 
human beings would be less than significant. 
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SECTION IV - ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

The environmental factors checked below would potentially be affected by this project. 
 

 Aesthetics   Hazards  

 Air Quality  X Noise  

X Biological Resources   Public Services  

X Cultural Resources   Recreation  

 Geology and Soils  Transportation/Circulation  

 Hydrology and Water Quality  Utilities and Service Systems 

    

 None Identified   
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SECTION V - DETERMINATION 

On the basis of the initial study: 
 
I find that (a) the proposed project is an anticipated subsequent project identified and described 
in the  2035 General Plan Master EIR; (b) the proposed project is consistent with the 2035 
General Plan land use designation and the permissible densities and intensities of use for the 
project site; (c) that the discussions of cumulative impacts, growth inducing impacts, and 
irreversible significant effects in the Master EIR are adequate for the proposed project; and (d) 
the proposed project will have additional significant environmental effects not previously 
examined in the Master EIR.  A Mitigated Negative Declaration will be prepared. Mitigation 
measures from the Master EIR will be applied to the project as appropriate, and additional 
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives will be incorporated to revise the proposed project 
before the negative declaration is circulated for public review, to avoid or mitigate the identified 
effects to a level of insignificance. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15178(b)) 
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APPENDIX A 



Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - utilized size of new modular office building, but included entire site acreage (including future access roadway realignment area)

Construction Phase - 

Grading - only 1 acre of grading required related to construction of berm

Vehicle Trips - based on an additional 25 new trucks at site per day (approx. 50 trips)

Energy Use - modified per project specific anticipated electricity usage; no natural gas used on site

Energy Mitigation - 

Operational Off-Road Equipment - based on project info and default values

Sacramento County, Summer

Florin Perkins Recycling Center

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 0.72 1000sqft 11.84 720.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

6

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)3.5 58

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Sacramento Municipal Utility District

2016Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

590.31 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 5.19 5.50

tblEnergyUse NT24E 7.20 7.63

tblEnergyUse NT24NG 12.42 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 4.17 4.42

tblEnergyUse T24NG 24.61 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 75.00 1.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.02 11.84

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 70.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 81.00 700.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 85.00 500.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 167.00 75.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHoursPerDay 8.00 2.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 2.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 2.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2016

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 66.67

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 66.67

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 66.67
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2016 6.5596 74.8858 50.1026 0.0637 6.2096 3.5854 9.7949 3.3544 3.2985 6.6529 0.0000 6,574.866
8

6,574.866
8

1.9427 0.0000 6,615.663
7

Total 6.5596 74.8858 50.1026 0.0637 6.2096 3.5854 9.7949 3.3544 3.2985 6.6529 0.0000 6,574.866
8

6,574.866
8

1.9427 0.0000 6,615.663
7

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2016 6.5596 74.8858 50.1026 0.0637 6.2096 3.5854 9.7949 3.3544 3.2985 6.6529 0.0000 6,574.866
8

6,574.866
8

1.9427 0.0000 6,615.663
7

Total 6.5596 74.8858 50.1026 0.0637 6.2096 3.5854 9.7949 3.3544 3.2985 6.6529 0.0000 6,574.866
8

6,574.866
8

1.9427 0.0000 6,615.663
7

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 0.0182 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.2060 0.3976 2.1263 4.2100e-
003

0.2811 5.7200e-
003

0.2868 0.0751 5.2600e-
003

0.0803 363.3850 363.3850 0.0149 363.6977

Offroad 3.8642 36.1465 20.0629 0.0519 1.6599 1.6599 1.5810 1.5810 5,723.360
8

5,723.360
8

0.7536 5,739.187
0

Total 4.0883 36.5441 22.1893 0.0561 0.2811 1.6656 1.9467 0.0751 1.5863 1.6614 6,086.746
0

6,086.746
0

0.7685 0.0000 6,102.884
9

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 0.0182 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.2060 0.3976 2.1263 4.2100e-
003

0.2811 5.7200e-
003

0.2868 0.0751 5.2600e-
003

0.0803 363.3850 363.3850 0.0149 363.6977

Offroad 3.8642 36.1465 20.0629 0.0519 1.6599 1.6599 1.5810 1.5810 5,723.360
8

5,723.360
8

0.7536 5,739.187
0

Total 4.0883 36.5441 22.1893 0.0561 0.2811 1.6656 1.9467 0.0751 1.5863 1.6614 6,086.746
0

6,086.746
0

0.7685 0.0000 6,102.884
9

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 1/1/2016 2/11/2016 5 30

2 Paving Paving 2/12/2016 3/10/2016 5 20

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

94.52 98.91 90.42 92.49 0.00 99.66 85.27 0.00 99.67 95.16 0.00 94.03 94.03 98.06 0.00 94.04

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 1

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0574 0.0000 6.0574 3.3140 0.0000 3.3140 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617 3.5842 3.5842 3.2975 3.2975 6,414.980
7

6,414.980
7

1.9350 6,455.615
4

Total 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617 6.0574 3.5842 9.6417 3.3140 3.2975 6.6115 6,414.980
7

6,414.980
7

1.9350 6,455.615
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0802 0.0721 0.9651 1.9500e-
003

0.1521 1.1200e-
003

0.1533 0.0404 1.0300e-
003

0.0414 159.8861 159.8861 7.7200e-
003

160.0483

Total 0.0802 0.0721 0.9651 1.9500e-
003

0.1521 1.1200e-
003

0.1533 0.0404 1.0300e-
003

0.0414 159.8861 159.8861 7.7200e-
003

160.0483

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0574 0.0000 6.0574 3.3140 0.0000 3.3140 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617 3.5842 3.5842 3.2975 3.2975 0.0000 6,414.980
7

6,414.980
7

1.9350 6,455.615
4

Total 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617 6.0574 3.5842 9.6417 3.3140 3.2975 6.6115 0.0000 6,414.980
7

6,414.980
7

1.9350 6,455.615
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0802 0.0721 0.9651 1.9500e-
003

0.1521 1.1200e-
003

0.1533 0.0404 1.0300e-
003

0.0414 159.8861 159.8861 7.7200e-
003

160.0483

Total 0.0802 0.0721 0.9651 1.9500e-
003

0.1521 1.1200e-
003

0.1533 0.0404 1.0300e-
003

0.0414 159.8861 159.8861 7.7200e-
003

160.0483

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.0898 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.0898 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0601 0.0541 0.7239 1.4600e-
003

0.1141 8.4000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.7000e-
004

0.0310 119.9145 119.9145 5.7900e-
003

120.0362

Total 0.0601 0.0541 0.7239 1.4600e-
003

0.1141 8.4000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.7000e-
004

0.0310 119.9145 119.9145 5.7900e-
003

120.0362

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 4/19/2016 2:11 PMPage 9 of 16



4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.3 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.0898 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 0.0000 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.0898 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 0.0000 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0601 0.0541 0.7239 1.4600e-
003

0.1141 8.4000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.7000e-
004

0.0310 119.9145 119.9145 5.7900e-
003

120.0362

Total 0.0601 0.0541 0.7239 1.4600e-
003

0.1141 8.4000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.7000e-
004

0.0310 119.9145 119.9145 5.7900e-
003

120.0362

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.2060 0.3976 2.1263 4.2100e-
003

0.2811 5.7200e-
003

0.2868 0.0751 5.2600e-
003

0.0803 363.3850 363.3850 0.0149 363.6977

Unmitigated 0.2060 0.3976 2.1263 4.2100e-
003

0.2811 5.7200e-
003

0.2868 0.0751 5.2600e-
003

0.0803 363.3850 363.3850 0.0149 363.6977

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 48.00 48.00 48.00 132,763 132,763

Total 48.00 48.00 48.00 132,763 132,763

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 10.00 5.00 6.50 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

5.0 Energy Detail4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.504516 0.068219 0.178179 0.147873 0.044976 0.006346 0.020386 0.015946 0.002304 0.002308 0.006193 0.000574 0.002181

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0182 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Unmitigated 0.0182 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.7400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0154 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Total 0.0182 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.7400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0154 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Total 0.0182 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Operational Offroad

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Equipment Type lb/day lb/day

Excavators 0.7764 8.8617 6.8569 0.0106 0.4360 0.4360 0.4012 0.4012 1,099.836
2

1,099.836
2

0.3318 1,106.802
9

Other Material 
Handling 
Equipment

0.0680 0.6347 0.4982 6.5000e-
004

0.0486 0.0486 0.0447 0.0447 67.1694 67.1694 0.0203 67.5949

Tractors/Loaders/
Backhoes

0.6812 6.5101 4.8252 6.2300e-
003

0.5012 0.5012 0.4611 0.4611 647.3546 647.3546 0.1953 651.4551

Crushing/Proc. 
Equipment

2.3387 20.1400 7.8827 0.0344 0.6741 0.6741 0.6741 0.6741 3,909.000
7

3,909.000
7

0.2064 3,913.334
1

Total 3.8642 36.1465 20.0629 0.0519 1.6599 1.6599 1.5810 1.5810 5,723.360
8

5,723.360
8

0.7536 5,739.187
0

UnMitigated/Mitigated

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 361 700 0.73 Diesel

Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 8.00 70 500 0.78 Diesel

Excavators 2 8.00 361 162 0.38 Diesel

Other Material Handling Equipment 1 2.00 361 75 0.40 Diesel

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 361 97 0.37 Diesel
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10.0 Vegetation
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - utilized size of new modular office building, but included entire site acreage (including future access roadway realignment area)

Construction Phase - 

Grading - only 1 acre of grading required related to construction of berm

Vehicle Trips - based on an additional 25 new trucks at site per day (approx. 50 trips)

Energy Use - modified per project specific anticipated electricity usage; no natural gas used on site

Energy Mitigation - 

Operational Off-Road Equipment - based on project info and default values

Sacramento County, Winter

Florin Perkins Recycling Center

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 0.72 1000sqft 11.84 720.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

6

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)3.5 58

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Sacramento Municipal Utility District

2016Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

590.31 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 5.19 5.50

tblEnergyUse NT24E 7.20 7.63

tblEnergyUse NT24NG 12.42 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 4.17 4.42

tblEnergyUse T24NG 24.61 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 75.00 1.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.02 11.84

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 70.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 81.00 700.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 85.00 500.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 167.00 75.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHoursPerDay 8.00 2.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 2.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 2.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2016

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 66.67

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 66.67

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 66.67
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2016 6.5494 74.9032 50.0086 0.0634 6.2096 3.5854 9.7949 3.3544 3.2985 6.6529 0.0000 6,555.358
8

6,555.358
8

1.9427 0.0000 6,596.155
7

Total 6.5494 74.9032 50.0086 0.0634 6.2096 3.5854 9.7949 3.3544 3.2985 6.6529 0.0000 6,555.358
8

6,555.358
8

1.9427 0.0000 6,596.155
7

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2016 6.5494 74.9032 50.0086 0.0634 6.2096 3.5854 9.7949 3.3544 3.2985 6.6529 0.0000 6,555.358
7

6,555.358
7

1.9427 0.0000 6,596.155
7

Total 6.5494 74.9032 50.0086 0.0634 6.2096 3.5854 9.7949 3.3544 3.2985 6.6529 0.0000 6,555.358
7

6,555.358
7

1.9427 0.0000 6,596.155
7

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 0.0182 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.1940 0.4539 2.1591 3.7900e-
003

0.2811 5.7600e-
003

0.2868 0.0751 5.2900e-
003

0.0804 328.6985 328.6985 0.0149 329.0114

Offroad 3.8642 36.1465 20.0629 0.0519 1.6599 1.6599 1.5810 1.5810 5,723.360
8

5,723.360
8

0.7536 5,739.187
0

Total 4.0763 36.6004 22.2221 0.0556 0.2811 1.6657 1.9467 0.0751 1.5863 1.6614 6,052.059
5

6,052.059
5

0.7685 0.0000 6,068.198
6

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 0.0182 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.1940 0.4539 2.1591 3.7900e-
003

0.2811 5.7600e-
003

0.2868 0.0751 5.2900e-
003

0.0804 328.6985 328.6985 0.0149 329.0114

Offroad 3.8642 36.1465 20.0629 0.0519 1.6599 1.6599 1.5810 1.5810 5,723.360
8

5,723.360
8

0.7536 5,739.187
0

Total 4.0763 36.6004 22.2221 0.0556 0.2811 1.6657 1.9467 0.0751 1.5863 1.6614 6,052.059
5

6,052.059
5

0.7685 0.0000 6,068.198
6

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 1/1/2016 2/11/2016 5 30

2 Paving Paving 2/12/2016 3/10/2016 5 20

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

94.80 98.76 90.28 93.19 0.00 99.65 85.27 0.00 99.67 95.16 0.00 94.57 94.57 98.06 0.00 94.58

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 1

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0574 0.0000 6.0574 3.3140 0.0000 3.3140 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617 3.5842 3.5842 3.2975 3.2975 6,414.980
7

6,414.980
7

1.9350 6,455.615
4

Total 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617 6.0574 3.5842 9.6417 3.3140 3.2975 6.6115 6,414.980
7

6,414.980
7

1.9350 6,455.615
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0699 0.0895 0.8712 1.7100e-
003

0.1521 1.1200e-
003

0.1533 0.0404 1.0300e-
003

0.0414 140.3780 140.3780 7.7200e-
003

140.5402

Total 0.0699 0.0895 0.8712 1.7100e-
003

0.1521 1.1200e-
003

0.1533 0.0404 1.0300e-
003

0.0414 140.3780 140.3780 7.7200e-
003

140.5402

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0574 0.0000 6.0574 3.3140 0.0000 3.3140 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617 3.5842 3.5842 3.2975 3.2975 0.0000 6,414.980
7

6,414.980
7

1.9350 6,455.615
4

Total 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617 6.0574 3.5842 9.6417 3.3140 3.2975 6.6115 0.0000 6,414.980
7

6,414.980
7

1.9350 6,455.615
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0699 0.0895 0.8712 1.7100e-
003

0.1521 1.1200e-
003

0.1533 0.0404 1.0300e-
003

0.0414 140.3780 140.3780 7.7200e-
003

140.5402

Total 0.0699 0.0895 0.8712 1.7100e-
003

0.1521 1.1200e-
003

0.1533 0.0404 1.0300e-
003

0.0414 140.3780 140.3780 7.7200e-
003

140.5402

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.0898 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.0898 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0524 0.0671 0.6534 1.2800e-
003

0.1141 8.4000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.7000e-
004

0.0310 105.2835 105.2835 5.7900e-
003

105.4052

Total 0.0524 0.0671 0.6534 1.2800e-
003

0.1141 8.4000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.7000e-
004

0.0310 105.2835 105.2835 5.7900e-
003

105.4052

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.3 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.0898 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 0.0000 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.0898 22.3859 14.8176 0.0223 1.2610 1.2610 1.1601 1.1601 0.0000 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0524 0.0671 0.6534 1.2800e-
003

0.1141 8.4000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.7000e-
004

0.0310 105.2835 105.2835 5.7900e-
003

105.4052

Total 0.0524 0.0671 0.6534 1.2800e-
003

0.1141 8.4000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.7000e-
004

0.0310 105.2835 105.2835 5.7900e-
003

105.4052

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.1940 0.4539 2.1591 3.7900e-
003

0.2811 5.7600e-
003

0.2868 0.0751 5.2900e-
003

0.0804 328.6985 328.6985 0.0149 329.0114

Unmitigated 0.1940 0.4539 2.1591 3.7900e-
003

0.2811 5.7600e-
003

0.2868 0.0751 5.2900e-
003

0.0804 328.6985 328.6985 0.0149 329.0114

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 48.00 48.00 48.00 132,763 132,763

Total 48.00 48.00 48.00 132,763 132,763

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 10.00 5.00 6.50 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

5.0 Energy Detail4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.504516 0.068219 0.178179 0.147873 0.044976 0.006346 0.020386 0.015946 0.002304 0.002308 0.006193 0.000574 0.002181

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0182 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Unmitigated 0.0182 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.7400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0154 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Total 0.0182 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.7400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0154 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Total 0.0182 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Operational Offroad

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Equipment Type lb/day lb/day

Excavators 0.7764 8.8617 6.8569 0.0106 0.4360 0.4360 0.4012 0.4012 1,099.836
2

1,099.836
2

0.3318 1,106.802
9

Other Material 
Handling 
Equipment

0.0680 0.6347 0.4982 6.5000e-
004

0.0486 0.0486 0.0447 0.0447 67.1694 67.1694 0.0203 67.5949

Tractors/Loaders/
Backhoes

0.6812 6.5101 4.8252 6.2300e-
003

0.5012 0.5012 0.4611 0.4611 647.3546 647.3546 0.1953 651.4551

Crushing/Proc. 
Equipment

2.3387 20.1400 7.8827 0.0344 0.6741 0.6741 0.6741 0.6741 3,909.000
7

3,909.000
7

0.2064 3,913.334
1

Total 3.8642 36.1465 20.0629 0.0519 1.6599 1.6599 1.5810 1.5810 5,723.360
8

5,723.360
8

0.7536 5,739.187
0

UnMitigated/Mitigated

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 361 700 0.73 Diesel

Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 8.00 70 500 0.78 Diesel

Excavators 2 8.00 361 162 0.38 Diesel

Other Material Handling Equipment 1 2.00 361 75 0.40 Diesel

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 361 97 0.37 Diesel
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10.0 Vegetation
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - utilized size of new modular office building, but included entire site acreage (including future access roadway realignment area)

Construction Phase - 

Grading - only 1 acre of grading required related to construction of berm

Vehicle Trips - based on an additional 25 new trucks at site per day (approx. 50 trips)

Energy Use - modified per project specific anticipated electricity usage; no natural gas used on site

Energy Mitigation - 

Operational Off-Road Equipment - based on project info and default values

Sacramento County, Annual

Florin Perkins Recycling Center

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 0.72 1000sqft 11.84 720.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

6

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)3.5 58

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Sacramento Municipal Utility District

2016Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

590.31 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 5.19 5.50

tblEnergyUse NT24E 7.20 7.63

tblEnergyUse NT24NG 12.42 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 4.17 4.42

tblEnergyUse T24NG 24.61 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 75.00 1.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.02 11.84

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 70.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 81.00 700.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 85.00 500.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 167.00 75.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHoursPerDay 8.00 2.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 2.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 2.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2016

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 66.67

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 66.67

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 66.67
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2016 0.1196 1.3479 0.9041 1.1900e-
003

0.0942 0.0664 0.1606 0.0506 0.0611 0.1117 0.0000 111.2570 111.2570 0.0328 0.0000 111.9463

Total 0.1196 1.3479 0.9041 1.1900e-
003

0.0942 0.0664 0.1606 0.0506 0.0611 0.1117 0.0000 111.2570 111.2570 0.0328 0.0000 111.9463

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2016 0.1196 1.3479 0.9041 1.1900e-
003

0.0942 0.0664 0.1606 0.0506 0.0611 0.1117 0.0000 111.2568 111.2568 0.0328 0.0000 111.9462

Total 0.1196 1.3479 0.9041 1.1900e-
003

0.0942 0.0664 0.1606 0.0506 0.0611 0.1117 0.0000 111.2568 111.2568 0.0328 0.0000 111.9462

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.3834 3.3834 1.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.3976

Mobile 0.0333 0.0781 0.3608 7.0000e-
004

0.0494 1.0400e-
003

0.0505 0.0132 9.6000e-
004

0.0142 0.0000 55.4365 55.4365 2.4600e-
003

0.0000 55.4881

Offroad 0.3572 3.5941 2.4744 4.3600e-
003

0.2015 0.2015 0.1873 0.1873 0.0000 421.2123 421.2123 0.0962 0.0000 423.2318

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0589 0.2221 0.2810 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3259

Total 0.3938 3.6722 2.8352 5.0600e-
003

0.0494 0.2026 0.2520 0.0132 0.1883 0.2015 0.2396 480.2543 480.4939 0.1097 1.6000e-
004

482.8483

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.1278 3.1278 1.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.1409

Mobile 0.0333 0.0781 0.3608 7.0000e-
004

0.0494 1.0400e-
003

0.0505 0.0132 9.6000e-
004

0.0142 0.0000 55.4365 55.4365 2.4600e-
003

0.0000 55.4881

Offroad 0.3572 3.5941 2.4744 4.3600e-
003

0.2015 0.2015 0.1873 0.1873 0.0000 421.2123 421.2123 0.0962 0.0000 423.2318

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0589 0.2221 0.2810 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3260

Total 0.3938 3.6722 2.8352 5.0600e-
003

0.0494 0.2026 0.2520 0.0132 0.1883 0.2015 0.2396 479.9987 480.2383 0.1097 1.6000e-
004

482.5916

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

90.70 97.87 87.27 86.17 0.00 99.49 79.98 0.00 99.49 92.95 0.00 87.76 87.72 87.69 0.00 87.71
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 1/1/2016 2/11/2016 5 30

2 Paving Paving 2/12/2016 3/10/2016 5 20

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 1

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0909 0.0000 0.0909 0.0497 0.0000 0.0497 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0538 0.0538 0.0495 0.0495 0.0000 87.2936 87.2936 0.0263 0.0000 87.8465

Total 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0909 0.0538 0.1446 0.0497 0.0495 0.0992 0.0000 87.2936 87.2936 0.0263 0.0000 87.8465

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0126 3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9664 1.9664 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9686

Total 1.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0126 3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9664 1.9664 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9686

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0909 0.0000 0.0909 0.0497 0.0000 0.0497 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0538 0.0538 0.0495 0.0495 0.0000 87.2935 87.2935 0.0263 0.0000 87.8464

Total 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0909 0.0538 0.1446 0.0497 0.0495 0.0992 0.0000 87.2935 87.2935 0.0263 0.0000 87.8464

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0126 3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9664 1.9664 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9686

Total 1.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0126 3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9664 1.9664 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9686

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Total 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.3 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Total 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0333 0.0781 0.3608 7.0000e-
004

0.0494 1.0400e-
003

0.0505 0.0132 9.6000e-
004

0.0142 0.0000 55.4365 55.4365 2.4600e-
003

0.0000 55.4881

Unmitigated 0.0333 0.0781 0.3608 7.0000e-
004

0.0494 1.0400e-
003

0.0505 0.0132 9.6000e-
004

0.0142 0.0000 55.4365 55.4365 2.4600e-
003

0.0000 55.4881

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 48.00 48.00 48.00 132,763 132,763

Total 48.00 48.00 48.00 132,763 132,763

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 10.00 5.00 6.50 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

5.0 Energy Detail4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.504516 0.068219 0.178179 0.147873 0.044976 0.006346 0.020386 0.015946 0.002304 0.002308 0.006193 0.000574 0.002181

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.1278 3.1278 1.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.1409

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.3834 3.3834 1.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.3976

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

Historical Energy Use: N
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

12636 3.3834 1.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.3976

Total 3.3834 1.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.3976

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

11681.3 3.1278 1.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.1409

Total 3.1278 1.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.1409

Mitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 4/19/2016 2:29 PMPage 14 of 19



7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.8100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Total 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.8100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Total 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 0.2810 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3260

Unmitigated 0.2810 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3259

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0.1665 / 0 0.2810 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3259

Total 0.2810 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3259

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0.1665 / 0 0.2810 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3260

Total 0.2810 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3260

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

 Unmitigated 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0.89 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Total 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0.89 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Total 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad
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10.0 Vegetation

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Equipment Type tons/yr MT/yr

Excavators 0.1401 1.5995 1.2377 1.9100e-
003

0.0787 0.0787 0.0724 0.0724 0.0000 180.0947 180.0947 0.0543 0.0000 181.2355

Other Material 
Handling 
Equipment

0.0123 0.1146 0.0899 1.2000e-
004

8.7600e-
003

8.7600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

8.0600e-
003

0.0000 10.9988 10.9988 3.3200e-
003

0.0000 11.0685

Tractors/Loaders/
Backhoes

0.1230 1.1751 0.8710 1.1200e-
003

0.0905 0.0905 0.0832 0.0832 0.0000 106.0023 106.0023 0.0320 0.0000 106.6737

Crushing/Proc. 
Equipment

0.0819 0.7049 0.2759 1.2000e-
003

0.0236 0.0236 0.0236 0.0236 0.0000 124.1165 124.1165 6.5500e-
003

0.0000 124.2541

Total 0.3572 3.5941 2.4744 4.3500e-
003

0.2015 0.2015 0.1873 0.1873 0.0000 421.2123 421.2123 0.0962 0.0000 423.2318

UnMitigated/Mitigated

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 361 700 0.73 Diesel

Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 8.00 70 500 0.78 Diesel

Excavators 2 8.00 361 162 0.38 Diesel

Other Material Handling Equipment 1 2.00 361 75 0.40 Diesel

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 361 97 0.37 Diesel
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Sacramento County, Mitigation Report

Florin Perkins Recycling Center

Construction Mitigation Summary

Phase ROG NOx CO SO2
Exhaust 

PM10
Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2

NBio- 
CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction

Grading 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

OFFROAD Equipment Mitigation

Equipment Type Fuel Type Tier Number Mitigated Total Number of Equipment DPF Oxidation Catalyst

Excavators Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Graders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Pavers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Paving Equipment Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Rollers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Scrapers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00
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Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated tons/yr Unmitigated mt/yr

Excavators 1.16500E-002 1.32920E-001 1.02850E-001 1.60000E-004 6.54000E-003 6.02000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.49663E+001 1.49663E+001 4.51000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.50611E+001

Graders 1.52800E-002 1.55700E-001 7.39100E-002 9.00000E-005 8.75000E-003 8.05000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.83698E+000 8.83698E+000 2.67000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.89296E+000

Pavers 8.02000E-003 9.02600E-002 5.70400E-002 9.00000E-005 4.49000E-003 4.13000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.50987E+000 8.50987E+000 2.57000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.56378E+000

Paving Equipment 6.14000E-003 7.13400E-002 5.08600E-002 8.00000E-005 3.54000E-003 3.26000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.56019E+000 7.56019E+000 2.28000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.60807E+000

Rollers 6.74000E-003 6.22600E-002 4.02700E-002 5.00000E-005 4.58000E-003 4.22000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.94376E+000 4.94376E+000 1.49000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.97507E+000

Rubber Tired 
Dozers

1.85700E-002 2.08060E-001 1.57270E-001 1.30000E-004 9.68000E-003 8.91000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.25659E+001 1.25659E+001 3.79000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.26455E+001

Scrapers 4.14700E-002 5.27870E-001 3.30640E-001 4.50000E-004 2.12800E-002 1.95700E-002 0.00000E+000 4.21154E+001 4.21154E+001 1.27000E-002 0.00000E+000 4.23822E+001

Tractors/Loaders/
Backhoes

1.02200E-002 9.76500E-002 7.23800E-002 9.00000E-005 7.52000E-003 6.92000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.80905E+000 8.80905E+000 2.66000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.86485E+000

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Mitigated tons/yr Mitigated mt/yr

Excavators 1.16500E-002 1.32920E-001 1.02850E-001 1.60000E-004 6.54000E-003 6.02000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.49663E+001 1.49663E+001 4.51000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.50611E+001

Graders 1.52800E-002 1.55700E-001 7.39100E-002 9.00000E-005 8.75000E-003 8.05000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.83697E+000 8.83697E+000 2.67000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.89295E+000

Pavers 8.02000E-003 9.02600E-002 5.70400E-002 9.00000E-005 4.49000E-003 4.13000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.50986E+000 8.50986E+000 2.57000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.56377E+000

Paving Equipment 6.14000E-003 7.13400E-002 5.08600E-002 8.00000E-005 3.54000E-003 3.26000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.56018E+000 7.56018E+000 2.28000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.60807E+000

Rollers 6.74000E-003 6.22600E-002 4.02700E-002 5.00000E-005 4.58000E-003 4.22000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.94375E+000 4.94375E+000 1.49000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.97507E+000

Rubber Tired Dozers 1.85700E-002 2.08060E-001 1.57270E-001 1.30000E-004 9.68000E-003 8.91000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.25658E+001 1.25658E+001 3.79000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.26454E+001

Scrapers 4.14700E-002 5.27870E-001 3.30640E-001 4.50000E-004 2.12800E-002 1.95700E-002 0.00000E+000 4.21153E+001 4.21153E+001 1.27000E-002 0.00000E+000 4.23821E+001

Tractors/Loaders/Ba
ckhoes

1.02200E-002 9.76500E-002 7.23800E-002 9.00000E-005 7.52000E-003 6.92000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.80904E+000 8.80904E+000 2.66000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.86484E+000
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Fugitive Dust Mitigation

No Soil Stabilizer for unpaved 
Roads

PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

No Replace Ground Cover of Area 
Disturbed

PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

No Water Exposed Area PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction Frequency (per 
day)

No Unpaved Road Mitigation Moisture Content 
%

Vehicle Speed 
(mph)

No Clean Paved Road % PM Reduction 0.00

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction

Excavators 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.33633E-006 1.33633E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.32792E-006

Graders 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.13161E-006 1.13161E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.12448E-006

Pavers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.17511E-006 1.17511E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.16771E-006

Paving Equipment 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.32272E-006 1.32272E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Rollers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 2.02275E-006 2.02275E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Rubber Tired Dozers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 7.95808E-007 7.95808E-007 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.58160E-006

Scrapers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.18721E-006 1.18721E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.17974E-006

Tractors/Loaders/Ba
ckhoes

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.13520E-006 1.13520E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.12805E-006

Yes/No Mitigation InputMitigation InputMitigation InputMitigation Measure
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Operational Percent Reduction Summary

Category ROG NOx CO SO2
Exhaust 

PM10
Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2

NBio- 
CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.56 7.56 11.76 0.00 7.56

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water Indoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.02

Water Outdoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Operational Mobile Mitigation

Mitigation 
Selected

Category % Reduction Input Value 1 Input Value 2 Input Value 
3

Measure

Unmitigated Mitigated Percent Reduction

Phase Source PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5

Grading Fugitive Dust 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.00 0.00

Grading Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Project Setting:
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No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Land Use

Neighborhood Enhancements

Neighborhood Enhancements

Neighborhood Enhancements

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.00

-0.01 0.13Increase Diversity

Implement NEV Network

Provide Traffic Calming Measures

Improve Pedestrian Network

Land Use SubTotal

Integrate Below Market Rate Housing

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Destination Accessibility

Improve Walkability Design

Increase Density

No

No

No

No

No

No

Parking Policy Pricing

Transit Improvements

Transit Improvements

Transit Improvements

Transit Improvements

Parking Policy Pricing

Parking Policy Pricing

Parking Policy Pricing

Neighborhood Enhancements 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00Limit Parking Supply

Land Use and Site Enhancement Subtotal

Transit Improvements Subtotal

Increase Transit Frequency

Expand Transit Network

Provide BRT System

Parking Policy Pricing Subtotal

On-street Market Pricing

Unbundle Parking Costs

Neighborhood Enhancements Subtotal

No

No

No

Commute

Commute

Commute

Transit Subsidy

Implement Employee Parking "Cash Out"

Implement Trip Reduction Program
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Area Mitigation

Measure Implemented

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Mitigation Measure

No Hearth

% Electric Chainsaw

% Electric Leafblower

% Electric Lawnmower

Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Exterior)

Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Interior)

Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Exterior)

Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Interior)

Use Low VOC Cleaning Supplies

Only Natural Gas Hearth

Input Value

150.00

150.00

100.00

100.00

Energy Mitigation  Measures

No

No

No

No

No

No School Trip

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.00

Implement School Bus Program

Commute Subtotal

Provide Ride Sharing Program

Employee Vanpool/Shuttle

Market Commute Trip Reduction Option

Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative 
Work Schedules

Workplace Parking Charge

0.00Total VMT Reduction
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Measure Implemented

No

No

Yes

Mitigation Measure

Install High Efficiency Lighting

On-site Renewable

Exceed Title 24

Input Value 1

30.00

Input Value 2

Appliance Type Land Use Subtype % Improvement

ClothWasher 30.00

DishWasher 15.00

Fan 50.00

Refrigerator 15.00

Water Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented

No

No

No

Mitigation Measure

Use Reclaimed Water

Use Grey Water

Apply Water Conservation on Strategy

Input Value 1 Input Value 2

No

No

No

No

Install low-flow bathroom faucet

Install low-flow Toilet

Install low-flow Shower

Install low-flow Kitchen faucet

32.00

18.00

20.00

20.00

No

No

No

Turf Reduction

Water Efficient Landscape

Use Water Efficient Irrigation Systems 6.10
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Solid Waste Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Institute Recycling and Composting Services
Percent Reduction in Waste Disposed

Input Value
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Project Characteristics - modified intensity factor based on SMUD anticipated RPS reduction by 2020

Land Use - utilized size of new modular office building, but included entire site acreage (including future access roadway realignment area)

Construction Phase - 

Grading - only 1 acre of grading required related to construction of berm

Vehicle Trips - based on an additional 25 new trucks at the site

Energy Use - modified per project specific anticipated electricity usage; no natural gas used on site

Energy Mitigation - 

Operational Off-Road Equipment - based on project info and default values

Sacramento County, Annual

Florin Perkins Recycling Center - YEAR 2020

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 0.72 1000sqft 11.84 720.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

6

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)3.5 58

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Sacramento Municipal Utility District

2020Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

449.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 5.19 5.50

tblEnergyUse NT24E 7.20 7.63

tblEnergyUse NT24NG 12.42 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 4.17 4.42

tblEnergyUse T24NG 24.61 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 75.00 1.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.02 11.84

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 70.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 81.00 700.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 85.00 500.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 167.00 75.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHoursPerDay 8.00 2.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 2.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 2.00

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 590.31 449.44

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2020

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 66.67

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 66.67

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 66.67
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2016 0.1196 1.3479 0.9041 1.1900e-
003

0.0942 0.0664 0.1606 0.0506 0.0611 0.1117 0.0000 111.2570 111.2570 0.0328 0.0000 111.9463

Total 0.1196 1.3479 0.9041 1.1900e-
003

0.0942 0.0664 0.1606 0.0506 0.0611 0.1117 0.0000 111.2570 111.2570 0.0328 0.0000 111.9463

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2016 0.1196 1.3479 0.9041 1.1900e-
003

0.0942 0.0664 0.1606 0.0506 0.0611 0.1117 0.0000 111.2568 111.2568 0.0328 0.0000 111.9462

Total 0.1196 1.3479 0.9041 1.1900e-
003

0.0942 0.0664 0.1606 0.0506 0.0611 0.1117 0.0000 111.2568 111.2568 0.0328 0.0000 111.9462

Mitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.5760 2.5760 1.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.5902

Mobile 0.0241 0.0546 0.2611 7.0000e-
004

0.0494 8.2000e-
004

0.0503 0.0132 7.6000e-
004

0.0140 0.0000 48.6352 48.6352 1.8400e-
003

0.0000 48.6739

Offroad 0.2413 2.1602 2.3777 4.3500e-
003

0.1108 0.1108 0.1032 0.1032 0.0000 400.8063 400.8063 0.0950 0.0000 402.8002

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0589 0.1691 0.2280 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.2729

Total 0.2687 2.2148 2.6388 5.0500e-
003

0.0494 0.1117 0.1611 0.0132 0.1039 0.1172 0.2396 452.1867 452.4263 0.1079 1.6000e-
004

454.7420

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.3814 2.3814 1.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.3945

Mobile 0.0241 0.0546 0.2611 7.0000e-
004

0.0494 8.2000e-
004

0.0503 0.0132 7.6000e-
004

0.0140 0.0000 48.6352 48.6352 1.8400e-
003

0.0000 48.6739

Offroad 0.2413 2.1602 2.3777 4.3500e-
003

0.1108 0.1108 0.1032 0.1032 0.0000 400.8063 400.8063 0.0950 0.0000 402.8002

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0589 0.1691 0.2280 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.2730

Total 0.2687 2.2148 2.6388 5.0500e-
003

0.0494 0.1117 0.1611 0.0132 0.1039 0.1172 0.2396 451.9921 452.2316 0.1078 1.6000e-
004

454.5464

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

89.80 97.53 90.11 86.14 0.00 99.27 68.80 0.00 99.27 88.05 0.00 88.68 88.63 88.06 0.00 88.62
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 1/1/2016 2/11/2016 5 30

2 Paving Paving 2/12/2016 3/10/2016 5 20

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 1

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0909 0.0000 0.0909 0.0497 0.0000 0.0497 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0538 0.0538 0.0495 0.0495 0.0000 87.2936 87.2936 0.0263 0.0000 87.8465

Total 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0909 0.0538 0.1446 0.0497 0.0495 0.0992 0.0000 87.2936 87.2936 0.0263 0.0000 87.8465

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0126 3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9664 1.9664 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9686

Total 1.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0126 3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9664 1.9664 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9686

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0909 0.0000 0.0909 0.0497 0.0000 0.0497 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0538 0.0538 0.0495 0.0495 0.0000 87.2935 87.2935 0.0263 0.0000 87.8464

Total 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0909 0.0538 0.1446 0.0497 0.0495 0.0992 0.0000 87.2935 87.2935 0.0263 0.0000 87.8464

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0126 3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9664 1.9664 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9686

Total 1.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0126 3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9664 1.9664 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9686

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Total 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.3 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Total 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0241 0.0546 0.2611 7.0000e-
004

0.0494 8.2000e-
004

0.0503 0.0132 7.6000e-
004

0.0140 0.0000 48.6352 48.6352 1.8400e-
003

0.0000 48.6739

Unmitigated 0.0241 0.0546 0.2611 7.0000e-
004

0.0494 8.2000e-
004

0.0503 0.0132 7.6000e-
004

0.0140 0.0000 48.6352 48.6352 1.8400e-
003

0.0000 48.6739

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 48.00 48.00 48.00 132,763 132,763

Total 48.00 48.00 48.00 132,763 132,763

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 10.00 5.00 6.50 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

5.0 Energy Detail4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.503605 0.067800 0.178973 0.146934 0.044621 0.006359 0.021238 0.016884 0.002315 0.002275 0.006260 0.000554 0.002182

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.3814 2.3814 1.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.3945

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.5760 2.5760 1.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.5902

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

Historical Energy Use: N
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

12636 2.5760 1.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.5902

Total 2.5760 1.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.5902

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

11681.3 2.3814 1.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.3945

Total 2.3814 1.5000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.3945

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.8100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Total 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.8100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Total 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 0.2280 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.2730

Unmitigated 0.2280 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.2729

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0.1665 / 0 0.2280 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.2729

Total 0.2280 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.2729

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0.1665 / 0 0.2280 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.2730

Total 0.2280 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.2730

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

 Unmitigated 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0.89 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Total 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0.89 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Total 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad
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10.0 Vegetation

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Equipment Type tons/yr MT/yr

Excavators 0.0907 0.8930 1.2095 1.9100e-
003

0.0433 0.0433 0.0398 0.0398 0.0000 167.9321 167.9321 0.0543 0.0000 169.0727

Other Material 
Handling 
Equipment

7.3200e-
003

0.0741 0.0857 1.2000e-
004

4.3500e-
003

4.3500e-
003

4.0000e-
003

4.0000e-
003

0.0000 10.2579 10.2579 3.3200e-
003

0.0000 10.3276

Tractors/Loaders/
Backhoes

0.0756 0.7600 0.8230 1.1200e-
003

0.0481 0.0481 0.0442 0.0442 0.0000 98.4998 98.4998 0.0319 0.0000 99.1688

Crushing/Proc. 
Equipment

0.0677 0.4331 0.2595 1.2000e-
003

0.0152 0.0152 0.0152 0.0152 0.0000 124.1165 124.1165 5.4600e-
003

0.0000 124.2312

Total 0.2413 2.1602 2.3777 4.3500e-
003

0.1108 0.1108 0.1032 0.1032 0.0000 400.8063 400.8063 0.0950 0.0000 402.8002

UnMitigated/Mitigated

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 361 700 0.73 Diesel

Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 8.00 70 500 0.78 Diesel

Excavators 2 8.00 361 162 0.38 Diesel

Other Material Handling Equipment 1 2.00 361 75 0.40 Diesel

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 361 97 0.37 Diesel
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Sacramento County, Mitigation Report

Florin Perkins Recycling Center - YEAR 2020

Construction Mitigation Summary

Phase ROG NOx CO SO2
Exhaust 

PM10
Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2

NBio- 
CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction

Grading 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

OFFROAD Equipment Mitigation

Equipment Type Fuel Type Tier Number Mitigated Total Number of Equipment DPF Oxidation Catalyst

Excavators Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Graders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Pavers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Paving Equipment Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Rollers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Scrapers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00
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Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated tons/yr Unmitigated mt/yr

Excavators 1.16500E-002 1.32920E-001 1.02850E-001 1.60000E-004 6.54000E-003 6.02000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.49663E+001 1.49663E+001 4.51000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.50611E+001

Graders 1.52800E-002 1.55700E-001 7.39100E-002 9.00000E-005 8.75000E-003 8.05000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.83698E+000 8.83698E+000 2.67000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.89296E+000

Pavers 8.02000E-003 9.02600E-002 5.70400E-002 9.00000E-005 4.49000E-003 4.13000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.50987E+000 8.50987E+000 2.57000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.56378E+000

Paving Equipment 6.14000E-003 7.13400E-002 5.08600E-002 8.00000E-005 3.54000E-003 3.26000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.56019E+000 7.56019E+000 2.28000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.60807E+000

Rollers 6.74000E-003 6.22600E-002 4.02700E-002 5.00000E-005 4.58000E-003 4.22000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.94376E+000 4.94376E+000 1.49000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.97507E+000

Rubber Tired 
Dozers

1.85700E-002 2.08060E-001 1.57270E-001 1.30000E-004 9.68000E-003 8.91000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.25659E+001 1.25659E+001 3.79000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.26455E+001

Scrapers 4.14700E-002 5.27870E-001 3.30640E-001 4.50000E-004 2.12800E-002 1.95700E-002 0.00000E+000 4.21154E+001 4.21154E+001 1.27000E-002 0.00000E+000 4.23822E+001

Tractors/Loaders/
Backhoes

1.02200E-002 9.76500E-002 7.23800E-002 9.00000E-005 7.52000E-003 6.92000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.80905E+000 8.80905E+000 2.66000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.86485E+000

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Mitigated tons/yr Mitigated mt/yr

Excavators 1.16500E-002 1.32920E-001 1.02850E-001 1.60000E-004 6.54000E-003 6.02000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.49663E+001 1.49663E+001 4.51000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.50611E+001

Graders 1.52800E-002 1.55700E-001 7.39100E-002 9.00000E-005 8.75000E-003 8.05000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.83697E+000 8.83697E+000 2.67000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.89295E+000

Pavers 8.02000E-003 9.02600E-002 5.70400E-002 9.00000E-005 4.49000E-003 4.13000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.50986E+000 8.50986E+000 2.57000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.56377E+000

Paving Equipment 6.14000E-003 7.13400E-002 5.08600E-002 8.00000E-005 3.54000E-003 3.26000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.56018E+000 7.56018E+000 2.28000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.60807E+000

Rollers 6.74000E-003 6.22600E-002 4.02700E-002 5.00000E-005 4.58000E-003 4.22000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.94375E+000 4.94375E+000 1.49000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.97507E+000

Rubber Tired Dozers 1.85700E-002 2.08060E-001 1.57270E-001 1.30000E-004 9.68000E-003 8.91000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.25658E+001 1.25658E+001 3.79000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.26454E+001

Scrapers 4.14700E-002 5.27870E-001 3.30640E-001 4.50000E-004 2.12800E-002 1.95700E-002 0.00000E+000 4.21153E+001 4.21153E+001 1.27000E-002 0.00000E+000 4.23821E+001

Tractors/Loaders/Ba
ckhoes

1.02200E-002 9.76500E-002 7.23800E-002 9.00000E-005 7.52000E-003 6.92000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.80904E+000 8.80904E+000 2.66000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.86484E+000
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Fugitive Dust Mitigation

No Soil Stabilizer for unpaved 
Roads

PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

No Replace Ground Cover of Area 
Disturbed

PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

No Water Exposed Area PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction Frequency (per 
day)

No Unpaved Road Mitigation Moisture Content 
%

Vehicle Speed 
(mph)

No Clean Paved Road % PM Reduction 0.00

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction

Excavators 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.33633E-006 1.33633E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.32792E-006

Graders 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.13161E-006 1.13161E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.12448E-006

Pavers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.17511E-006 1.17511E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.16771E-006

Paving Equipment 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.32272E-006 1.32272E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Rollers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 2.02275E-006 2.02275E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Rubber Tired Dozers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 7.95808E-007 7.95808E-007 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.58160E-006

Scrapers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.18721E-006 1.18721E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.17974E-006

Tractors/Loaders/Ba
ckhoes

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.13520E-006 1.13520E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.12805E-006

Yes/No Mitigation InputMitigation InputMitigation InputMitigation Measure
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Operational Percent Reduction Summary

Category ROG NOx CO SO2
Exhaust 

PM10
Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2

NBio- 
CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.56 7.56 11.76 0.00 7.56

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water Indoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.03

Water Outdoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Operational Mobile Mitigation

Mitigation 
Selected

Category % Reduction Input Value 1 Input Value 2 Input Value 
3

Measure

Unmitigated Mitigated Percent Reduction

Phase Source PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5

Grading Fugitive Dust 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.00 0.00

Grading Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Project Setting:
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No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Land Use

Neighborhood Enhancements

Neighborhood Enhancements

Neighborhood Enhancements

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.00

-0.01 0.13Increase Diversity

Implement NEV Network

Provide Traffic Calming Measures

Improve Pedestrian Network

Land Use SubTotal

Integrate Below Market Rate Housing

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Destination Accessibility

Improve Walkability Design

Increase Density

No

No

No

No

No

No

Parking Policy Pricing

Transit Improvements

Transit Improvements

Transit Improvements

Transit Improvements

Parking Policy Pricing

Parking Policy Pricing

Parking Policy Pricing

Neighborhood Enhancements 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00Limit Parking Supply

Land Use and Site Enhancement Subtotal

Transit Improvements Subtotal

Increase Transit Frequency

Expand Transit Network

Provide BRT System

Parking Policy Pricing Subtotal

On-street Market Pricing

Unbundle Parking Costs

Neighborhood Enhancements Subtotal

No

No

No

Commute

Commute

Commute

Transit Subsidy

Implement Employee Parking "Cash Out"

Implement Trip Reduction Program
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Area Mitigation

Measure Implemented

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Mitigation Measure

No Hearth

% Electric Chainsaw

% Electric Leafblower

% Electric Lawnmower

Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Exterior)

Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Interior)

Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Exterior)

Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Interior)

Use Low VOC Cleaning Supplies

Only Natural Gas Hearth

Input Value

150.00

150.00

100.00

100.00

Energy Mitigation  Measures

No

No

No

No

No

No School Trip

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.00

Implement School Bus Program

Commute Subtotal

Provide Ride Sharing Program

Employee Vanpool/Shuttle

Market Commute Trip Reduction Option

Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative 
Work Schedules

Workplace Parking Charge

0.00Total VMT Reduction
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Measure Implemented

No

No

Yes

Mitigation Measure

Install High Efficiency Lighting

On-site Renewable

Exceed Title 24

Input Value 1

30.00

Input Value 2

Appliance Type Land Use Subtype % Improvement

ClothWasher 30.00

DishWasher 15.00

Fan 50.00

Refrigerator 15.00

Water Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented

No

No

No

Mitigation Measure

Use Reclaimed Water

Use Grey Water

Apply Water Conservation on Strategy

Input Value 1 Input Value 2

No

No

No

No

Install low-flow bathroom faucet

Install low-flow Toilet

Install low-flow Shower

Install low-flow Kitchen faucet

32.00

18.00

20.00

20.00

No

No

No

Turf Reduction

Water Efficient Landscape

Use Water Efficient Irrigation Systems 6.10
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Solid Waste Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Institute Recycling and Composting Services
Percent Reduction in Waste Disposed

Input Value
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Project Characteristics - intensity factors adjusted to reflect SMUD's approximate RPS levels in 2005

Land Use - utilized size of new modular office building as unit amount, but included entire site acreage (including 14,589 square feet [0.335 acres] for future 
realignment of access)

Construction Phase - 

Grading - only 1 acre of grading required related to construction of berm

Vehicle Trips - based on an additional 25 new trucks at site

Energy Use - modified per project specific anticipated electricity usage; no natural gas used on site

Energy Mitigation - 

Operational Off-Road Equipment - based on project info and default values (applied 2005 load factors, as necessary)

Sacramento County, Annual

Florin Perkins Recycling Center - 2005 Baseline Levels

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 0.72 1000sqft 11.84 720.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

6

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)3.5 58

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Sacramento Municipal Utility District

2005Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

623.9 0.03CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.007N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 5.65 5.50

tblEnergyUse NT24E 7.20 7.63

tblEnergyUse NT24NG 12.42 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 4.47 4.42

tblEnergyUse T24NG 26.20 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 75.00 1.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.02 11.84

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 70.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperDaysPerYear 260.00 361.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 81.00 700.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 85.00 500.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower 167.00 75.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHoursPerDay 8.00 2.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperLoadFactor 0.38 0.57

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperLoadFactor 0.40 0.59

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperLoadFactor 0.37 0.55

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 2.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 1.00

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber 0.00 2.00

tblProjectCharacteristics CH4IntensityFactor 0.029 0.03

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 590.31 623.9

tblProjectCharacteristics N2OIntensityFactor 0.006 0.007
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2005

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.32 66.67

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.68 66.67

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.97 66.67
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2016 0.1196 1.3479 0.9041 1.1900e-
003

0.0942 0.0664 0.1606 0.0506 0.0611 0.1117 0.0000 111.2570 111.2570 0.0328 0.0000 111.9463

Total 0.1196 1.3479 0.9041 1.1900e-
003

0.0942 0.0664 0.1606 0.0506 0.0611 0.1117 0.0000 111.2570 111.2570 0.0328 0.0000 111.9463

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2016 0.1196 1.3479 0.9041 1.1900e-
003

0.0942 0.0664 0.1606 0.0506 0.0611 0.1117 0.0000 111.2568 111.2568 0.0328 0.0000 111.9462

Total 0.1196 1.3479 0.9041 1.1900e-
003

0.0942 0.0664 0.1606 0.0506 0.0611 0.1117 0.0000 111.2568 111.2568 0.0328 0.0000 111.9462

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.5759 3.5759 1.7000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.5920

Mobile 0.0864 0.2088 0.9613 1.6500e-
003

0.0449 5.2300e-
003

0.0501 0.0131 5.2300e-
003

0.0183 0.0000 67.0141 67.0141 6.0000e-
003

0.0000 67.1401

Offroad 1.3247 9.4405 4.2313 0.0680 0.6343 0.6343 0.6343 0.6343 0.0000 620.4995 620.4995 0.1081 0.0000 622.7703

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0589 0.2348 0.2937 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3387

Total 1.4143 9.6493 5.1926 0.0697 0.0449 0.6395 0.6844 0.0131 0.6395 0.6526 0.2396 691.3243 691.5639 0.1252 1.7000e-
004

694.2459

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.5759 3.5759 1.7000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.5920

Mobile 0.0864 0.2088 0.9613 1.6500e-
003

0.0449 5.2300e-
003

0.0501 0.0131 5.2300e-
003

0.0183 0.0000 67.0141 67.0141 6.0000e-
003

0.0000 67.1401

Offroad 1.3247 9.4405 4.2313 0.0680 0.6343 0.6343 0.6343 0.6343 0.0000 620.4995 620.4995 0.1081 0.0000 622.7703

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0589 0.2348 0.2937 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3388

Total 1.4143 9.6493 5.1926 0.0697 0.0449 0.6395 0.6844 0.0131 0.6395 0.6526 0.2396 691.3243 691.5639 0.1252 1.7000e-
004

694.2460

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

93.66 97.84 81.49 97.63 0.00 99.18 92.68 0.00 99.18 97.19 0.00 89.76 89.72 86.37 0.00 89.70
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 1/1/2016 2/11/2016 5 30

2 Paving Paving 2/12/2016 3/10/2016 5 20

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 1

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0909 0.0000 0.0909 0.0497 0.0000 0.0497 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0538 0.0538 0.0495 0.0495 0.0000 87.2936 87.2936 0.0263 0.0000 87.8465

Total 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0909 0.0538 0.1446 0.0497 0.0495 0.0992 0.0000 87.2936 87.2936 0.0263 0.0000 87.8465

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0126 3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9664 1.9664 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9686

Total 1.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0126 3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9664 1.9664 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9686

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0909 0.0000 0.0909 0.0497 0.0000 0.0497 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0538 0.0538 0.0495 0.0495 0.0000 87.2935 87.2935 0.0263 0.0000 87.8464

Total 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0909 0.0538 0.1446 0.0497 0.0495 0.0992 0.0000 87.2935 87.2935 0.0263 0.0000 87.8464

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0126 3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9664 1.9664 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9686

Total 1.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
003

0.0126 3.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.9664 1.9664 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.9686

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Total 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.3 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Total 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0864 0.2088 0.9613 1.6500e-
003

0.0449 5.2300e-
003

0.0501 0.0131 5.2300e-
003

0.0183 0.0000 67.0141 67.0141 6.0000e-
003

0.0000 67.1401

Unmitigated 0.0864 0.2088 0.9613 1.6500e-
003

0.0449 5.2300e-
003

0.0501 0.0131 5.2300e-
003

0.0183 0.0000 67.0141 67.0141 6.0000e-
003

0.0000 67.1401

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 48.00 48.00 48.00 132,763 132,763

Total 48.00 48.00 48.00 132,763 132,763

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 10.00 5.00 6.50 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

5.0 Energy Detail4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.465089 0.102664 0.228707 0.111728 0.024974 0.009164 0.021256 0.022696 0.001486 0.001192 0.007402 0.000925 0.002717

Historical Energy Use: Y
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.5759 3.5759 1.7000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.5920

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.5759 3.5759 1.7000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.5920

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: Y
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

12636 3.5759 1.7000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.5920

Total 3.5759 1.7000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.5920

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

12636 3.5759 1.7000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.5920

Total 3.5759 1.7000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.5920

Mitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 4/19/2016 2:53 PMPage 15 of 20



7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.8100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Total 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

5.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.8100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Total 3.3100e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 0.2937 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3388

Unmitigated 0.2937 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3387

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0.1665 / 0 0.2937 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3387

Total 0.2937 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3387

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0.1665 / 0 0.2937 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3388

Total 0.2937 2.1000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3388

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

 Unmitigated 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Category/Year

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 4/19/2016 2:53 PMPage 18 of 20



8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0.89 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Total 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0.89 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Total 0.1807 0.0107 0.0000 0.4049

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad
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10.0 Vegetation

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Equipment Type tons/yr MT/yr

Excavators 0.6067 4.6475 2.0295 0.0335 0.2710 0.2710 0.2710 0.2710 0.0000 303.1056 303.1056 0.0496 0.0000 304.1472

Other Material 
Handling 
Equipment

0.0575 0.3170 0.1547 2.0800e-
003

0.0302 0.0302 0.0302 0.0302 0.0000 18.1563 18.1563 4.7000e-
003

0.0000 18.2550

Tractors/Loaders/
Backhoes

0.5092 2.8278 1.4334 0.0204 0.2724 0.2724 0.2724 0.2724 0.0000 175.1211 175.1211 0.0416 0.0000 175.9947

Crushing/Proc. 
Equipment

0.1512 1.6481 0.6137 0.0120 0.0607 0.0607 0.0607 0.0607 0.0000 124.1165 124.1165 0.0122 0.0000 124.3733

Total 1.3247 9.4405 4.2313 0.0680 0.6343 0.6343 0.6343 0.6343 0.0000 620.4995 620.4995 0.1081 0.0000 622.7702

UnMitigated/Mitigated

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 361 700 0.73 Diesel

Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 8.00 70 500 0.78 Diesel

Excavators 2 8.00 361 162 0.57 Diesel

Other Material Handling Equipment 1 2.00 361 75 0.59 Diesel

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 361 97 0.55 Diesel
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Sacramento County, Mitigation Report

Florin Perkins Recycling Center - 2005 Baseline Levels

Construction Mitigation Summary

Phase ROG NOx CO SO2
Exhaust 

PM10
Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2

NBio- 
CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction

Grading 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

OFFROAD Equipment Mitigation

Equipment Type Fuel Type Tier Number Mitigated Total Number of Equipment DPF Oxidation Catalyst

Excavators Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Graders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Pavers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Paving Equipment Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Rollers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Scrapers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00
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Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated tons/yr Unmitigated mt/yr

Excavators 1.16500E-002 1.32920E-001 1.02850E-001 1.60000E-004 6.54000E-003 6.02000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.49663E+001 1.49663E+001 4.51000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.50611E+001

Graders 1.52800E-002 1.55700E-001 7.39100E-002 9.00000E-005 8.75000E-003 8.05000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.83698E+000 8.83698E+000 2.67000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.89296E+000

Pavers 8.02000E-003 9.02600E-002 5.70400E-002 9.00000E-005 4.49000E-003 4.13000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.50987E+000 8.50987E+000 2.57000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.56378E+000

Paving Equipment 6.14000E-003 7.13400E-002 5.08600E-002 8.00000E-005 3.54000E-003 3.26000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.56019E+000 7.56019E+000 2.28000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.60807E+000

Rollers 6.74000E-003 6.22600E-002 4.02700E-002 5.00000E-005 4.58000E-003 4.22000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.94376E+000 4.94376E+000 1.49000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.97507E+000

Rubber Tired 
Dozers

1.85700E-002 2.08060E-001 1.57270E-001 1.30000E-004 9.68000E-003 8.91000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.25659E+001 1.25659E+001 3.79000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.26455E+001

Scrapers 4.14700E-002 5.27870E-001 3.30640E-001 4.50000E-004 2.12800E-002 1.95700E-002 0.00000E+000 4.21154E+001 4.21154E+001 1.27000E-002 0.00000E+000 4.23822E+001

Tractors/Loaders/
Backhoes

1.02200E-002 9.76500E-002 7.23800E-002 9.00000E-005 7.52000E-003 6.92000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.80905E+000 8.80905E+000 2.66000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.86485E+000

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Mitigated tons/yr Mitigated mt/yr

Excavators 1.16500E-002 1.32920E-001 1.02850E-001 1.60000E-004 6.54000E-003 6.02000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.49663E+001 1.49663E+001 4.51000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.50611E+001

Graders 1.52800E-002 1.55700E-001 7.39100E-002 9.00000E-005 8.75000E-003 8.05000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.83697E+000 8.83697E+000 2.67000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.89295E+000

Pavers 8.02000E-003 9.02600E-002 5.70400E-002 9.00000E-005 4.49000E-003 4.13000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.50986E+000 8.50986E+000 2.57000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.56377E+000

Paving Equipment 6.14000E-003 7.13400E-002 5.08600E-002 8.00000E-005 3.54000E-003 3.26000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.56018E+000 7.56018E+000 2.28000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.60807E+000

Rollers 6.74000E-003 6.22600E-002 4.02700E-002 5.00000E-005 4.58000E-003 4.22000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.94375E+000 4.94375E+000 1.49000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.97507E+000

Rubber Tired Dozers 1.85700E-002 2.08060E-001 1.57270E-001 1.30000E-004 9.68000E-003 8.91000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.25658E+001 1.25658E+001 3.79000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.26454E+001

Scrapers 4.14700E-002 5.27870E-001 3.30640E-001 4.50000E-004 2.12800E-002 1.95700E-002 0.00000E+000 4.21153E+001 4.21153E+001 1.27000E-002 0.00000E+000 4.23821E+001

Tractors/Loaders/Ba
ckhoes

1.02200E-002 9.76500E-002 7.23800E-002 9.00000E-005 7.52000E-003 6.92000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.80904E+000 8.80904E+000 2.66000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.86484E+000
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Fugitive Dust Mitigation

No Soil Stabilizer for unpaved 
Roads

PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

No Replace Ground Cover of Area 
Disturbed

PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

No Water Exposed Area PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction Frequency (per 
day)

No Unpaved Road Mitigation Moisture Content 
%

Vehicle Speed 
(mph)

No Clean Paved Road % PM Reduction 0.00

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction

Excavators 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.33633E-006 1.33633E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.32792E-006

Graders 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.13161E-006 1.13161E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.12448E-006

Pavers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.17511E-006 1.17511E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.16771E-006

Paving Equipment 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.32272E-006 1.32272E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Rollers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 2.02275E-006 2.02275E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Rubber Tired Dozers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 7.95808E-007 7.95808E-007 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.58160E-006

Scrapers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.18721E-006 1.18721E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.17974E-006

Tractors/Loaders/Ba
ckhoes

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.13520E-006 1.13520E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.12805E-006

Yes/No Mitigation InputMitigation InputMitigation InputMitigation Measure
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Operational Percent Reduction Summary

Category ROG NOx CO SO2
Exhaust 

PM10
Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2

NBio- 
CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water Indoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.02

Water Outdoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Operational Mobile Mitigation

Mitigation 
Selected

Category % Reduction Input Value 1 Input Value 2 Input Value 
3

Measure

Unmitigated Mitigated Percent Reduction

Phase Source PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5

Grading Fugitive Dust 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.00 0.00

Grading Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Project Setting:
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No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Land Use

Neighborhood Enhancements

Neighborhood Enhancements

Neighborhood Enhancements

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.00

-0.01 0.13Increase Diversity

Implement NEV Network

Provide Traffic Calming Measures

Improve Pedestrian Network

Land Use SubTotal

Integrate Below Market Rate Housing

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Destination Accessibility

Improve Walkability Design

Increase Density

No

No

No

No

No

No

Parking Policy Pricing

Transit Improvements

Transit Improvements

Transit Improvements

Transit Improvements

Parking Policy Pricing

Parking Policy Pricing

Parking Policy Pricing

Neighborhood Enhancements 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00Limit Parking Supply

Land Use and Site Enhancement Subtotal

Transit Improvements Subtotal

Increase Transit Frequency

Expand Transit Network

Provide BRT System

Parking Policy Pricing Subtotal

On-street Market Pricing

Unbundle Parking Costs

Neighborhood Enhancements Subtotal

No

No

No

Commute

Commute

Commute

Transit Subsidy

Implement Employee Parking "Cash Out"

Implement Trip Reduction Program
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Area Mitigation

Measure Implemented

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Mitigation Measure

No Hearth

% Electric Chainsaw

% Electric Leafblower

% Electric Lawnmower

Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Exterior)

Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Interior)

Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Exterior)

Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Interior)

Use Low VOC Cleaning Supplies

Only Natural Gas Hearth

Input Value

150.00

150.00

100.00

100.00

Energy Mitigation  Measures

No

No

No

No

No

No School Trip

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.00

Implement School Bus Program

Commute Subtotal

Provide Ride Sharing Program

Employee Vanpool/Shuttle

Market Commute Trip Reduction Option

Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative 
Work Schedules

Workplace Parking Charge

0.00Total VMT Reduction
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Measure Implemented

No

No

No

Mitigation Measure

Install High Efficiency Lighting

On-site Renewable

Exceed Title 24

Input Value 1 Input Value 2

Appliance Type Land Use Subtype % Improvement

ClothWasher 30.00

DishWasher 15.00

Fan 50.00

Refrigerator 15.00

Water Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented

No

No

No

Mitigation Measure

Use Reclaimed Water

Use Grey Water

Apply Water Conservation on Strategy

Input Value 1 Input Value 2

No

No

No

No

Install low-flow bathroom faucet

Install low-flow Toilet

Install low-flow Shower

Install low-flow Kitchen faucet

32.00

18.00

20.00

20.00

No

No

No

Turf Reduction

Water Efficient Landscape

Use Water Efficient Irrigation Systems 6.10

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 4/19/2016 2:58 PMPage 7 of 8



Solid Waste Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Institute Recycling and Composting Services
Percent Reduction in Waste Disposed

Input Value

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 4/19/2016 2:58 PMPage 8 of 8
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Introduction 
The Florin Perkins Public Disposal Site Material Recovery and Transfer Station is an existing 
10-acre operation located at 4201 Florin Perkins Road in Sacramento, CA.  The facility location 
is shown on Figure 1.  The facility accepts, sorts and processes recyclable materials for bulk 
resale.  The proposed project (Project) will add additional processing capabilities to the site and 
allow for acceptance of a wider variety of materials for recycling.  In addition to these changes, a 
1.5-acre material sales yard is proposed to be located adjacent to the existing 10-acre special 
permit boundary, for a total Project area of 11.5 acres. 

Existing Operations 

Existing operations consist of receipt of solid non-hazardous and non-putrescible wastes, 
processing/sorting of these wastes to remove recyclable materials and transfer of recyclables 
and residuals offsite for recycling and/or disposal.  Material recovery and transfer operations are 
currently limited to 500 tons per day of inbound materials and are conducted on approximately 
2.5 acres located on the northeast portion of the permitted 10-acre MRF/LVTS boundary.  
Existing structures on site include a scale house with two scales utilized for processing inbound 
and outbound transactions and a portable break room for staff use. 

Materials accepted at the facility are generally from construction, demolition and renovation 
projects.  With the use of a mechanical sortline, rolling stock and facility staff, recyclable 
materials such as wood, metals, plastics, paper/cardboard, tires, appliances, electronic wastes, 
carpet, etc. are removed and stored in designated storage areas until shipped offsite to a 
recycler.  All residual wastes (approximately 20-25% of all incoming waste) are currently being 
transferred to a local landfill for disposal.  No additional processing of segregated recyclables 
currently occurs onsite. 

Current hours of operation are 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. as allowed by Special Permit Minor 
Deviation Z98-114 issued by the City of Sacramento.  Operations may be conducted up to 361 
days per year, with the facility closed on Easter, Thanksgiving, Christmas Day and New Year’s 
Day.  No change to the hours of operation is proposed. 

Proposed Operational Changes 

The Project is proposing to add additional processing capabilities to the operation to be able to 
accept and process a wider variety of materials.  In general the proposed operations are similar 
in nature to the current site operations and will be conducted within the existing 10-acre 
MRF/LVTS boundary.  Note that the Materials Sales Yard is being proposed as an ancillary 
operation and will be located outside the permitted 10-acre MRF/LVTS boundary.  Additionally, 
a berm of approximately 10 feet in height is proposed to be constructed along the southern and 
eastern boundaries of the project site.  See Figure 2 for an overview of the location of the 
existing and proposed operations.  

 





Figure 2
Proposed Florin Perkins Material Recovery Facility Site Plan
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Background and Terminology 
Noise 

Noise is simply described as unwanted sound. Sound is defined as any pressure variation in air 
that the human ear can detect. Discussing sound directly in terms of pressure would require a 
very large and awkward range of numbers.  To avoid this, the decibel (dB) scale was devised. 
The decibel scale uses the hearing threshold (20 micropascals of pressure), as a point of 
reference, defined as 0 dB.  Other sound pressures are compared to the reference pressure 
and the logarithm is taken to keep the numbers in a practical range.  The dB scale allows a 
million-fold increase in pressure to be expressed as 120 dB.  

To better relate overall sound levels and loudness to human perception, frequency-dependent 
weighting networks were developed.  There is a strong correlation between the way humans 
perceive sound and A-weighted sound levels.  For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has 
become the standard tool of environmental noise assessment for community exposures.  All 
sound levels expressed as dB in this section are A-weighted sound levels, unless noted 
otherwise. Definitions of acoustical terminology are provided in Appendix A. 

Community noise is commonly described in terms of the “ambient” noise level, which is defined 
as the all-encompassing noise level associated with a given noise environment.  A common 
statistical tool to measure the ambient noise level is the average, or equivalent, sound level 
(Leq), over a given time period (usually one hour).  The Leq is the foundation of the composite 
noise descriptors, day-night average level (Ldn) and the community noise equivalent level 
(CNEL), and shows very good correlation with community response to noise for the average 
person.  The median noise level descriptor, denoted L50, represents the noise level which is 
exceeded 50% of the hour.  In other words, half of the hour ambient conditions are higher than 
the L50 and the other half are lower than the L50.    

The Ldn is based upon the average noise level over a 24-hour day, with a +10 dB weighting 
applied to noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) hours.  The nighttime 
penalty is based upon the assumption that people react to nighttime noise exposures as though 
they were twice as loud as daytime exposures.  Because Ldn represents a 24-hour average, it 
tends to disguise short-term variations in the noise environment.  Where short-term noise 
sources are an issue, noise impacts may be assessed in terms of maximum noise levels, hourly 
averages, or other statistical descriptors.  

The perceived loudness of sounds and corresponding reactions to noise are dependent upon 
many factors, including sound pressure level, duration of intrusive sound, frequency of 
occurrence, time of occurrence, and frequency content.  As mentioned above; however, within 
the usual range of environmental noise levels, perception of loudness is relatively predictable, 
and can be approximated by weighing the frequency response of a sound level meter by means 
of the standardized A-weighing network.  Table 1 shows examples of noise levels for several 
common noise sources and environments. 
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It is generally recognized that an increase of at least 3 dB of similar sources is usually required 
before most people will perceive a change in noise levels in the community, and an increase of 
5 dB is required before the change will be clearly noticeable.  A common practice is to assume 
that a minimally perceptible increase of 3 dB represents a significant increase in ambient noise 
levels.  This approach is very conservative, however, when applied to noise conditions 
substantially below levels deemed acceptable in general plan noise elements or in noise 
ordinances. 

 Table 1 
Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels of Common Noise Sources 

Decibels Description 

120 Jet aircraft at 100 feet / Threshold of Pain 

110 Riveting machine at operators position 

100 Shotgun at 200 feet 

90 Bulldozer at 50 feet 

80 Diesel locomotive at 300 feet 

70 Commercial jet aircraft interior during flight 

60 Normal conversation speech at 5 - 10 feet 

50 Open office background level 

40 Background level within a residence 

30 Soft whisper at 2 feet 

20 Interior of recording studio 

Source: Egan 2007 

 



Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. 

 

Environmental Noise & Vibration Analysis 
Florin‐Perkins Material Recovery Facility – Sacramento, CA 

Page 7 

Vibration 

Vibration is like noise in that it involves a source, a transmission path, and a receiver. While 
vibration is related to noise, it differs in that in that noise is generally considered to be pressure 
waves transmitted through air, whereas vibration usually consists of the excitation of a structure 
or surface. As with noise, vibration consists of an amplitude and frequency. A person’s 
perception to the vibration will depend on their individual sensitivity to vibration, as well as the 
amplitude and frequency of the source and the response of the system which is vibrating.  

In contrast to airborne noise, ground-borne vibration is not a common environmental problem. It 
is unusual for vibration from sources such as buses and trucks to be perceptible, even in 
locations close to major roads. Some common sources of ground-borne vibration are trains, 
buses on rough roads, and construction activities such as blasting, pile-driving and operating 
heavy earth-moving equipment. 

Vibration can be described in terms of acceleration, velocity, or displacement.  A common 
practice is to monitor vibration measures in terms of peak particle velocities (inches/second).  
Table 2 shows expected responses to different levels of ground-borne vibration.   

 

Table 2 
General Human and Structural Responses to Vibration Levels 

 

Response Peak Vibration Threshold (in./sec. ppv) 

Structural damage to commercial structures 6 

Structural damage to residential structures 2 

Architectural damage to structures (cracking, etc.) 1 

General threshold of human annoyance 0.1 

Approximate threshold of human perception 0.01 
Source:  Survey of Earth-borne Vibrations due to Highway Construction and Highway Traffic, Caltrans 
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Existing Noise and Vibration Environment in Project Vicinity 
Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity 

The project site is currently surrounded by commercial, agricultural, and industrial land uses.  
The nearest existing residence is located at the intersection of Jackson Road and Florin Perkins 
Road, approximately 2,000 feet to the northwest of the existing and proposed operations. That 
residential area, which is identified on Figure 1, is shielded from view of the project area by 
intervening topography. 

Although the property to the immediate east of the project site is currently associated with 
operations at Teichert Aggregate’s Perkins Plant (located immediately northeast of the project 
site opposite Jackson Road), residential uses are proposed on that project site.  As a result, 
future residential land uses would be located within approximately 1,000 feet of the project 
operations.  While much of the property to the east would be completely shielded from view of 
the project operations by intervening topography, such shielding is not present for a portion of 
that property to the northeast.  However, the project proposes to construct a 10-foot berm along 
the eastern and southern boundaries of the site, which would shield the view of project 
operations from future residences on this property. 
 
Figure 1 also illustrates that there is an area north of the project site which has been zoned for 
future residential uses.  This analysis evaluates potential impacts of the project at this 
residentially zoned area as well. 
 
Because there is no noise sensitivity associated with the commercial, agricultural and industrial 
land uses in the immediate project vicinity, this impact analysis focuses on the existing 
residence located to the northwest, on the residentially zoned area to the north, and on future 
residences proposed on the adjacent property to the east. 

Existing Noise Sources Affecting the Project Site 

The existing ambient noise environment in the project area is defined primarily by traffic on 
South Watt Avenue and Jackson Road, operations at the Teichert Perkins facility to the north, 
and on existing commercial and industrial operations in the immediate project vicinity, including 
existing Florin-Perkins Material Recovery operations.  

Existing Vibration Sources Affecting the Project Site 

During BAC field inspections, no perceptible vibration was observed on the project site, or near 
the project site boundaries.   
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Methodology for Assessing Existing and Future Noise Environments 

A combination of visual and noise level measurement surveys, use of existing acoustical 
literature, and application of accepted noise prediction methodologies were used to quantify the 
existing and future ambient noise environments in the project vicinity.  

General Ambient Noise Environment within the Project Area – Long Term Noise 
Measurement Survey 

To generally quantify the existing ambient noise environment in the project area, long-term 
(continuous) ambient noise level measurements were conducted at three (3) locations on the 
project site in April of 2014 for a period of 96 consecutive hours. The locations of the continuous 
noise monitoring sites are shown on Figure 1.  

Larson Davis Laboratories (LDL) Model 820 precision integrating sound level meters were used 
for the ambient noise level measurement survey.  The meters were calibrated before use with 
an LDL Model CAL200 acoustical calibrator to ensure the accuracy of the measurements.  The 
equipment used meets all pertinent specifications of the American National Standards Institute.   

The results of the long-term ambient noise measurement surveys are summarized in Table 3.  
Appendix B shows graphs of the long-term monitoring results.  The Table 3 data indicate that 
existing noise levels at the project site vary, depending on location of the noise monitoring site 
to the major project area noise sources.    

 

Table 3 
Average Measured Ambient Noise Levels 

Florin-Perkins Material Recovery Facility – April 11-14, 2014 
 

 
 

Daytime 
(7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) 

Nighttime 
(10 p.m. - 7 a.m.) 

 
 

 
SiteA 

 
Leq 

 
Lmax 

 
Leq 

 
Lmax 

 
Ldn 

1 44-49 56-63 45-49 59-62 52-58 

2 60-65 71-74 63-64 74-75 70-71 

3 48-54 62-66 46-51 60-63 54-61 

A  See Figure 1 for noise measurement locations 

Source:  Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (BAC) 
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The elevated noise levels at Site 2 represent commercial and industrial operations to the south, 
as noise generated at the existing MRF were observed to be very faint at that location.  
Similarly, MRF noise levels were observed to be inaudible at measurement site 1 due to 
shielding provided by intervening topography.  Noise levels at Site 3 were found to be most 
heavily influenced by traffic on Jackson Road and operations at the existing Teichert Perkins 
aggregate plant, with MRF noise being inaudible at Site 3. 

Existing MRF Facility Ambient Noise Environment – Short-Term Noise Survey 

In addition to the long-term noise surveys described above, short-term noise surveys were also 
conducted immediately adjacent to the existing MRF facility on April 10, 2014.  The purposes of 
the short-term noise surveys was to quantify the noise generation of the existing MRF 
operations without influence from outside noise sources such as traffic or operations of the 
Teichert Perkins Plant.    The short-term noise measurement locations are shown on Figure 1 
as measurement sites 4 and 5.  The measured existing MRF facility noise levels are discussed 
in the subsequent “Noise Generation of the Florin-Perkins Material Recovery Facility” section of 
this report. 

Criteria for Acceptable Noise & Vibration Exposure 
City of Sacramento General Plan 

The Noise Element of the City of Sacramento General Plan contains the following policies and 
noise level standards which would be applicable to the proposed project.  The Table labeling 
conventions used below replicates those used in the City’s General Plan. 

EC 3.1.1 Exterior Noise Standards. The City shall require noise mitigation for all 
development where the projected exterior noise levels exceed those shown in 
Table EC 1, to the extent feasible. 
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Table EC 1 -  Exterior Noise Compatibility Standards for Various Land Uses 

 

Land Use Type 
Highest Level of Noise Exposure That Is 

Regarded as “Normally Acceptable” a 

(Ldn b or CNELc) 

Residential—Low Density Single Family, Duplex, Mobile 

Homes  
60 dBAd,e 

Residential—Multi-family  65 dBA 

Urban Residential Infillf  and Mixed-Use Projectsg  70 dBA 

Transient Lodging—Motels, Hotels  65 dBA 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes  70 dBA 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters  Mitigation based on site-specific study 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports  Mitigation based on site-specific study 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks  70 dBA 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, Cemeteries 75 dBA 

Office Buildings—Business, Commercial and Professional  70 dBA 

SOURCE: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State of California General Plan Guidelines 2003, October 2003 
a. As defined in the Guidelines, “Normally Acceptable” means that the “specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the 
assumption that any building involved is of normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation 
requirements.”  
b. Ldn or Day Night Average Level is an average 24-hour noise measurement that factors in day and night noise levels. 
c. CNEL or Community Noise Equivalent Level measurements are a weighted average of sound levels gathered throughout 
a 24-hour period. 
d. dBA or A-weighted decibel scale is a measurement of noise levels. 
e. The exterior noise standard for the residential area west of McClellan Airport known as McClellan Heights/Parker Homes 
is 65 dBA. 
f. With land use designations of Central Business District, Urban Neighborhood (Low, Medium, or High) Urban Center (Low 
or High), Urban Corridor (Low or High). 
g. All mixed-use projects located anywhere in the City of Sacramento 

EC 3.1.2 Exterior Incremental Noise Standards.  The City shall require noise mitigation 
for all development that increases existing noise levels by more than the 
allowable increment shown in Table EC 2, to the extent feasible.  
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EC 3.1.5  Interior Vibration Standards.  The City shall require construction projects 
anticipated to generate a significant amount of vibration to ensure acceptable 
interior vibration levels at nearby residential and commercial uses based on the 
current City or Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criteria.   

EC 3.1.8 Operational Noise.  The City shall require mixed-use, commercial, and industrial 
projects to mitigate operational noise impacts to adjoining sensitive uses when 
operational noise thresholds are exceeded.   

 

 
Table EC 2 - Exterior Incremental Noise Impact Standards  

for Noise-Sensitive Uses (dBA) 
 

Residences and buildings  

where people normally sleep a 

Institutional land uses with primarily  

daytime and evening uses b 

Existing Ldn Allowable Noise Increment Existing Peak Hour Leq Allowable Noise Increment 

45 8 45 12 

50 5 50 9 

55 3 55 6 

60 2 60 5 

65 1 65 3 

70 1 70 3 

75 0 75 1 

80 0 80 0 
SOURCE: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, May 2006 

a. This category includes homes, hospitals, and hotels where a nighttime sensitivity to noise is assumed to be of utmost importance. 
b. This category includes schools, libraries, theaters, and churches where it is important to avoid interference with such activities as speech, 
meditation, and concentration on reading material.  
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The City Noise Element policies indicate that, based on measured ambient conditions of 
approximately 55 dB Ldn in the direction of the nearest existing residence to the northwest, a 3 
dB increase in noise levels due to the project would be considered significant.  In addition, the 
Noise Element standard applicable to residential developments is 60 dB Ldn.  Because Ldn 
represents a 24-hour average of noise, it does not provide a good indication of public reaction to 
noise occurring for shorter durations.  For such sources, the City’s Noise Ordinance standards 
would provide a more accurate gauge of potential public reaction to noise generated by the 
project.  The City’s Noise Ordinance standards (City Code) are provided below. 

Sacramento City Code  

The Sacramento City Code Chapter 8.68 Noise Control sets limits for exterior noise levels on 
designated residential property and interior noise levels pertaining to multiple dwelling units 
(Table 4).  The ordinance states that exterior noise shall not exceed 55 dB during any 
cumulative 30-minute period in any hour during the day (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and 50 dB during 
any cumulative 30-minute period in any hour during the night (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.).  The ordinance 
sets somewhat higher noise limits for time intervals of shorter duration; however, noise in 
residential areas must never exceed 75 dB during the day and 70 dB at night. 

 Table 4 
City of Sacramento Noise Ordinance Standards  

for Agricultural and Residential Property 

Cumulative Period Standards (dB) 
Day (7 a.m.-10 p.m.) / Night (10 p.m.-7 a.m.) 

Exterior Noise Standards 1, 3 

30 min/hr 55 / 50 

15 min/hr 60 / 55 

5 min/hr 65 / 60 

1 min/hr 70 / 65 

Never to exceed 75 / 70 

Interior Noise Standards 2, 4 

5 min/hr 45 

1 min/hr 50 

Any period of time 55 
1 Noise created over the designated period at any location may not cause the noise levels on a designated agricultural or 

residential property to exceed these standards. 
2 Noise created over the designated period in an apartment, condominium, townhouse, duplex, or multiple dwelling units may 

not cause the noise level in a neighboring unit to exceed these standards. 
3 Exterior noise limits must be reduced by 5 dBA for impulsive or simple tone noises, or for noises consisting of speech or 

music. 
4 If the ambient level exceeds the fifth noise level category for exterior noise standards, the maximum ambient noise level 

shall be the noise limit for the category. 
Source: City of Sacramento Municipal Code 
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Noise Standards Applied to this Project 

The noise standards which would be most applicable to this project are the City’s noise level 
performance standards shown in Table 4.  Because the project hours of operation are proposed 
to begin at 6 a.m., operations between 6-7 a.m. would be subject to the City’s nighttime 
performance standards of Table 4.  Operations between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. would be subject to 
the City’s daytime noise level standards.   

More specifically, if daytime and nighttime median noise levels generated by the project exceed 
55 and 50 dB L50, respectively, or maximum noise levels exceed 75 and 70 dB Lmax, 
respectively, at either the existing residence to the northwest or proposed future residences to 
the east, then noise mitigation would be required for the project.  In addition, if the increase in 
off-site project generated traffic noise results in a 3 dB or greater increase at the only existing 
residence in the immediate project vicinity, a similar finding of noise impact would be made.   

Vibration Standards Applied to this Project 

Although no discernible vibration was observed at the project site, the City of Sacramento Noise 
Element Policies EC 3.1.5 and EC 3.1.7 pertain to vibration generated by construction as well 
as impacts on historic structures.  On other projects, the City of Sacramento has indicated that 
an appropriate vibration threshold 0.5 inches/second peak particle velocity for proposed new 
residential uses and 0.2 inches/second for historic structures and archaeological sites. Although 
this project does not propose residential development, a standard of 0.5 inches per second is 
utilized as a threshold of significance at both the existing residence to the northwest and the 
proposed residences to the east.  

Noise Generation of the Florin-Perkins Material Recovery Facility 
The Project is proposing to add additional processing capabilities to the operation to be able to 
increase marketability of recyclable materials.  In general the proposed operations are similar in 
nature to the current site operations and will be conducted within the existing 10-acre 
MRF/LVTS boundary.  Materials currently accepted at the site will continue to be accepted; no 
change to type of materials accepted at the site is proposed. Note that the Materials Sales Yard 
is being proposed as an ancillary operation and will be located outside the permitted 10-acre 
MRF/LVTS boundary.  In addition to noise generated by existing operations at the MRF, the 
project would also introduce noise associated with wood grinding and periodic asphalt/concrete 
recycling activities.  The following specific changes to the operation are being proposed for the 
facility: 
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Wood Grinding 

This process involves grinding of lumber, branches, logs, stumps and other wood products. To 
grind the incoming wood products, an electric or diesel powered horizontal grinder would be 
used to grind wood into chips.  An excavator or equivalent would be utilized to feed the raw 
wood products into the grinder. The grinder and excavator would operate within the existing 10-
acre permitted area near the south eastern corner of the site. It is anticipated that the grinder 
and excavator would operate daily as needed to keep up with processing incoming wood 
products.  Wood chips produced from the grinding process will be stockpiled on-site for 
temporary storage before being loaded into haul-trucks and removed from the site. A small 
percentage of the wood chips will be stored at the Material Sales Yard for contractor sales. No 
putrescible wastes will be accepted and no composting is proposed. 

A Petersen 2750C electric horizontal grinder has been identified as a suitable piece of 
equipment for the project, a grinder similar in nature is proposed to be utilized by the applicant 
and operated at the site.  The 2750C is powered by two 300 horsepower electric motor and is 
capable of processing approximately 300 Cubic Yards (CY) or 55 tons of material per hour. 

Concrete and Asphalt Crushing  

Concrete and asphalt generated from demolition of buildings and infrastructure would be 
accepted at the site and recycled.  Concrete and Asphalt hauled to the site will need to be 
crushed into a generally uniform size so that it can be utilized by contractors for construction 
projects in the surrounding area.  Material will be brought onto the site by independently owned 
and operated haul trucks and stockpiled within the permitted 10-acre boundary near the south 
west corner of the site.  Trucks will haul material to the site during normal business hours at 
random intervals based on need, and no set delivery schedule is anticipated. It is anticipated 
that a portion of the trucks that drop concrete and asphalt rubble off for recycling will be picking 
up finished materials for construction needs. 

As needed to satisfy demand, a portable crushing plant will be transported onto the site to crush 
the concrete and asphalt.  In general, crushing operations will commence once the stockpile of 
rubble reaches a capacity of approximately 10,000 CY. At this time it is anticipated that an 
independent contractor will be hired to crush concrete and asphalt materials stockpiled on-site. 
The contractor will operate the portable crushing plant for one to two weeks or as needed to 
process the 10,000 CY stockpile.  The frequency at which the portable crusher will be required 
to operate at the site will be dependent on the volume of concrete and asphalt that is generated 
from demolition projects in the area and accepted at the site. 

It is estimated that concrete and asphalt crushing operations will require additional capacity than 
the 500 tons per day (TPD) that are currently entitled for the MRF/LVTS.  This application 
proposes to add an average of 500 TPD specifically for concrete and asphalt crushing 
operations.  Using an average payload of 20 tons per truckload for inbound concrete and 
asphalt materials, this project proposes to add approximately 25 truck trips per day to the overall 
facility. 
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In general, concrete and asphalt crushing will require the use of a portable diesel or electric 
powered crushing plant, a front end loader and an excavator.  Crushing operations will be 
capable of processing 200 to 300 tons per hour and will operate as needed to process incoming 
concrete and asphalt rubble.  

Asphalt Shingle Grinding 

Asphalt shingles removed by homeowners and contractors from rooftops will be accepted at the 
site to be recycled as it currently is.  Asphalt shingles will be ground up mechanically to be used 
by asphalt producers in asphalt mixes.  Recycled Asphalt Shingles (RAS) is a relatively new 
product utilized by asphalt producers to blend into Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) that is used for paving 
of roadways, parking lots and driveways.  RAS is gaining acceptance by Caltrans and local 
municipalities and is another way to divert material from landfills and recycle it.  Asphalt shingle 
processing is anticipated to occur in the south central portion of the site. 

Equipment required to grind the asphalt shingles will be the same as what is required for the 
wood grinding.  It is expected that asphalt shingles will be stockpiled on-site and fed through the 
grinder as needed to satisfy the market demand. 

Noise Generation of Existing and Proposed MRF Equipment 

To quantify the noise generation of the proposed operations, BAC utilized noise level 
measurements of existing plant operations, file data pertinent to the types of additional 
operations proposed at the project site, and accepted sound propagation algorithms.   

On April 10, 2014, BAC toured the existing facility, observed current operations, and conducted 
noise level measurements of those operations.  The noise level measurements were conducted 
at two locations around the perimeter of the noisiest operations.  Figure 1 shows the short-term 
noise measurement locations.  In addition to the measurement results for existing operations, 
additional noise level data was provided by the project applicant for the proposed aspects of the 
project.   

Table 5 shows the reference noise level data for each major project noise source, as well as the 
level predicted for each source at the nearest existing and proposed residences to the facility.  It 
should be noted that the Table 5 data include a -10 dB offset to account for the substantial 
shielding of project noise levels by intervening topography and the comparable shielding 
provided by the proposed 10-foot berm, in the directions of the nearest existing residence to the 
north, residentially-zoned property to the north, and the future residences to the east.  The 10 
dB offset is considered a conservative estimate as evaluation of existing topography indicates 
that there is substantial shielding in both the north and easterly directions.   

 

 

 



Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. 

 

Environmental Noise & Vibration Analysis 
Florin‐Perkins Material Recovery Facility – Sacramento, CA 

Page 17 

 
Table 5 

Florin-Perkins Material Recovery Facility Noise Generation  
 

 
Reference Level at 

100 feet  
Level predicted at 

Residence 

Noise Source L50 Lmax Residence L50 Lmax 

Existing Facility 80 90 

Northwest 39 49 
East 47 57 
North 56 66 

Concrete/Asphalt Crusher 85 90 

Northwest 43 48 
East 49 54 
North 55 60 

Wood Grinding 75 85 

Northwest 32 42 
East 42 52 
North 45 55 

Combined Operations 87 90 

Northwest 45 48 
East 50 57 
North 59 63 

City of Sacramento Exterior Noise Level Standards: 
Daytime 
Nighttime 

55 
50 

75 
70 

Source:  Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (BAC) 
Note: The Table 6 noise levels predicted at the nearest existing residence to the northwest and the future residences to the east 
include a 10 dB offset to account for the substantial shielding provided by intervening topography and the proposed berm in 
these areas. 

Noise Impact Evaluation 

Impacts from On-Site Noise Sources 

The Table 5 data indicate that project noise levels at the existing residence to the northwest and 
at the future residences to the east would be satisfactory relative to City of Sacramento noise 
standards, and the project would not result in a significant increase in ambient noise conditions 
at either of these residential locations.  As a result, no noise impact is identified and no 
additional project-related noise mitigation measures would be required for these noise-sensitive 
receptors.   

The Table 5 data also indicate that project noise generation would exceed the City of 
Sacramento 50 dB nighttime and 55 dB L50 daytime noise level standards at the residentially-
zoned area north of the project site (see Figure 1).  Specifically, the combined noise exposure at 
that area to the north is predicted to be 59 dB L50.  This predicted level is based on general 
estimates of shielding provided by intervening topography.  However, ultimate noise exposure at 
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the noise-sensitive exterior areas of the residentially-zoned property to the north will depend on 
site grading and site plans which depict the location of the common outdoor activity areas of the 
future multi-family residential uses.  In addition, it is BAC’s understanding that a minimum 6-foot 
tall barrier will be required at the southern interface of the residential and industrial properties at 
such time as development of the multi-family residential uses is proposed.  This barrier would 
result in an additional reduction in project noise levels on the order of 5+ dBA, reducing overall 
project noise exposure to approximately 54 dB with all project noise sources occurring 
simultaneously.   

If project operations are limited to daytime hours the predicted level of approximately 54 dB L50 
from all project operations would be satisfactory relative to the City’s daytime noise level limits.  
Furthermore, if either wood grinding or concrete/asphalt recycling operations were to occur 
while the existing MRF is not operating the predicted levels of each would be satisfactory 
relative to the City of Sacramento 50 dB L50 nighttime noise standard.  However, if the existing 
MRF were to operate at night, or if the wood grinding and concrete/asphalt recycling operations 
were to occur together during nighttime hours, then project noise exposure could exceed the 
City’s nighttime noise level limit of 50 dB L50 at the residentially-zoned property to the north.  In 
such a case, consideration of additional noise mitigation options would be required. 

Impacts from Off-Site Traffic Noise Level Increases 

Table 6 presents average daily vehicle logs for the existing Florin-Perkins Material Recovery 
Facility (MRF) for the 2013 calendar year.  According to Table 6, the facility generated an 
average of 102 daily vehicles during the 2013 year, of which approximately 40% were heavy 
trucks. 

According to existing traffic counts published by the City of Sacramento Public Works 
Department, existing average daily traffic volumes on Florin-Perkins Road are approximately 
10,000 daily vehicles.  Relative to those existing Florin Perkins Road traffic volumes, the project 
would need to generate approximately 5-10 times the volume generated by existing MRF 
operations in order to result in a significant (3 dB) increase in off-site traffic volumes.  As noted 

Table 6 
Florin Perkins MRF Average Daily Vehicle Counts - 2013 

 
Quarter1 Self-Haul Vehicles Commercial Trucks Transfer Trucks Total 

Q1 42 26 6 84 

Q2 65 32 7 104 

Q3 63 32 8 103 

Q4 75 32 7 115 

Average 61 31 7 102 

Source:  Zanker Road Resource Management, Ltd.  
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above, expanded project operations are predicted to result in approximately 25 additional heavy 
truck trips per day.  Relative to existing off-site traffic noise levels, the increase due to the 
additional project traffic would be well below the City’s 3 dB threshold.  As a result, no 
appreciable changes in off-site traffic noise levels are anticipated for this project and no noise 
impact is identified.  

Noise Mitigation Measures 

Due to shielding provided by the proposed 10-foot berm along the perimeter of the project site, 
and by intervening topography between the project site and the nearest existing noise-sensitive 
residence to the northwest and proposed residences to the east, the project is not predicted to 
generate any significant noise impacts in these areas.  As a result, no further noise mitigation 
measures are required for the existing residence to the northwest and residences proposed on 
the property to the east. 
 
At the property to the north zoned for development of future multi-family residential uses, 
cumulative project noise generation could exceed the City of Sacramento’s 50 dB L50 nighttime 
noise level standard.  As a result, the following specific noise mitigation measures are 
recommended at such time as multi-family residential development is proposed on the property 
to the north: 
 

1. A noise survey should be conducted at the specific location of the proposed residential 
development to determine if project noise generation is satisfactory relative to City of 
Sacramento nighttime noise standards.  If that survey reveals that project operations are 
resulting in an exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise standard, one of the following 
noise mitigation options should be implemented at that time: 

 
A. Operations of the MRF should be limited to daytime hours (after 7 am) 

 
OR 

 
B. Additional source specific noise control measures should be implemented for the 

equipment or operations identified as being responsible for the exceedance of the 
City’s nighttime noise level standard.  Such measures could take the form of 
construction of additional earthen berms or localized sound barriers, procurement of 
quieter equipment, or nighttime restrictions on certain processes. 

 
Implementation of these measures would reduce this impact to a level of insignificance.  

Vibration Impact Evaluation 
Field inspections of both the project site and neighboring uses revealed no discernable sources 
of vibration which would adversely affect future sensitive land uses located within the project 
area.  In addition, the project does not propose any appreciable sources of vibration, and any 
localized vibration generated in the immediate vicinity of project equipment would dissipate to 
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imperceptible levels of the 1,000-2,000 feet between the project site and nearest existing and 
proposed residential uses.  As a result, no vibration impacts due to the project are anticipated 
and no vibration mitigation measures would be warranted for this project. 

Conclusions 
The Florin-Perkins Material Recovery Facility expansion is not predicted to adversely affect the 
nearest existing residence to the project site or future residences proposed to the east of the 
project site.  In addition, the project is not expected to result in a significant increase in offsite 
traffic noise levels or result in any adverse vibration impacts.  However, project noise generation 
at the property to the north of the project site zoned for multi-family residential development 
could exceed City of Sacramento noise standards for new residential uses.  Feasible noise 
mitigation measures as outlined above, and if determined to be necessary, could be 
implemented to mitigate such impacts to a level of insignificance.    

This concludes BAC’s analysis of potential noise and vibration impacts associated with the 
Florin-Perkins MRF expansion project.  Please contact BAC at (916) 663-0500 with any 
questions or comments pertaining to this analysis.  



Appendix A
Acoustical Terminology

Acoustics The science of sound.

Ambient The distinctive acoustical characteristics of a given space consisting of all noise sources 
Noise audible at that location.  In many cases, the term ambient is used to describe an existing

or pre-project condition such as the setting in an environmental noise study.

Attenuation The reduction of an acoustic signal.

A-Weighting A frequency-response adjustment of a sound level meter that conditions the output signal
to approximate human response.

Decibel or dB Fundamental unit of sound, A Bell is defined as the logarithm of the ratio of the sound
pressure squared over the reference pressure squared.  A Decibel is one-tenth of a Bell.

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level.  Defined as the 24-hour average noise level with
noise occurring during evening hours (7 - 10 p.m.) weighted by a factor of three and
nighttime hours weighted by a factor of 10 prior to averaging.

Frequency The measure of the rapidity of alterations of a periodic signal, expressed in cycles per
second or hertz.

Ldn Day/Night Average Sound Level.  Similar to CNEL but with no evening weighting.

Leq Equivalent or energy-averaged sound level.

Lmax The highest root-mean-square (RMS) sound level measured over a given period of time.

Loudness A subjective term for the sensation of the magnitude of sound.

Masking The amount (or the process) by which the threshold of audibility is for one sound is raised
by the presence of another (masking) sound.

Noise Unwanted sound.

Peak Noise The level corresponding to the highest (not RMS) sound pressure measured over a given
period of time.  This term is often confused with the Maximum level, which is the highest
RMS level.

RT6060 The time it takes reverberant sound to decay by 60 dB once the source has been
removed.

Sabin The unit of sound absorption.  One square foot of material absorbing 100% of incident
sound has an absorption of 1 sabin.

SEL A rating, in decibels, of a discrete event, such as an aircraft flyover or train passby, that 
compresses the total sound energy of the event into a 1-s time period.

Threshold The lowest sound that can be perceived by the human auditory system, generally 
of Hearing considered to be 0 dB for persons with perfect hearing.

Threshold  Approximately 120 dB above the threshold of hearing.
 of Pain  
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Florin Perkins Recycle Facility Ambient Noise Measurement Results

Site 1 - April 11-14, 2014
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Florin Perkins Recycle Facility Ambient Noise Measurement Results
Site 2 - April 11-14, 2014

Appendix B-2
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Site 3 - April 11-14, 2014
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This Response to Comments document contains public and/or agency comments received during the 

public review period of the Florin-Perkins Materials Recovery Facility/Large Volume Transfer 

Station Project (proposed project) Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND). 

  

BACKGROUND 

 

The City of Sacramento Community Development Department, as lead agency, released the IS/MND 

for public review beginning on May 11, 2016 and ending on June 10, 2016 pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15105. The IS/MND and supporting documents were made available at the public 

counter of the City of Sacramento Community Development Department located at 300 Richards 

Boulevard, Third Floor, Sacramento, California 95811. According to CEQA Guidelines Sections 

15073 and 15074, the lead agency must consider the comments received during consultation and 

review periods together with the negative declaration. However, unlike with an Environmental Impact 

Report, comments received on a negative declaration are not required to be attached to the negative 

declaration, nor must the lead agency make specific written responses to public agencies. Nonetheless, 

the lead agency has chosen to provide responses to the comments received during the public review 

process for the IS/MND. 

 

LIST OF COMMENTERS 

 

The City of Sacramento received five comment letters during the open comment period on the 

IS/MND for the proposed project. The comment letters were authored by the following 

representatives of the local agencies and groups noted: 

  

Letter 1 ............................ Robb Armstrong, Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 

Letter 2 ................ Stephanie Tadlock, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board  

Letter 3 ..................................................... Rob Ferrera, Sacramento Municipal Utility District 

Letter 4 ................ John Lewis, Sacramento County Environmental Management Department 

Letter 5 ................................................................................Tracey Schaal, Power Inn Alliance 

Letter 6 ............................................. Richard Hunn, Sacramento Environmental Commission 

 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

The Response to Comments below include responses to the comment letters submitted regarding the 

proposed project. The letters are numbered and bracketed with assigned comment numbers. The 

bracketed comment letters are followed by numbered responses corresponding to each bracketed 

comment. Where revisions to the IS/MND text were made, new text is double underlined and deleted 

text is struck through.  

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
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Letter 1 

1-2 

1-1 

1-3 

1-4 
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1-4 

Cont’d 

Letter 1 

Cont’d 
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LETTER 1:  ROBB ARMSTRONG, SACRAMENTO REGIONAL COUNTY SANITATION 

DISTRICT, MAY 17, 2016 

 

Response to Comment 1-1 

 

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 1-2 

 

The potential impacts of the proposed project, both on-site and off-site, have been addressed 

throughout the IS/MND. The relevant discussion from page 97 of the IS/MND, within the Utilities 

and Services Systems section, is quoted below. However, it should be noted that a staff-initiated 

change has been applied to the quoted section of the IS/MND. The staff-initiated change is for 

clarification purposes only and does not affect the conclusions of the IS/MND.  

 
The project site is not currently connected to the City’s wastewater services. The proposed 

project would involve either connecting to one of the two existing on-site septic systems, 

or abandonment of the existing septic systems and installation of a new septic system. 

Compliance with state and locate local regulations and permit requirements for either 

option would ensure the wastewater treatment requirements are not exceeded. As the 

proposed project would utilize a septic system, the proposed project would not connect to 

the City’s wastewater service, and demand on such services would not occur. Thus, 

construction of new or expansion of existing City water infrastructure would not be 

required in order to accommodate the proposed project.  

  

As stated in the IS/MND, the proposed project does not include, and would not require the 

construction of new or expanded sanitary sewer facilities.  

 

Response to Comment 1-3 

 

The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the IS/MND. As discussed in Response 

to Comment 1-2 above, the project would not connect to the Sacramento County Regional 

Sanitation District sewer system, and would, therefore, not be subject to connection fees. 

 

Response to Comment 1-4 

 

The comment provides background information regarding the wastewater treatment services 

available to the project site by the Sacramento County Regional Sanitation District and the 

Sacramento Area Sewer District. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the 

IS/MND. In addition, as discussed in Response to Comments 1-2 and 1-3 above, the proposed 

project would not involve new connections to or increased demand on the local or regional sewer 

system.  
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Letter 2 

2-2 

2-1 
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2-2 

Cont’d 

2-4 

2-3 

Letter 2 

Cont’d 
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2-4 

Cont’d 

2-6 

2-5 

Letter 2 

Cont’d 
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2-7 

2-9 

2-8 

2-10 

Letter 2 

Cont’d 
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2-12 

2-11 

Letter 2 

Cont’d 
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2-12 

Cont’d 

Letter 2 

Cont’d 
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LETTER 2:  STEPHANIE TADLOCK, CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY 

CONTROL BOARD, JUNE 3, 2016 

 

Response to Comment 2-1 

 

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 2-2 

 

The comment provides general background information regarding basin plans. The comment does 

not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 2-3 

 

The comment briefly discusses antidegradation considerations related to wastewater discharges to 

high quality waters. As discussed on pages 74 and 75 of the Hydrology and Water Quality section 

of the IS/MND: 

 
A stormwater drainage system currently exists on-site for the existing operations. All areas 

where waste material is currently tipped, processed, and stored has a concrete and/or 

asphaltic concrete surface, and the operations area is sloped to prevent ponding of water 

and to provide positive surface water drainage. The drainage system has been designed to 

direct stormwater and wash water from station maintenance activities to a series of drain 

inlets and culverts. Water is filtered prior to entering the drain inlets to remove sediments, 

debris and hydrocarbons. The water is then transferred by gravity flow to a small sump and 

subsequently to an underground stormwater detention tank located just west of the existing 

paved east access road or to the low-lying areas located west of the facility. Excess water 

in the tank is pumped out for dust suppression. If the tank capacity is exceeded, the excess 

runoff is directed to a low-lying area west of the facility within the property owner’s 

property boundaries. 

 

The project site and current operations are under an existing General Industrial Permit 

(WDID number 5S34I022555), per the NPDES, and the associated SWPPP. All runoff 

associated with the site is managed in accordance with the BMPs set forth within the 

SWPPP. For example, drainage control structures are inspected regularly for blockages and 

functionality to ensure continuous functionality. Blockages are removed and repairs 

completed as necessary to ensure the continuous effectiveness of the drainage system. In 

preparation of an anticipated storm event, the operator would cover most material 

stockpiles and consolidate operations to a specific portion of the operations area. Incoming 

material tipping would occur on a designated portion of the operations area. Pile sizes are 

minimized during the wet season. The detention tankage is pumped out as needed (within 

two to three days). Prior to an anticipated storm event, the operator would ensure that the 

tanks are drained to nearly empty. The water would be used for dust control. 

 

The existing stormwater drainage system would be utilized for the proposed project; 

however, one additional stormwater outfall structure would be constructed as part of the 

proposed project to accommodate the increase in stormwater at the site resultant of the 
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increase in impervious surfaces. The proposed project would be required to comply with 

the conditions of the existing General Industrial Permit. Because the proposed project 

design provides for containment of all runoff water associated with the site, discharge of 

runoff to surface waters or groundwater would not result from the proposed project.   

 

Given the above discussion, the project would not discharge wastewater to high quality waters. 

 

Response to Comment 2-4 

 

The comment provides a brief summary of the Construction General Permit. As stated on page 74 

of the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the IS/MND: 

 
The City’s SQIP contains a Construction Element that guides in implementation of the 

NPDES Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity. This 

General Construction Permit requires the development and implementation of a Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP should contain a site map(s) which 

shows the construction site perimeter, existing and proposed buildings, lots, roadways, 

storm water collection and discharge points, general topography both before and after 

construction, and drainage patterns across the project. The SWPPP must list best 

management practices (BMPs) the discharger will use to protect storm water runoff and 

the placement of those BMPs. Additionally, the SWPPP must contain a visual monitoring 

program; a chemical monitoring program for “non-visible” pollutant to be implemented if 

there is a failure of BMPs; and a sediment monitoring plan if the site discharges directly to 

a water body listed on the 303(d) list for sediment. Section A of the Construction General 

Permit describes the elements that must be contained in a SWPPP. Compliance with City 

requirements to protect storm water inlets would require the developer to implement BMPs 

such as the use of straw bales, sandbags, gravel traps, and filters; erosion control measures 

such as vegetation and physical stabilization; and sediment control measure such as fences, 

dams, barriers, berms, traps, and basins. City staff inspects and enforces the erosion, 

sediment and pollution control requirements in accordance with City codes (Grading, 

Erosion and Sediment Control ordinance). 

 

Conformance with City regulations and permit requirements along with implementation of 

BMPs would ensure that construction activities of the proposed project, including the 

future realignment of the project access roadway, would result in a less-than-significant 

impact related to water quality. 

 

Therefore, the proposed project would be subject to the General Construction Permit’s SWPPP 

requirements. City staff inspection would further ensure that the proposed project implements all 

necessary BMPs and, as a result, the proposed project would not result in any impacts related to 

stormwater discharge from construction activities. 

 

Response to Comment 2-5 

 

The comment provides a brief summary of Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 

(MS4) Permits. As discussed on page 72 of the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the 

IS/MND: 
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The City’s Stormwater Quality Improvement Plan (SQIP) outlines the priorities, key 

elements, strategies, and evaluation methods of the City’s Stormwater Management 

program for 2007-2011. The Program is based on the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) municipal stormwater discharge permit. The comprehensive 

Program includes pollution reduction activities for construction sites, industrial sites, 

illegal discharges and illicit connections, new development, and municipal operations. The 

Program also includes an extensive public education effort, target pollutant reduction 

strategy and monitoring program. 

 

As discussed in Response to Comment 2-4, the proposed project would comply with all City 

regulations and permit requirements, which would ensure the proposed project’s compliance with 

applicable MS4 Permits. 

 

Response to Comment 2-6 

 

The comment briefly discusses the Industrial Storm Water General Permit. Page 19 of the IS/MND 

states the following: 

 
The project site and current operations are subject to an existing General Industrial Permit 

(Waste Discharge Identification [WDID] number 5S34I022555), per the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), and the associated stormwater pollution 

prevention plan (SWPPP). All runoff associated with the site is managed in accordance 

with the best management practices (BMPs) set forth within the SWPPP. 

 

As further stated on page 75:  
 

The proposed project would be required to comply with the conditions of the existing 

General Industrial Permit.  

 

Response to Comment 2-7 

 

The comment provides a brief summary of the Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit. Page 60 of 

the Biological Resources section of the IS/MND includes the following statement: 

 
Existing water bodies or features, including rivers, creeks, or natural or manmade ditches, 

do not exist on the project site or in the immediate vicinity. The closest water body, the 

American River, is located over 1.5 miles north of the project site. 

 

Thus, the IS/MND concluded that the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact 

on any federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  

 

Response to Comment 2-8 

 

The comment provides a brief summary of the Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit and associated 

Water Quality Certification. As discussed above in Response to Comment 2-7, the proposed 

project would not involve disturbance of waters of the U.S, such as streams or wetlands. Thus, a 

Water Quality Certification is not necessary for the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment 2-9 

 

The comment provides a brief summary of Waste Discharge Requirements for discharges to waters 

of the State. As discussed in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the IS/MND and 

referenced in Response to Comment 2-3 above, the proposed project would not involve any 

discharges to non-jurisdictional waters of the State, as defined by the California Porter-Cologne 

Water Quality Control Act, and would include a stormwater drainage system designed in 

compliance with all applicable stormwater regulations.  

 

Response to Comment 2-10 

 

The comment provides information pertaining to Dewatering Permits. As stated on pages 70 and 

71 of the Hazards section of the IS/MND: 

 

As stated above, substantial ground-disturbing construction activities, such as 

excavation or trenching, would not occur as a result of the proposed project. As 

such dewatering activities would not occur. 

 

Therefore, the proposed project would not require a Dewatering Permit as the project does not 

involve any dewatering activities. 

 

Response to Comment 2-11 

 

The comment briefly discusses requirements for discharges associated with commercially irrigated 

agricultural land. The comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND, as the proposed 

project would not involve any commercially irrigated agricultural land.  

 

Response to Comment 2-12 

 

The comment briefly discusses the Low or Limited Threat General NPDES Permit. See Response 

to Comment 2-10 above.  
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LETTER 3:  ROB FERRERA, SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT, JUNE 9, 

2016 

 

Response to Comment 3-1 

 

The commenter requests that the IS/MND acknowledge any impacts the proposed project may 

have on overhead and/or underground transmission and distribution line easements. The 

commenter provides a figure, included in comment 3-6, depicting the approximate location of the 

overhead transmission lines in the project area. The distribution line and related easement is 

located approximately 500 feet east from the boundaries of the 10-acre permitted boundary. As 

shown in Figure 4, Proposed Project Site Plan, on page 12 of the IS/MND, the proposed project 

does not involve any activities outside of the 10-acre permitted site boundary. Because the 10-acre 

permitted project area boundaries are 500 feet away from the easement area, project activities are 

not proposed within the easement area, and the project would not impact the overhead transmission 

and distribution line easement. 

 

Response to Comment 3-2 

 

The proposed project’s electrical load needs and requirements are addressed on page 23 of the 

IS/MND. As stated on page 23: 

 
Electricity is currently supplied to the site for the existing operations from the Sacramento 

Municipal Utility District (SMUD) overhead power lines and an existing electrical 

transformer located near the northwest corner of the 10-acre permitted boundary. Sufficient 

energy is available from SMUD to serve the proposed project with no detriment to other 

users. A utility line extension would be required in order to supply power to the wood 

grinding area. It should be noted that any necessary electrical conduit or power poles would 

avoid the low permeability layer of the final landfill cover. The proposed project would 

increase the electricity usage at the site from approximately 700 kilowatt-hours (kWh) to 

an estimated 13,288 kWh per a 30-day billing cycle, assuming operating 361 days per year. 

A backup diesel generator would be located on-site.  

 

Because sufficient energy is available from SMUD, the electrical load needs and requirements of 

the proposed project would not cause any significant impacts. 
 

Response to Comment 3-3 

 

The project’s electrical line routing needs are addressed on page 23 of the IS/MND. As quoted in 

Response to Comment 3-2 above, power lines currently exist on the project site, but would need 

to be extended to serve the new operations associated with the proposed project. In accordance 

with SMUD policy, the project applicant would submit a SMUD application and pay the necessary 

application fees for the proposed development. The applicant and SMUD would then communicate 

to complete all planning, site preparations, and work regarding the utility extension. Proper 

coordination between the applicant and SMUD would ensure that impacts would not result from 

electrical line routing as part of the proposed project. The comment has been forwarded to the 

applicant for their considerations. 
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Response to Comment 3-4 

 

The IS/MND addresses energy impacts on page 27. The IS/MND states: 

 
The Master EIR discussed energy conservation and relevant general plan policies in section 

6.3 (page 6-3). The discussion concluded that with implementation of the general plan 

policies and energy regulation (e.g., Title 24) development allowed in the general plan 

would not result in the inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy. 

 

Because the proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable General Plan 

policies and goals, the project would not result in the inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary 

consumption of energy.  

 

Response to Comment 3-5 

 

Climate change is addressed in the Air Quality section of the IS/MND, particularly in regard to 

the potential greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that could occur as a result of the proposed project. 

The IS/MND states on page 41 that “all proposed projects must now be compliant and consistent 

with the General Plan CAP Policies and Programs outlined in Appendix B of the General Plan 

Update.” As discussed in the third paragraph on page 41 of the IS/MND, compliance with the 

City’s CAP is necessary for the City to comply with statewide GHG reductions mandated by 

Assembly Bill 32. The project’s compliance with the Climate Action Plan is addressed under 

Question H on pages 49 and 50 of the IS/MND. Page 50 of the IS/MND includes the following 

conclusion: 

 
Accordingly, the proposed project, including the future realignment of the project access 

roadway, would be considered consistent with the General Plan Update and would not be 

expected to hinder the City’s ability to achieve the General Plan CAP Policies and 

Programs. Therefore, impacts related to a conflict with the Climate Action Plan would be 

considered less than significant.  

 

Based on the analysis within the IS/MND, the proposed project’s impacts related to climate change 

would be considered less than significant. 

 

Response to Comment 3-6 

 

As discussed in Response to Comment 3-1, the proposed project does not include any construction 

activities within the SMUD easement area. Because construction activities would not occur within 

the SMUD easement area, the proposed project would not conflict with any SMUD requirements 

for activities within an easement area and no impact would occur. 

  

Response to Comment 3-7 

 

The City will be sure to include the commenter in any future correspondence with regard to SMUD 

electricity delivery and infrastructure for the project. The comment will also be forwarded to the 

applicant. However, the comment does not directly address the adequacy of the IS/MND.
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LETTER 4:  JOHN LEWIS, COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO, SACRAMENTO COUNTY 

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT, JUNE 9, 2016 

 

Response to Comment 4-1 

 

Based on the comment and to provide a more accurate description of the Florin Perking Landfill, 

page 6 of the IS/MND is hereby revised as follows: 

 
The project site is the site of the former Florin Perkins Landfill, which does not currently 

accept waste and is preparing to undergo closure, and currently consists of an existing 

MRF/LVTS, operating under a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) (Special Permit Minor 

Modification Z98-114) issued by the City and a full SWFP No. 34-AA-0221 issued by the 

LEA. 

 

All subsequent references to the Florin Perkins Landfill in the IS/MND are hereby revised similar 

to the above. The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the analysis 

or conclusions of the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 4-2 

 

The comment provides information pertaining to the Waste Discharge Requirements for the Florin 

Perkins Landfill and the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) permitting process. The comment does 

not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 4-3 

 

The commenter expresses concern regarding truck traffic associated with the proposed project and 

the Florin Perkins Landfill closure activities. The intent of the section of the IS/MND specifically 

noted by the commenter was to state that the traffic created by the proposed project would be 

independent from, and would not affect, the traffic related to the Florin Perkins Landfill closure 

activities. The IS/MND does not assert that the traffic from the two activities would use separate 

entrances or exits to the site. For clarification purposes, the following section on page 92 of the 

IS/MND is hereby revised as follows: 

 
As mentioned above, the project operator currently accepts soil on behalf of the adjacent 

landfill owner for landfill closure purposes. Although the trucks hauling the soil use the 

same entrance and exit road as the proposed project, the soil hauling trucks do The soil 

does not pass through the proposed project scales or operating areas, nor does the soil or 

trucks count towards the operator’s permitted tonnage or vehicle limits. Because the trucks 

would not enter the operations area of the proposed project site or enter the on-site scales, 

the truck traffic associated with the landfill closure activities would not be expected to 

interfere with on-site operations, as they would occur completely separate independently 

from the proposed project. In addition, the aforementioned activities are not related to the 

proposed project operations and are covered under permits associated with the landfill 

operations. As further landfill closure activities continue to occur, vehicles accessing the 

overall site may temporarily increase during the landfill closure period; however, such 
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truck trips would cease to occur upon completion of landfill closure. Furthermore, clear 

signage would be provided on the on-site roadways in order to manage and direct on-site 

traffic.  

 

The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the analysis or 

conclusions of the IS/MND. Furthermore, Florin Perkins Road is an undivided, four-lane road with 

sufficient capacity to accommodate the increase in traffic anticipated by the proposed project as 

well as any traffic associated with the Florin Perkins Landfill closure activities. As mentioned in 

the above quote from the IS/MND, signage would be provided to keep the independent traffic 

activities from impacting each other. The relatively small increase in traffic induced by the 

proposed project combined with the existing capacity of Florin Perkins Road and the project site’s 

traffic signage would ensure that the traffic from closure activity of the Florin Perkins Landfill 

would not affect or be affected by the traffic induced by the proposed project. 

 

Response to Comment 4-4 

 

The comment refers to the discussion on page 15 of the IS/MND regarding the increase in capacity 

requested as part of the proposed project. The current permitted capacity is 500 tons per day (TPD) 

and the proposed project includes a request for an increased total permitted capacity of 1,000 TPD. 

The IS/MND analyzed the worst case scenario, from an environmental impact perspective, that 

could result from a Conditional Use Permit allowing 1,000 TPD. The worst case scenario, in 

regards to air quality and traffic, would result if the entire 1,000 TPD capacity would be used for 

concrete and asphalt because concrete and asphalt would require the greatest amount of truck trips 

(25) per day to the facility. Therefore, assuming that all 1,000 TPD would be used for concrete 

and asphalt provides a conservative analysis for the purpose of evaluating potential environmental 

impacts resulting from the approval of a 1,000 TPD Conditional Use Permit for the proposed 

project. As a result, the IS/MND provides an adequate analysis of the worst case scenario for 

compliance with CEQA. Because the IS/MND evaluated the worst case scenario, the City and the 

LEA would be able to identify appropriate limitations on the type and proportion of material 

allowed under the total 1,000 TPD limit as needed. Any limit on the proportion of asphalt and 

concrete placed on the proposed project’s total daily capacity would then constitute a potential 

reduction in environmental impacts. Thus, the analysis provided by the IS/MND provides for 

flexibility in the approval of the CUP and the LEA permits, without allowing for potential impacts 

to exceed what was analyzed in the IS/MND. However, as noted in the LEA’s comment, the 

stockpiling of non-inert material in excess of 500 TPD could cause impacts related to fire hazards. 

Therefore, although the analysis within the IS/MND provides a conservative analysis of the 

environmental impacts of a 1,000 TPD permit, the following section of the IS/MND, on page 15, 

is hereby revised as follows: 

 
The concrete and asphalt crushing operations are anticipated to require additional capacity 

in excess of the 500 TPD currently entitled for the existing MRF/LVTS. Accordingly, the 

project includes a proposal to add 500 TPD, specifically for concrete and asphalt crushing 

operations, to the site’s total allowable tonnage loading of 500 TPD per the existing permit, 

for a total of 1,000 TPD. allow 500 TPD of additional concrete and asphalt capacity, while 

simultaneously maintaining the existing permitted tonnage loading limit of 500 TPD for 

all other waste. As a result, the proposed project would have a combined permitted total of 
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1,000 TPD, but the proposed project would be limited to accepting a maximum of 500 TPD 

of inert material (concrete and asphalt), independently from the concurrent maximum of 

500 TPD for other material. Assuming an average payload of 20 tons per truckload for 

inbound concrete and asphalt materials, the concrete and asphalt crushing operations would 

add approximately 25 trucks per day to the overall facility.  

 

The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the analysis or 

conclusions of the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 4-5 

 

The comment has been noted; as discussed above, the IS/MND analyzed the proposed project 

under an environmental worst case scenario. Such a scenario would result from the proposed 

project maximizing the allowable TPD immediately following the approval of the project and 

completion of construction activities. Because the IS/MND assumes full operation of the proposed 

project, any incremental restrictions mandated by the LEA would result in potential reductions in 

environmental impacts caused by the proposed project. Therefore, the IS/MND allows the LEA 

the greatest flexibility in their permitting process. As a result, the comment does not address the 

adequacy of the IS/MND. For clarification purposes, the following section on page 10 of the 

IS/MND is hereby revised as follows: 

 
The amount of materials received at the site would increase as a result of the modification 

by an additional 500 tons (primarily concrete and asphalt), for a total of 1,000 TPD. 

However, in order to ensure that operations associated with the proposed project do not 

result in problematic conditions, the LEA may require new permits granting increased 

capacity to be implemented in an incremental fashion. Similar to the current Solid Waste 

Facilities Permit requirements, incremental increases would require the operator to 

demonstrate compliance at each step prior to requesting each increase, thereby ensuring 

full compliance of the operation with the SWFP. The the materials currently accepted at 

the site would continue to be accepted and a change to the type of materials accepted at the 

site is not proposed. 

 

The above changes are for clarification purposes only and do not change the analysis or 

conclusions of the IS/MND. Additionally, the comment will be forwarded to the applicant. 

 

Response to Comment 4-6 
 

Current operations at the project site include an existing monitoring plan for all facilities. 

Monitoring currently includes continuous gas monitors in all structures and quarterly inspections 

of all facilities using handheld sensors. The continuous gas monitors are inspected weekly and the 

results recorded. Monitoring activities would continue in compliance with existing practices and 

be revised where necessary upon approval of the project. 

 

  



Response to Comments 

Florin-Perkins Materials Recovery Facility/ 

Large Volume Transfer Station Project 

June 2016 

 

27 

Response to Comment 4-7 

 

The IS/MND was drafted to evaluate the worst case scenario for environmental impacts. In regards 

to vehicle trips to and from the project site, the worst case scenario would occur if all vehicle trips 

were made by heavy diesel trucks rather than a mix of vehicles including those indicated by the 

comment. Therefore, Table 1 on page 10 of the IS/MND assumed that all 25 new trips would be 

“truck trips” to provide a conservative analysis of the potential impacts caused by the project to 

traffic and air quality. Similar to Comments 4-5 and 4-4, by adopting a worst case scenario 

approach, the IS/MND provides a conservative analysis, compliant with CEQA, which also allows 

the LEA the maximum amount of flexibility when considering further refinement during the 

permitting process for the proposed project. If a mix of vehicles other than heavy diesel trucks 

actually visits the proposed project, the impacts would be less severe than what was analyzed by 

the IS/MND.  
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LETTER 5:  TRACEY SCHAAL, POWER INN ALLIANCE, JUNE 10, 2016 

 

Response to Comment 5-1 

 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. 
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LETTER 6:  RICHARD HUNN, SACRAMENTO ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION, JUNE 

27, 2016 

 

Response to Comment 6-1 

 

The commenter supports the proposed project and does not comment negatively regarding the 

adequacy of the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 6-2 

 

The IS/MND analyzed the proposed project’s impacts on noise generation and concluded that 

operations associated with the proposed project had the potential to generate nighttime noise in 

excess of City standards. To avoid potential impacts caused by such exceedance of City standards, 

the IS/MND imposed Mitigation Measure 9-1 (pages 83 and 84), which states the following: 

 
At the time of issuance of the first occupancy permit for any residence located on the 

property to the north of the project site, a noise survey shall be conducted at the specific 

location of the proposed residential development to determine if project noise generation 

is satisfactory relative to City of Sacramento nighttime noise standards. If that survey 

reveals that project operations are resulting in an exceedance of the City’s nighttime noise 

standard, one of the following noise mitigation options shall be implemented at that time, 

based on coordination with and subject to review and approval by the Community 

Development Department: 

 

 Operations of the proposed project shall be limited to daytime hours (i.e., required to 

begin after 7:00 AM). (Note: Per the approved permit conditions, the allowable hours 

of operation are 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM [Permit No. Z98-114]); or 

 Additional source-specific noise control measures shall be implemented for the 

equipment or operations identifies as being responsible for the exceedance of the City’s 

nighttime noise level standard. Such measures could take the form of construction of 

additional earthen berms or localized sound barriers, procurement of quieter 

equipment, or nighttime restrictions on certain processes.  

 

The proposed project includes a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) modification and the 

approval of an additional CUP for the processing of green waste. The mitigation measures 

identified within the IS/MND would be made Conditions of Approval (COA) for the CUPs 

requested as part of the proposed project and would also be adopted as part of a Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Plan. Requiring the mitigation as a COA would ensure that noise 

exposure would be maintained within acceptable levels, even with the future introduction of 

sensitive receptors to the area. 

 

Response to Comment 6-3 

 

The comment requests clarification to ensure that the CUPs requested from the City and the Solid 

Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) requested from the LEA do not conflict. As discussed in Response 

to Comment 4-5, the IS/MND was intended to provide a conservative analysis of potential 
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environmental impacts that could result from the granting of permits. By providing an 

environmental worst-case scenario analysis and assuming a full, immediate permitting of 1,000 

TPD, the IS/MND allows the LEA and the City to refine their permitting requirements without the 

need for further environmental review. As such, the City and the LEA will be able to coordinate 

during the permitting process to ensure that the CUP and the SWFP do not conflict. 

 

Response to Comment 6-4 

 

The commenter supports the proposed project and does not comment negatively regarding the 

adequacy of the IS/MND. 
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