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Gateway West Arena Boulevard Project (P17-057)  
Addendum to the 2002 Gateway West Business Park and the Friedman Retail Development 

Mitigated Negative Declaration  
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
File Number/Project Name:  Gateway West Commercial Project (P17-057) 
 
Project Location: The Gateway West Commercial Project is located at the northeast corner of the 
intersection of Arena Boulevard and Duckhorn Drive (see Attachment A, Vicinity Map), within the 
Gateway West Planned Unit Development, in the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) Area of the 
City of Sacramento, CA. The project site is identified by Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 225-0310-
030, -031, -033, and -036. 
 
Existing Plan Designations and Zoning: The City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan and the North 
Natomas Community Plan Area land use designation for the project site is Employment Center Mid Rise. 
The current zoning designation for the project site is Employment Center, and Planned Unit Development 
(EC-50-PUD).  
 
Project Description: A planning application was received by the City of Sacramento for the Gateway 
West Commercial Project (hereafter referred to as the project). The project is located on a 5.7-acre project 
site, and would include development of a hotel, three retail/restaurant buildings (one of which includes a 
drive-though), a fast food restaurant and drive-through would be attached to a convenience store, which 
would also feature eight gasoline fuel dispensers and an associated car wash, as shown in Attachment 
B. Several monument signs would be constructed within the project site. The Gateway West Arena 
Boulevard application would require the following entitlements: 
 

• Rezone for three parcels (±3.69 acres) from Employment Center (EC-50-PUD) to General 
Commercial (C-2-PUD); 

• Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a gas station; 
• CUP for two drive-through facilities; 
• CUP for alcohol sales for off-premise consumption; 
• CUP for tobacco retail sales;  
• PUD Schematic Amendment to depict commercial retail and a hotel land uses; 
• Tree removal permit to remove public and private protected trees; 
• Site Plan and Design Review of the site layout and architectural design. 

 
The proposed project is located within the larger planning area known as the Gateway West Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) which was approved in 1997. A subsequent project, known as the Gateway 
West Business Park (P00-064), was approved and the associated Mitigated Negative Declaration was 
adopted by the City Council on March 25, 2003, (Resolution No. 2003-142). The Negative Declarations 
and City Council Resolutions can be viewed at the City Website located at: 
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Department-Development/Planning/ 
Environmental/Impact-Reports. Due to the current emergency, the documents are not available for review 
in printed form. If you need assistance in reviewing the documents please contact Ron Bess, Associate 
Planner at (916) 808-8272 or Rbess@cityofsacramento.org. Further details regarding the original 1997 
Gateway West PUD project and the 2002 Gateway West Business Park project, as well as the proposed 
modifications for the Gateway West Commercial Project, are provided below.  
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Department-Development/Planning/%20Environmental/Impact-Reports
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Department-Development/Planning/%20Environmental/Impact-Reports
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Previous CEQA Analysis/Project Background 
 
As stated above, the 1997 Gateway West PUD project was approved and the associated Mitigated 
Negative Declaration was adopted by City Council on August 26, 1997, Resolution No. P97-494. The 
project approval established a PUD, including the Development Guidelines for Gateway West (hereafter 
referred to as the PUD Guidelines), covering the current project site, as well as the area between the 
southeastern corner of Manera Rica Drive and El Centro Road and the northwestern corner of Natomas 
Crossing Drive and Duckhorn Drive.  
 
Following the approval of the 1997 Gateway West PUD project, a subsequent application for 
development within the PUD area was submitted to the City. The application included requests for the 
following: the Gateway West Business Park (P00-064) to develop 65.1 acres of employment center uses; 
and the Friedman Retail Development (P01-104) to develop 12.75 acres with commercial uses. The 2002 
Gateway West Business Park Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (hereafter referred to as the 
2002 IS/MND), which included the proposed Gateway West Commercial project site, analyzed 
entitlements for a Planned Unit Development Schematic Plan Amendment to allocate office support retail 
square footage on the Gateway West Schematic Plan, a Tentative Subdivision Map to subdivide 41.27± 
gross acres into 11 parcels, and a Special Permit to construct three two-story office buildings with 785 
parking spaces on four lots totaling 13.75± gross acres in the EC-50-PUD zone. The 2002 IS/MND 
identified potentially significant impacts regarding air quality, biological resources, noise, and cultural 
resources. Mitigation measures were provided to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. The City 
Council approved the 2002 IS/MND on March 25, 2003 (See Attachment C). 
 
Following the approval of the Gateway West Business Park, a request to develop a Universal Technical 
Institute on the parcels directly adjacent to the proposed project site, was submitted to the City. The 
proposed Universal Technical Institute Project (P04-246) was consistent with previously approved 
entitlements, land use designations, and zoning, with the exception of specific configuration of building 
footprints. On February 24, 2005, the Planning Commission approved a PUD Schematic Plan 
Amendment and the associated addendum, the Universal Technical Institute Addendum(UTI 
Addendum), which found that the proposed site plan was not a substantial change to the Gateway West 
Business Park project and would not result in any new or more severe environmental impacts (See 
Attachment D).  
 
Gateway West Commercial Project 
 
The proposed project encompasses approximately 5.7 acres and includes Parcels 6, 7, 8, and 9 of the 
Gateway West PUD, development of which was previously analyzed in the 2002 IS/MND. Although the 
proposed project would include a lot line adjustment, the total project area would remain the same as the 
total areas of Parcels 6, 7, 8, and 9 combined. The Gateway West PUD and Guidelines state that of the 
65.1 acres of Employment Center (EC-50) zone contained in the PUD, 15 percent shall be used for 
support retail uses and the 15 percent can be expanded by an additional four (4) acres to accommodate 
a hotel/hospitality use. The EC Zone also provides the opportunity for a variety and mix of supporting 
uses such as supporting retail and highway commercial. Although the proposed retail/commercial uses 
are generally consistent with the retail uses envisioned in the Gateway West PUD, due to the type of 
development proposed and the inclusion of two drive throughs, the project includes requests to rezone 
the three parcels intended for development with retail/restaurant/gas station uses from EC-50-PUD to 
General Commercial (C-2-PUD), which is an allowable use as is specified by the Gateway West PUD. 
Table 1 below provides a comparison of the land uses approved in the 2002 IS/MND and UTI Addendum 
(hereafter referred to as the previous CEQA documents) for the project site and the land uses proposed 
as part of the Gateway West Commercial Project. 
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As shown in Table 1, the proposed project would decrease the overall build-out square footage of the 
site from 87,700 square feet (sf) under the land uses approved in the previous CEQA documents to 
67,866 sf. Despite the overall decrease in building square footage, the overall area disturbed by the 
project remains the same. 
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Table 1 
Gateway West Arena Boulevard Land Use and Square Footage Comparison 

Parcel # Previously Approved Proposed 
Land Use Square Footage Land Use Square Footage 

6 Retail 6,500 Retail/Restaurant 6,904 

7 Retail 1,200 Retail/Restaurant 5,336 

8 Restaurant 10,000 
Mini-Mart 6,310 

Gas Station 0 
TOTAL 6,310 

9 Hotel 70,000 Hotel 49,316 
TOTAL - 87,700 - 67,866 

 
In addition to construction and operation of the developments shown in Table 1, the proposed project 
includes several improvements to Duckhorn Drive including the provision of two vehicle access points 
and restriping of portions of Duckhorn Drive. In particular, the intersection created by the northernmost 
project access point and Duckhorn Drive would be configured as a roundabout. The proposed roundabout 
would require dedication of additional right-of-way for Duckhorn Drive, and will require the removal of 
several trees. Additionally, the southbound left-turn lanes from Duckhorn Drive onto Arena Boulevard 
would be extended to accommodate a total storage area of 325 feet. Construction of the roundabout and 
extension of the left-turn lanes would be completed as part of the proposed project. 
 
CEQA Analysis Approach 
 
In the case of a project proposal requiring discretionary approval by the City for which the City has 
adopted a Negative Declaration for the overall project, as here, the City must determine whether a 
subsequent Negative Declaration is required. The CEQA Guidelines provide guidance in this process by 
requiring an examination of whether, since the adoption of the Negative Declaration and approval of the 
project, changes in the project or conditions have been made to such an extent that the proposal may 
result in substantial changes in physical conditions that are considered significant under CEQA. If so, the 
City would be required to prepare a subsequent Negative Declaration. The examination of impacts is the 
first step taken by the City in reviewing the CEQA treatment of the proposed project.  
 
The following review proceeds with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 in mind. Section 
15162 is discussed in detail below. The following discussion concludes that the conditions set forth in 
Section 15162 were not present, and that an addendum would be prepared for the project pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.  
 
The discussion in this Addendum confirms that the proposed project has been evaluated for significant 
impacts pursuant to CEQA. The discussion is meaningfully different than a determination that the project 
is “exempt” from CEQA review, which is not the case. Rather, the determination here is that the project’s 
impacts have been considered in a previous CEQA document (i.e., the 2002 Gateway West Business 
Park IS/MND and the Universal Technical Institute Addendum) that were both reviewed and adopted by 
the City Council and deemed a sufficient and adequate analysis of the environmental impacts of the 
project. An addendum is the appropriate environmental document.   
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Discussion 
 
An Addendum to an adopted Negative Declaration may be prepared if only minor technical changes or 
additions are required, and none of the conditions identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 are 
present. The following identifies the standards set forth in Section 15162(a) as they relate to the project: 
   

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

 
2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 

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

 
3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 

have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous 
EIR was certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any 
of the following: 

 
a)   The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in 

the previous EIR or negative declaration; 
 
b)   Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more 

severe than shown in the previous EIR [or negative declaration]; 
 
c)   Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be 

feasible would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one 
or more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents 
decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or 

 
d)   Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different 

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

 
Section 15162 provides that the lead agency’s role in project approval is completed upon certification of 
the EIR or Negative Declaration and approval of the project, unless further discretionary action is 
required. The approvals requested as part of the proposed project are considered discretionary actions, 
and CEQA review, is therefore required.  
 
The discussion and table that follows includes an analysis of the project under the standards established 
by Section 15162.  
 
 
LAND USE, POPULATION AND HOUSING, AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY 
 
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.  
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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, a project’s divergence 
from an adopted plan 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 addendum 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 energy, and the effect of the 
project on these resources. 
 
Land Use 
 
The proposed project consists of a hotel, a retail/restaurant building with a drive-through, two additional 
retail/restaurant buildings, a gas station with a convenience store and  attached fast food and drive-
through, a car wash, and several site identifying monument signs. The City of Sacramento 2035 General 
Plan and North Natomas Community Plan land use designation for the project site is Employment Center 
Mid Rise. The Employment Center Mid Rise designation allows for densities between 18 and 60 units 
per net acre and a floor to area ratio (FAR) of 0.25 - 2.0.1 The proposed project would result in a FAR of 
0.25 by developing the 5.7-acre site with 67,866 sf of building space, including hotel. As such, the 
proposed project would be consistent with the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan. The project site is 
currently zoned as Employment Center-50-PUD (EC-50-PUD). Employment Centers are categorized by 
the permitted employment intensity, with the EC-50-PUD requiring an average of 50 employees per acre. 
The Employment Center designation allows for flexible employment-generating uses including hotels, as 
well as supporting uses such as retail, residential and light industrial. While limited retail uses are allowed 
within the Employment Center designation, drive-through uses are not. Therefore, the proposed project 
requests a rezone of  parcels that  include drive-through uses as well as a third parcel that would be 
developed with retail/restaurant uses to C-2-PUD, which is an allowable use as is specified by the 
Gateway West PUD and the City of Sacramento’s Planning and Development Code (Title 17). The 
remaining parcel, which would include the proposed hotel, would remain consistent with the EC-50-PUD 
zoning guidelines and would not be rezoned.  
 
Although the proposed project includes a request to rezone a portion of the project site and a schematic 
plan amendment to the Gateway West PUD Guidelines, the requested rezone would serve to expand the 
commercial uses conditionally allowed for the project site, such as drive-through facilities. The rezone 
would not introduce any new land uses such as heavy industrial, or residential uses that could be 
incompatible with the existing General Plan designation or surrounding land uses. Therefore, the overall 
use of the site would remain commercial in nature, and thus consistent with what was planned by the 
2035 General Plan, the Gateway West PUD Project, and analyzed in the City of Sacramento 2035 
General Plan EIR and the previous CEQA documents. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 City of Sacramento. Sacramento 2035 General Plan. [pg. 2-27]. March 3, 2015. 
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Population and Housing 
 
The proposed project is located within a developing area of North Natomas. The proposed project would 
not include any residential development, and would not directly increase the population of the area. 
Although the proposed project would create jobs that could lead to indirect population growth in the area, 
the project is consistent with the type and intensity of use contemplated in the City’s General Plan, and 
was analyzed in the associated 2035 General Plan EIR. The project site is currently vacant, and 
implementation of the proposed project would not displace any existing housing units or people. 
Construction or replacement of housing elsewhere would not be required for the project.  
 
Previous CEQA documents anticipated development of the project site with employment center land 
uses, and analyzed the potential for such development to affect population and housing in the project 
area. The land uses included in the proposed project are generally consistent with the land uses 
previously considered in past CEQA documents for the project site, and, thus, the conclusions of previous 
CEQA analysis for the project site would remain applicable to the proposed project.  
 
As a result, the proposed project would not be expected to result in any changes, new circumstances, or 
new information that would involve new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts to 
population or housing from what was anticipated for the project area in the previous CEQA documents 
and the 2035 General Plan. 
 
Agricultural and Timberland Resources 
 
The 2035 General Plan EIR discussed the potential impact of development under the 2035 General Plan 
on agricultural resources (see 2035 General Plan EIR, Chapter 6.2). In addition to evaluating the effect 
of the General Plan on sites within the City, the 2035 General Plan 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 (2035 General Plan EIR, page 6.2-13). The 2035 General Plan EIR concluded 
that the impact of the 2035 General Plan on agricultural resources and the loss of trees within the City 
was less than significant. 
 
The proposed project site is currently vacant, and is located in an urban area adjacent to I-5, with 
residential development to the west, commercial development to the southwest and north, and vacant 
land to the south. The site is regularly disked, consists predominantly of ruderal vegetation, and is not 
utilized for agricultural or timber-harvest operations. According to the California Department of 
Conservation’s Sacramento County Important Farmland 2018 Map, the project site is considered 
Farmland of Local Importance, which is defined as land that is either currently producing, or has the 
capability of production, but does not meet the criteria of Important Farmland (i.e., Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland).2 In addition, the site is not designated or zoned 
for agricultural or timberland uses, nor is the land under a Williamson Act contract.  
 
Previous CEQA documents anticipated development of the project site, and analyzed the potential for 
such development to result in the loss of agricultural or timberland resources. The proposed project would 
not increase the amount of land previously anticipated for development, nor would the project include 
development of land not previously anticipated for development. Thus, the conclusions of previous CEQA 
documents to the potential for development of the project site to result in the loss of agricultural or 
timberland resources remains applicable to the proposed project. 
 
Therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to result in any changes, new circumstances, or 
new information that would involve new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts to 

 
2 California Department of Conservation. Sacramento County Important Farmland 2018. Published December 2019. 
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Agricultural or Timberland Resources from what was anticipated for the project area in the previous 
CEQA documents. 
 
Energy 
 
The buildings associated with the proposed project 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 goals (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 2035 General Plan EIR discussed energy conservation and relevant General Plan policies in Section 
6.3 (2035 General Plan EIR 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 2035 General Plan EIR concluded that implementation of State regulations, 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. Since the 
preparation of the 2035 General Plan and General Plan EIR, State building codes have become 
increasingly more stringent, with commercial structures built under the 2019 California Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards achieving 30 percent greater energy efficiency as compared to structures built under 
the 2016 codes. Consequently, the energy demand from development of the project site would likely be 
less than the demand that was anticipated from development of the site in the 2035 General Plan EIR. 
The proposed project would be consistent with the type and intensity of development anticipated for this 
site in the General Plan, and would be conditioned to comply with the energy efficiency standards 
required by Title 24. Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) would provide electricity to the site, 
and has reviewed the proposed project. During project-review, SMUD requested various conditions be 
placed on the project. The City would include such conditions as deemed appropriate by City staff. 
 
Considering the above, the project would not result in impacts related to the inefficient, wasteful, or 
unnecessary use of energy. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT COMPARISON 
 
The purpose of the comparison is to evaluate the categories in terms of any “changes” or “new 
information” that may result in a changed environmental impact evaluation. A “no” answer does not 
necessarily mean that potential impacts do not exist relative to the environmental category, but that a 
relevant change would not occur in the condition or status of the impact due to its insignificance or its 
treatment in a previous environmental document.  
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EXPLANATION OF IMPACT EVALUATION CATEGORIES  
 
Environmental Issue Area: This column presents the environmental resource area to be discussed and 
the relevant City of Sacramento Environmental Checklist questions to be analyzed. 
 
Where Impact Was Analyzed in the Previous CEQA Documents: This column provides a reference to the 
page(s) of the 2002 IS/MND where information and analysis may be found relative to the environmental 
issue listed under each topic.  
 
Do Proposed Changes Involve New or More Severe Impacts?: Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(1) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether the changes represented by the current project will 
result in new impacts that have not already been considered and mitigated by a previous IS/MND or that 
substantially increase the severity of a previously identified impact. If a “yes” answer is given and more 
severe impacts are specified, additional mitigations will be specified in the discussion section including a 
statement of impact status after mitigation.  
 
Any New Circumstances Involving New or More Severe Impacts?: Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(2) of 
the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether there have been changes to the project site or the 
vicinity (environmental setting) that have occurred subsequent to the certification of an IS/MND, which 
would result in the current project having significant impacts that were not considered or mitigated by that 
IS/MND or which substantially increase the severity of a previously identified impact.  
 
Any New Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification?: Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether new information is available requiring an update to the 
analysis of a previous IS/MND to verify that the environmental conclusions and mitigations remain valid. 
This also applies to any new regulations that might change the nature of analysis or the specifications of 
a mitigation measure. If additional analysis is conducted as part of this environmental impact comparison 
and the environmental conclusion remains the same, no new or additional mitigation is necessary. If the 
analysis indicates that a mitigation requires supplemental specifications, no additional environmental 
documentation is needed if it is found that the modified mitigation achieves a reduction in impact to the 
same level as originally intended.  
 
Discussion: A discussion of the elements of the impact is provided for each impact statement in order to 
clarify the answers. The discussion provides information about the particular environmental issue, how 
the project relates to the issue, and the status of any mitigation that may be required or that has already 
been implemented. 
 
Mitigation Sections  
 
Mitigation Measures from the Previous CEQA Documents: Applicable mitigation measures from the 
previous CEQA documents that apply to the changes or new information are referenced under each 
environmental category.  
 
Modified Mitigation Measures: Where applicable the mitigation measures from the previous CEQA 
documents have been modified for application to the proposed project. The modification of previous 
mitigation measures ensures the incorporation of relevant site-specific information to maintain potential 
project related impacts at a level equal to those identified in the previous CEQA documents. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures: If changes or new information involve new or more severe impacts, special 
mitigations will be listed which will be included as project conditions to address those impacts.  
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Environmental Issue Area 

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

Verification? Discussion 
1. Aesthetics.  
 
Would the project: 

a. Create a source of 
glare that would 
cause a public 

hazard or 
annoyance? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

70 – 71 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the potential for the 
Gateway West Business Park to create new 
sources of light and/or glare. Given the Gateway 
West Business Park’s compliance with 
Sacramento City Code (SCC) Title 17.24 and 
17.68.030 Part B, as well as design criteria in the 
PUD Guidelines, the 2002 IS/MND concluded that 
the Gateway West Business Park would result in a 
less than significant impact to aesthetics.  
 
The proposed land uses would be generally 
consistent with the commercial and employment 
types of land uses contemplated in the 2002 
IS/MND; thus, the proposed project would involve 
similar sources of light and/or glare as previously 
analyzed. The proposed project would be subject 
to the foregoing SCC regulations and PUD 
Guidelines. Conformance to all applicable lighting 
regulations would ensure that the proposed project 
would not result in impacts beyond what would 
occur with implementation of the land uses 
contemplated in the 2002 IS/MND and would 
therefore have a less-than-significant impact. 

b. Create a new source 
of light that would be 
cast onto oncoming 
traffic or residential 

uses? 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

The 2002 IS/MND did not discuss the impact of 
new sources of light cast onto oncoming traffic or 
residential uses.  
 
The proposed project would include commercial 
type land uses, the design of which would be 
subject to relevant SCC and PUD requirements for 
the placement and shielding of lighting. 
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Environmental Issue Area 

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

Verification? Discussion 
Compliance with such requirements would ensure 
that substantial amounts of light from the project 
site would not be cast onto oncoming traffic or 
residential uses across Duckhorn Drive.  
 
 
 
While the proposed project is located adjacent to 
Arena Boulevard and a residential development, 
compliance with the above-mentioned SCC and 
PUD Guidelines regulations would ensure that the 
proposed project would not result in new or more 
severe impacts related to new sources of lighting 
and would therefore have a less-than-significant 
impact.  

Mitigation Measures from Previous CEQA Documents:  None required. 
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
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Environmental Issue 
Area 

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

Verification? Discussion 
2. Air Quality.  
 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 

a. Result in 
construction 

emissions of NOx 
above 85 pounds 

per day? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

26 – 32 
No No Yes 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the potential for the 
Gateway West Business Park to result in substantial 
air emissions or the deterioration of ambient air quality. 
The 2002 IS/MND concluded that the Gateway West 
Business Park Project had the potential to result in 
significant impacts to air quality, specifically in regards 
to the continued non-attainment of federal ozone 
standards and Particulate Matter (PM) standards; 
however, sufficient mitigation measures could be 
imposed to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant 
level.  
 
In order to evaluate ozone and other criteria air pollutant 
emissions and support attainment goals for those 
pollutants that the area is designated as being in 
nonattainment for, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District (SMAQMD) has 
established recommended thresholds of significance. 
The thresholds include mass emission thresholds for 
construction-related and operational ozone precursors 
(i.e., reactive organic compounds [ROG]) and oxides of 
nitrogen [NOX]), as the area is under nonattainment for 
ozone. At the time of analysis, the City’s Environmental 
Checklist included the then current emissions 
thresholds from SMAQMD. The thresholds for 
operational ROG and NOx have not changed since the 
approval of the 2002 IS/MND; however, the District’s 
PM thresholds have been updated. Therefore, new 
analysis is needed to assess whether the proposed 
project would result in new or more severe impacts than 
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Environmental Issue 
Area 

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

Verification? Discussion 
what was anticipated by the 2002 IS/MND. In addition 
to the updated PM standards, considering the request 
for approval of a rezone included in the proposed 
project, the project’s potential operational emissions of 
NOX and ROG are also analyzed. The SMAQMD’s 
current recommended thresholds of significance for 
ROG and NOX are presented in Table 2. 
 

Table 2 
SMAQMD Thresholds of Significance for 

Ozone Precursors 

Pollutant 
Construction 
Thresholds 

Operational 
Thresholds 

NOX 85 lbs/day 65 lbs/day 
ROG - 65 lbs/day 

Source: SMAQMD, May 2015.3 
 
In order to determine whether the proposed project 
would result in new or more severe impacts resulting 
from new information, the proposed project’s 
construction-related and operational emissions have 
been estimated and compared to the thresholds in 
Table 2 using the California Emissions Estimator 
Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2 software – a 
statewide model designed to provide a uniform 
platform for government agencies, land use planners, 
and environmental professionals to quantify air quality 
emissions from land use projects. The model applies 
inherent default values for various land uses, including 
trip generation rates based on the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual, vehicle mix, 
trip length, average speed, etc. However, where 

 
3 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. SMAQMD Thresholds of Significance Table. Available at: 

http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/CH2ThresholdsTables5-2015.pdf. May 2015. Accessed May 2016. 
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project-specific data is available, such data should be 
input into the model. Accordingly, based on project-
specific information provided by the project applicant, 
the following assumptions were made for the proposed 
project’s modeling: 

• Construction was assumed to commence in 
March 2021 and the project would be fully 
operational by 2023; 

• The default carbon dioxide (CO2) intensity 
factor in the model was adjusted to reflect the 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s (SMUD) 
progress towards Statewide renewable 
portfolio standard (RPS) goals;  

• Vehicle trip rates were determined based on 
information provided by DKS Associates4;  

• The anticipated operational energy demand 
was updated to reflect the more stringent 
requirements of the 2019 California Building 
Standards Code (CBSC), with which the project 
would be required to comply; and 

• The proposed project site is 0.2-mile from the 
nearest Regional Transit bus stop. 

 
Rather than estimating potential emissions from 
buildout of the proposed project site under the 2002 
IS/MND and comparing the estimated emissions from 
the proposed project to the build out of the site under 
existing land use designations, the City elected to 
compare the results of the proposed project’s 
emissions estimations to the thresholds of significance 
above in order to determine the associated level of 

 
4 DKS Associates. Memorandum: Gateway West – Arena Boulevard Retail Center. March 30, 2017. 
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impact. All CalEEMod modeling results are included as 
Attachment F of this Addendum. 
 
Construction Related 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, 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. Because construction equipment emits 
relatively low levels of ROG and because ROG 
emissions from other construction processes (e.g., 
asphalt paving, architectural coatings) are typically 
regulated by SMAQMD, SMAQMD or the City has not 
adopted a construction emissions threshold for ROG. 
SMAQMD has, however, adopted a construction 
emissions threshold for NOX, as shown in Table 2 
above.    
According to the CalEEMod results, the proposed 
project is estimated to result in maximum daily 
construction emissions of NOX as shown in Table 3.   

Table 3 
Maximum Unmitigated Project Construction 

NOX Emissions 

Pollutant 

Project 
Emissions 
(lbs/day) 

Threshold of 
Significance 

(lbs/day) 
NOX 40.86 85 

Source:  CalEEMod, Februay 2020 (see Attachment F). 
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As shown in Table 3 the proposed project’s 
unmitigated construction-related emissions would be 
below SMAQMD’s threshold of significance of 85 
lbs/day for NOX.  
 
All projects under the jurisdiction of SMAQMD are 
required to comply with all applicable SMAQMD rules 
and regulations (a complete list of current rules is 
available at www.airquality.org/rules). Relevant rules 
include, but not limited to, Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), 
Rule 404 (Particulate Matter), and Rule 442 
(Architectural Coatings). Furthermore, all projects are 
required to implement the SMAQMD’s Basic 
Construction Emission Control Practices (BCECP). 
Compliance with SMAQMD rules and regulations and 
BCECP would help to minimize construction 
emissions. Mitigation Measures 5-1 through 5-8 from 
the 2002 IS/MND are substantively similar to 
SMAQMD’s BCECP, and adherence to both the 2002 
IS/MND’s Mitigation Measures and SMAQMD’s 
BCECP would be anticipated to effectively minimize 
construction emissions. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not be expected to result in construction 
related impacts beyond what would occur with 
implementation of the land uses contemplated in the 
2002 IS/MND. 
 
Operational Emissions 
 
Day-to-day activities, such as future employee and 
customer vehicle trips to and from the project site, 
would make up the majority of the project’s operational 
mobile emissions. Emissions would also occur from 
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area sources such as natural gas combustion from the 
gas station, heating mechanisms, landscape 
maintenance equipment exhaust, and consumer 
products (e.g., deodorants, cleaning products, spray 
paint, etc.). 
 
The CalEEMod modeling assumptions for the 
proposed project are presented above. The proposed 
project’s operational emissions, estimated by 
CalEEMod, are presented in Table 4.  
 

Table 4 
Maximum Unmitigated Project Operational NOX 

and ROG Emissions 

Pollutant 
Project 

Emissions 
(lbs/day) 

Thresholds of 
Significance 

(lbs/day) 
NOX 30.74 65 
ROG 12.29 65 

Source:  CalEEMod, February 2020 (see Attachment F). 
 
As shown in Table 4 the proposed project would not 
result in operational emissions of NOx or ROG above 
65 lbs/day. Because the estimated operational 
emissions of NOx and ROG are below the applicable 
thresholds, the proposed project would not result in 
any new or more severe impacts related to operational 
emissions. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The 2002 IS/MND concluded that the Gateway West 
Business Park Project could result in impacts to 
ambient air quality, but that potential impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant levels by the 
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application of Mitigation Measures 5-1 through 5-8. 
This addendum has included further analysis, which 
verifies that the project would not result in any new 
significant effects not discussed in the previous 
IS/MND, significantly more severe impacts, or the 
reduction in efficacy of any previously approved 
mitigation measures. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not be expected to result in impacts beyond 
what would occur with implementation of the land uses 
contemplated in the 2002 IS/MND. 

b. Result in 
operational 

emissions of NOx 
or ROG above 
65 pounds per 

day? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

26 – 32 
No No Yes 

See Question a., above. 

c. Violate any air 
quality standard 

or contribute 
substantially to 
an existing or 
projected air 

quality violation? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

26 – 32 
No No Yes 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the potential for the 
Gateway West Business Park Project to result in 
substantial air emissions or the deterioration of ambient 
air quality. The 2002 IS/MND concluded that the 
Gateway West Business Park Project had the potential 
to result in significant impacts to air quality; however, 
sufficient mitigation could be imposed to reduce impacts 
to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Adopted SMAQMD rules and regulations, as well as 
the thresholds of significance, have been developed 
with the intent to ensure continued attainment of 
AAQS, or to work towards attainment of AAQS for 
which the area is currently designated nonattainment, 
consistent with applicable air quality plans. As future 
attainment of AAQS is a function of successful 
implementation of SMAQMD’s planning efforts, 
according to the SMAQMD Guide, by exceeding the 
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SMAQMD’s project-level thresholds for construction or 
operational emissions, a project could contribute to the 
region’s nonattainment status for ozone and PM 
emissions and could be considered to conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the SMAQMD’s air quality 
planning efforts (see question d. below for a discussion 
of the proposed project’s PM emissions).  
 
As discussed above, the proposed project would result 
in construction and operational emissions below all 
applicable SMAQMD thresholds of significance. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not be 
considered to contribute to the region’s nonattainment 
status for ozone or PM emissions and would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
SMAQMD’s air quality planning efforts. Accordingly, 
the proposed project would not be expected to result 
in impacts beyond what would occur with 
implementation of the land uses contemplated in the 
2002 IS/MND. 

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 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

26 – 32 
No No Yes 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the potential for the 
Gateway West Business Park Project to result in 
substantial air emissions or the deterioration of ambient 
air quality including PM10. The 2002 IS/MND concluded 
that construction related to the Gateway West Business 
Park Project had the potential to result in significant 
impacts related to PM10 emissions; however, with the 
application of Mitigation Measures 5-1 through 5-8, 
such potential impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels. 
 
As the region is designated nonattainment for PM10 and 
PM2.5, SMAQMD has recently adopted updated mass 
emissions operational and construction thresholds of 
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projected 

violations of this 
standard? 

significance for PM10 and PM2.5. Because updated 
emissions thresholds have been adopted since the 
2002 IS/MND, new analysis is needed to assess 
whether the proposed project would result in new or 
more severe impacts, than what was anticipated by the 
2002 IS/MND. 
 
In order to determine whether the proposed project 
would result in PM emissions in excess of the 
applicable thresholds of significance presented above, 
the proposed project’s construction and operational 
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions have been estimated using 
CalEEMod with the same assumptions as listed above 
applied. According to the CalEEMod results, the 
proposed project would result in PM10 and PM2.5 
emissions as shown in Table 5 and Table 6. 
 

Table 5 
Maximum Unmitigated Project Construction 

Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 

Pollutant 
Construction 

Emissions 
(lbs/day) 

Construction 
Thresholds 
 (lbs/day) 

PM10 20.27 80 65 
PM2.5 11.86 82 65 

Source:  CalEEMod, February 2020 (see Attachment F). 
 

Table 6 
Maximum Unmitigated Project Operational 

Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 

Pollutant 
Operational 
Emissions 
(lbs/day) 

Operational 
Thresholds 
 (lbs/day) 

PM10 11.59 80 65 
PM2.5 3.21 82 65 
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Pollutant 
Operational 
Emissions 
(tons/yr) 

Operational 
Thresholds 
 (tons/yr) 

PM10 1.30 14.6 
PM2.5 0.36 15 

Source:  CalEEMod, February 2020 (see Attachment F). 
 
As presented in the tables, the proposed project’s 
estimated emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 would be well 
below the applicable SMAQMD thresholds of 
significance. Additionally, the proposed project would 
be subject to SMAQMD’s District Rule 403 (Fugitive 
Dust), which requires the incorporation of all basic 
construction emission control practices, known as Best 
Management Practices (BMPs). SMAQMD’s BMPs 
include such measures as watering all exposed 
surfaces two times daily, covering or maintaining two 
feet of free board space on all haul trucks transporting 
loose materials, and minimizing idling time for on- and 
off-road diesel-powered equipment, among other 
measures. The BMPs now required by SMAQMD are 
substantively similar to Mitigation Measures 5-1 through 
5-8 of the 2002 IS/MND. Implementation of SMAQMD’s 
required BMPs and Mitigation Measures 5-1 through 5-
8 of the 2002 IS/MND would result in a further reduction 
of construction related PM emissions below the levels 
presented in Table 5 above. As such, the project would 
not result in any new significant effects not discussed 
in the previous IS/MND, significantly more severe 
impacts, or the reduction in efficacy of any previously 
approved mitigation measures. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not be expected to result in 
impacts beyond what would occur with implementation 
of the land uses contemplated in the 2002 IS/MND.  
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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)? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

32 – 34 
No No Yes 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the potential for the 
Gateway West Business Park Project to result in 
substantial air emissions or the deterioration of ambient 
air quality including CO. The 2002 IS/MND concluded 
that the Gateway West Business Park Project would 
increase traffic in the project area, which could result in 
greater CO emissions. However, the 2002 IS/MND 
acknowledged that the Sacramento General Plan 
Update required qualifying developments in the North 
Natomas area to prepare and implement a 
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Plan. The 
Gateway West Business Park Project was considered 
subject to the TSM Plan requirement, and the 2002 
IS/MND concluded that implementation of a TSM Plan 
would ensure that the proposed project would not result 
in significant emissions of CO. However, because the 
proposed project includes rezones of two parcels within 
the project site and alteration to the surrounding 
circulation network, the potential for the proposed 
project to result in localized CO emissions has been 
further analyzed below. 
 
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 
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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: 
 

• 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).  
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As discussed in the Transportation/Traffic section of this 
addendum, an analysis of potential traffic-related 
impacts was prepared for a previous version of the 
proposed project, which was considered a more 
intensive proposal for development. The previous 
analysis demonstrated that buildout of the project site at 
the levels previously proposed would result in the 
deterioration of the LOS at the intersection of Duckhorn 
Drive and Arena Boulevard from D to E.5 However, 
since the time of preparation of the traffic analysis, the 
project has been revised from a previously proposed 
22,000 sf of retail to a currently proposed 12,240 sf of 
retail. In addition, the size of the proposed hotel has 
been decreased by 9 rooms. The reduced retail square 
footage and hotel rooms would result in fewer vehicle 
trips to and from the site, which would likely reduce the 
likelihood that the proposed project would result in the 
aforementioned deterioration to the intersection of 
Duckhorn Drive and Arena Boulevard.  
 
Furthermore, as shown in the Technical Memorandum 
prepared by DKS Associates for the project as 
previously proposed at 22,000 sf of retail space and 120 
hotel rooms, traffic volume at the foregoing 
intersections would experience a maximum hourly 
volume of 2,824 vehicles, which is well below the 
SMAQMD’s second tier screening criteria of 31,600 
vehicles per hour. Again, considering the reduced 
intensity of the current proposal, maximum hourly 
vehicle volumes would likely be reduced from the levels 
anticipated by DKS Associates. Moreover, the 
intersection of Duckhorn Drive and Arena Boulevard is 

 
5 DKS Associates. Memorandum: Gateway West – Arena Boulevard Retail Center Task 10: Analysis of Change in Project Land Use. July 27, 2017. 
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not below-grade and does not include limitations to 
vertical or horizontal mixing such as tunnels or street 
canyons. Finally, the proposed project would include 
operation of a commercial development including 
restaurants, retail establishments, a hotel, and a gas 
station; such uses would generate vehicle traffic from 
passenger automobiles as well as delivery trucks, 
service vehicles, and some heavy-duty diesel vehicles. 
The mix of vehicles traveling to and from the project site 
would be similar to other commercial developments 
within the County, and would not be anticipated to be 
significantly different than the County average. 
Consistent with the analysis presented in the 2002 
IS/MND, the proposed project is not anticipated to result 
in significant impacts to air quality related to localized 
CO emissions. 
 
Conclusion 
 
As discussed above, the proposed project would not 
cause or be exposed to substantial pollutant 
concentrations, including localized CO or TAC 
emissions. Accordingly, the proposed project would 
not be expected to result in impacts beyond what 
would occur with implementation of the land uses 
contemplated in the 2002 IS/MND. 

f. Result in 
exposure of 

sensitive 
receptors to 
substantial 
pollutant 

concentrations? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

26 – 34 
No No Yes 

The 2002 IS/MND considered the Gateway West 
Business Park Project’s potential impacts related to 
the emission of criteria air pollutants, including CO. 
However, the original Gateway West Business Park 
Project did not include proposals for a gas dispensing 
facility (GDF). Operation of GDFs results in emissions 
of gasoline vapors, which contain Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOCs) and TACs. The principal TAC of 
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concern at a GDF station is benzene. Because the 
2002 Gateway West Business Park Project did not 
include a GDF, the emission of benzene was not 
previously analyzed. Therefore, further analysis of 
benzene emissions has been performed for the 
currently proposed project. In addition to analysis of 
benzene emissions, potential emissions of other TACs 
are analyzed below: 
 
Benzene 
 
Benzene is a toxic component of gasoline vapors, 
which has been identified as a carcinogen.6 Benzene 
constitutes approximately 0.3 percent by weight of 
gasoline vapors. Therefore, all GDF operations that 
result in the emission of gasoline vapors include 
emission of benzene. Such operations include filling of 
gasoline storage tanks, refueling of vehicles, spillage 
of gasoline during refueling, and changes in vapor 
pressure related to the heating and cooling of stored 
gasoline. CARB requires new GDFs to install various 
emissions control technologies, which are used to 
recover gasoline vapors prior to emission to the 
atmosphere. Despite the inclusion of emissions control 
technology, emissions of gasoline vapors, including 
benzene continue to occur.  
 
CARB, in the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, 
identifies GDFs as a significant source of TAC 
emissions due to benzene, and provides 
recommendations for separation distances between 
GDFs and sensitive receptors.7 CARB recommends 

 
6 American Cancer Society. Benzene Cancer Risk. Available at https://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/benzene.html. Accessed July 2017. 
7 California Air Resources Board. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. April 2005. 
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that GDFs with a total throughput of 3.6 million gallons 
per year or greater be sited at least 300 feet away from 
existing residences, or that a detailed health risk 
assessment (HRA) be performed if such land uses are 
within 300 feet from each other. Under previously 
proposed plans for the site, the GDF was proposed to 
be located less than 250 feet away from existing 
apartment structures along Duckhorn Drive. Since the 
original proposal was submitted to the City, updated 
project plans have been submitted, which place the 
GDF approximately 360 feet away from the existing 
residences. Due to the updated location of the GDF, 
the proposed GDF would be outside of the 
recommended separation distance from the nearest 
receptor and would comply with the CARB’s 
recommended separation distance; thus, an HRA 
would not be required for the GDF as currently 
proposed.  
 
Although the GDF would not require an HRA based on 
the currently proposed location, an HRA was prepared 
based on the previously proposed location for the 
GDF. Movement of the GDF away from the nearest 
receptors would be anticipated to reduce potential 
impacts related to exposure of existing sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
Nevertheless, the results of the previously prepared 
HRA are presented below for informational purposes. 
 
The benzene concentrations associated with GDF 
operations at the previously proposed location has 
been estimated using the American Meteorological 
Society/Environmental Protection Agency (AMS/EPA) 
Regulatory Model (AERMOD) dispersion model. The 
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associated cancer risk and non-cancer (chronic and 
acute) hazard index were calculated using the CARB’s 
HARP 2 Risk Assessment Standalone Tool (RAST),8 
which calculates the cancer and non-cancer health 
impacts using the risk assessment guidelines of the 
2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) Guidance Manual for 
Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.9 The 
modeling was performed in compliance with the 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s 
(CAPCOA) Guidance document, Gasoline Service 
Station Industrywide Risk Assessment Guidelines, as 
well as the USEPA’s User’s Guide for the AMS/EPA 
Regulatory Model – AERMOD,10 and the 2015 OEHHA 
Guidance Manual. 
 
SMAQMD provides thresholds for the review of GDFs 
based on the estimated levels of cancer risk and non-
cancer risk (acute and chronic). The thresholds and 
required actions are presented in Table 7 and Table 8 
below. 
 

Table 7 
SMAQMD GDF Cancer Risk Permitting 

Thresholds 
Excess Cancer Risk Action Required 

≤ 0.1 per million Exempt from further toxic 
review 

 
8  California Air Resources Board. User Manual for the Hotspots Analysis and Reporting Program Health Risk Assessment Standalone Tool, Version 2. March 17, 

2015. 
9  Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines, Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk 

Assessments [pg. 8-18]. February 2015. 
10  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. User’s Guide for the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model – AERMOD. September 2004. 
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> 0.1 Per million but ≤ 1 

per million 
No significant risk; No 

action required 

> 1 per million but ≤ 10 per 
million 

Acceptable risk; Provide 
Toxic Best Available 
Control Technology 

>10 per million but ≤ 100 
per million 

Permit denied unless Air 
Pollution Control Officer 
makes a finding that not 

approving the project may 
result in a greater negative 
impact to the public than 

approving the project. 
> 100 per million Denial of Permit. 

 
Table 8 

SMAQMD GDF Non-Cancer Risk Permitting 
Thresholds 

Excess Non-Cancer 
Hazard Index (Acute and 

Chronic) 
Action Required 

Hazard Index <1 Health risk is within 
acceptable range 

Hazard Index ≥ 1 Consult OEHHA for further 
guidance 

 
In addition to the above thresholds, SMAQMD’s Guide 
to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County 
provides thresholds for new stationary sources of 
TACs. The stationary source thresholds are a cancer 
risk of 10 in one million and a non-cancer hazard index 
(HI) of 1.11 
 
The potential benzene emissions related to operation 
of the GDF at the previously proposed location were 

 
11 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County. Revised September 2016. 
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calculated, and the maximum as well as average 
concentrations of benzene at the maximally exposed 
residential receptor near the project site and the 
maximally exposed worker were estimated using 
AERMOD. The estimated concentration information 
was subsequently used to calculate cancer risks and 
HIs for the maximally exposed resident and workers. 
The results of the calculations are presented in Table 
9.  
 

Table 9 
Maximum Cancer Risk and Non-Cancer Hazard 

Index Associated with Project GDF 

 
Cancer 

Risk (per 
million 

persons) 

Non-
Cancer 

(Chronic) 
Hazard 
Index 

Non-
Cancer 
(Acute) 
Hazard 
Index 

Maximally 
Exposed 
Resident 

6.05 0.08 0.07 

Maximally 
Exposed 
Worker 

1.28 0.08 0.23 

Threshold of 
Significance 10 1.0 1.0 

Exceed 
Thresholds? No No No 
Source: AERMOD and HARP 2 RAST, November 2017 (see 

Attachment G) 
 
As shown in Table 9, the proposed GDF would result 
in an increased cancer risk and HI below SMAQMD’s 
thresholds of significance for stationary sources. 
Additionally, the cancer risk and HI from the proposed 
project would be within the acceptable risk ranges, as 
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presented in Table 7 and Table 8. It is important to note 
that the health risks presented in Table 9 are likely 
greater than the health risks that would occur due to 
operation of the GDF under the currently proposed site 
plan. Thus, the analysis presented within this 
addendum is conservative. 
 
Although the Cancer risk is within the acceptable limit, 
because the cancer risk is between 1 case per million 
and 10 cases per million, the proposed GDF would be 
required to implement all relevant toxic best available 
control technologies (TBACT). Without 
implementation of all SMAMQD required TBACTs, the 
proposed GDF would violate the SMAQMD threshold 
conditions. Therefore, Special Mitigation Measure 2 
has been included in the proposed project to ensure 
compliance with SMAQMD regulations.  
 
Other 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, rail yards, chrome platers, 
and dry cleaners. 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. 
  
The proposed project would not involve any land uses 
or operations that would be considered major sources 
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of TACs, including DPM, other than the GDF 
discussed above. As such, the proposed project would 
not generate any substantial pollutant concentrations. 
Additionally, the proposed project would not involve 
the siting of new sensitive receptors. Because the 
proposed project would not create new sources of 
TACs, other than the GDF, the proposed project would 
not be expected to expose any sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations during project 
operations. 
 
Construction-related activities could result in the 
generation of TACs, specifically DPM, from on-road 
haul trucks and off-road equipment exhaust emissions. 
However, construction is temporary and occurs over a 
relatively short duration in comparison to the 
operational lifetime of the proposed project. All 
construction equipment and operation thereof would 
be regulated per the State’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel 
Vehicle Regulation. Project construction would also be 
required to comply with all applicable SMAQMD rules 
and regulations, particularly associated with permitting 
of air pollutant sources, and would be required to 
implement the SMAQMD’s Basic Construction 
Emissions Control Practices (BCECP). In addition, 
construction equipment would operate intermittently 
throughout the course of a day, would be restricted to 
daytime hours per the City’s Noise Ordinance, and 
would likely only occur over portions of the project site 
at a time. Health risks associated with TACs are a 
function of both the concentration of emissions and the 
duration of exposure, where the higher the 
concentration and/or the longer the period of time that 
a sensitive receptor is exposed to would correlate to a 
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higher health risk. Considering the short-term nature of 
construction activities, the regulated and intermittent 
nature of the operation of construction equipment, and 
the highly dispersive nature of DPM, the likelihood that 
any one sensitive receptor would be exposed to high 
concentrations of DPM for any extended period of time 
during project construction would be low. For the 
aforementioned reasons, project construction would 
not be expected to expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. 
 
NOA 
 
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. According 
to mapping prepared by the California Geological 
Survey, 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.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Considering compliance with the Special Mitigation 
Measure 1, and the results of the project specific HRA, 
the proposed project would not be anticipated to result 
in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. Accordingly, the proposed 
project would not be expected to result in impacts 
beyond what would occur with implementation of the 
land uses contemplated in the 2002 IS/MND. 
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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? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

26 – 34 
No No Yes 

See Question f., above. 

h. Impede the City 
or State efforts to 

meet AB32 
standards for the 

reduction of 
greenhouse gas 

emissions? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

34 
No No Yes 

At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the City’s 
Environmental Checklist did not include a specific 
question regarding a project’s potential to impede the 
City or State efforts to meet AB 32 standards for the 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. Since the 2002 
IS/MND was approved, the City has taken numerous 
actions towards promoting sustainability within the City, 
including efforts aimed at reducing GHG emissions. On 
February 14, 2012, the City adopted the City of 
Sacramento Climate Action Plan (CAP), which 
identified how the City and the broader community 
could reduce Sacramento’s GHG emissions and 
included reduction targets, strategies, and specific 
actions. 
 
Emissions from proposed project construction and 
operations were quantified using CalEEMod, as 
described above. Based on the modeling, the proposed 
project would result in approximately 2,078.73 metric 
tons of CO2 equivalent per year. SMAQMD has 
identified thresholds of significance for agencies 
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without adopted GHG reduction plans12; however, 
projects within Sacramento City limits would be 
required to adhere to reduction targets, strategies, and 
specific actions for reducing GHG Emissions set forth 
by the adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP). 
Consequently, the City of Sacramento does not assess 
potential impacts related to GHG emissions on the 
basis of total emissions of GHGs. Rather, the City of 
Sacramento has integrated a CAP into the City’s 
General Plan, and, thus, potential impacts related to 
climate change from development within the City are 
assessed based on the project’s compliance with the 
City’s adopted 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 citywide efforts in support of 
reducing overall citywide emissions of GHG. As 
discussed in the Land Use section above, the 
proposed project would be generally consistent with 
the General Plan designation of the site. However, 
various policies related to new development within the 
City would directly apply to the proposed project. The 
project’s general consistency with City policies that 
would reduce GHG emissions from buildout of the 
City’s General Plan is discussed below. 
 
Goal LU 2.5, Policy LU 2.5.1, and Policy LU 2.7.6 
require that new urban developments should be well-
connected, minimize barriers between uses, and 
create pedestrian-scaled, walkable areas. The 
proposed project would include a network of 
accessible pedestrian paths within the project site and 

 
12  Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. CEQA Guide. May 2018 
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connecting to sidewalks and crosswalks along 
Duckhorn Drive. In addition, the proposed project 
would include construction of new bike lanes along 
Duckhorn Drive. Thus, the proposed project would 
comply with Goal LU 2.5 and Policy LU 2.5.1. The 
project site would be developed to accommodate 
local-serving commercial and employment center, 
surrounded by existing residential development. Policy 
LU 2.1.6 seek to support the development of 
strategically located mixed-use neighborhood centers. 
In compliance with Policy LU 2.6.1 and LU 4.1.1, the 
project would introduce new commercial and retail 
development in proximity to existing residential 
developments, which could allow for shorter commute 
trip lengths as future employees could reside in close 
proximity to the project site.  
 
The proposed project would be constructed in 
compliance with the California Building Standards 
Code (CBSC), which includes the California Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards and the California Green 
Building Code. The CBSC, and the foregoing 
standards and codes, increase the sustainability of 
new development through requiring energy efficiency 
and sustainable design practices (Policy ER 6.1.7). 
Such sustainable design would support the City’s 
Policy LU 6.1.5, which states that energy consumption 
per capita should be reduced as compared to the year 
2005. As of January 2020, the 2019 CBSC has 
become effective, including the 2019 California 
Building Energy Standards. Adherence to the 2019 
California Building Energy Efficiency Standards results 
in a 30 percent reduction in energy consumption from 
the 2016 standards for commercial structures. The 
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proposed project would be constructed in compliance 
with all relevant CBSC requirements, including the 
2019 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards. 
Therefore, the proposed project would achieve a 30 
percent increase in energy efficiency compared to the 
2016 CBC standards, and the project would meet the 
City’s CAP requirements regarding energy efficiency. 
 
Policy ER 6.1.2 directs the City to review proposed 
development and incorporate feasible measures that 
reduce construction emissions for ROG, NOX, and 
other pollutants. As discussed under Question A 
above, the proposed project would be required to 
adhere to Mitigation Measures 5-1 through 5-8, which 
would reduce construction emissions to a less-than-
significant level. Thus, following implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 5-1 through 5-8, emissions 
related to construction of the proposed project would 
be in compliance with SMAQMD’s thresholds of 
significance and Policy ER 6.1.2. 
 
The Master EIR concluded that buildout of the City’s 
General Plan would not result in a conflict with 
applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The proposed 
project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan 
land use designation for the site as well as the policies 
discussed above that are intended to reduce GHG 
emissions from buildout of the City’s General Plan. 
Thus, GHG emissions from operation of the proposed 
project were previously addressed as part of the 
analysis in the Master EIR. Considering the project’s 
consistency with the City’s General Plan and the 
general consistency with the City’s General Plan 
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policies intended to reduce GHG emissions, the 
foregoing annual emissions related to operations of the 
proposed project have been previously addressed, and 
the proposed project would not conflict with the City’s 
CAP.  
 
As such, the proposed project would not result in any 
new significant effects not discussed in the previous 
IS/MND, significantly more severe impacts, or the 
reduction in the efficacy of any previously approved 
mitigation measures. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not be expected to result in impacts beyond what 
would occur with implementation of the land uses 
contemplated in the 2002 IS/MND. 

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:   
The following mitigation measures from the 2002 IS/MND remain applicable to the proposed project and would reduce the above impact 
to a less than significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure #5-1: Prior to approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractor shall enclose, cover, or water 

all soil piles twice daily. 
Mitigation Measure #5-2: Prior to approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractor shall water all exposed soil 

twice daily. 
Mitigation Measure #5-3: Prior to approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractor shall water all haul roads twice 

daily. 
Mitigation Measure #5-4: Prior to approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractor shall maintain at least two feet 

of freeboard OD trucks when hauling loads. 
Mitigation Measure #5-5: Prior to approval, all construction plans will show that the construction contractor shall maintain a fifteen-

mile per hour speed limit on all dirt roads within the project site. 
Mitigation Measure #5-6: Prior to approval, all construction plans will show that the construction contractor shall stabilize all 

construction entrances to the site pursuant to the Administrative and Technical Procedures Manual far 
Grading and Erosion and Sediment Control to reduce or eliminate the tracking of sediment onto public 
rights-of-way or streets. 

Mitigation Measure #5-7: The construction contractor shall maintain construction equipment (stationary and mobile) in optimum 
running condition. 
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Mitigation Measure #5-8: Prior to the issuance of a. grading permit, the developer shall submit to the City of Sacramento Planning 

and Public Works Department an air quality mitigation strategy plan for review and approval that identifies 
current air quality measures that result in construction fleet emission reductions necessary to achieve ROG 
mid NOX. These measures may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Use of heavy duty off road vehicle equipment that will achieve NOX and particulate matter reduction;  
• Exhaust from off-road diesel powered equipment will not exceed 40% opacity; and 
• Appropriate documentation and/or on-site monitoring as deemed acceptable to the City of 

Sacramento. 
 

Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 

Special Mitigation Measures:   
Implementation of the following Special Mitigation Measure would ensure that the proposed project would not result in new or significantly 
more severe impacts despite changes in the regulatory setting of the proposed project since the approval of the 2002 IS/MND. 
 
Mitigation Measure #1: Prior to issuance of any building permits, the project applicant shall show on the plans via notation that the 

proposed gasoline dispensing facility shall incorporate all of the applicable toxic best available control 
technologies (TBACT). The required TBACTs include California Air Resources Board certified stage I and 
stage II vapor recovery equipment. The plans shall be submitted for review and approval by the City 
Engineer.  
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3. Biological Resources.  
 
Would the project: 

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? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 50-54  
No No No 

At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the 
City’s Environmental Checklist did not include 
specific questions regarding a proposed project’s 
hazard to plant or animal populations due to the 
handling of hazardous materials. However, the 
2002 IS/MND did include questions concerning the 
risk of release of hazardous materials, which could 
impact human and plant or animal health. The 
2002 IS/MND included analysis of risks related to 
accidental explosion or release of hazardous 
substances, including pesticides, chemicals, or 
radiation. Given that the Gateway West Business 
Park Project required grading and excavation 
activities for site preparation and construction of 
roadways and utilities infrastructure, the 2002 
IS/MND concluded that such activities could 
unearth previously unidentified hazardous 
material(s). 
 
Since the approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the project 
site has not been altered nor have on-site 
operations taken place that involved the 
application of pesticides or other chemicals and 
would thus not result in impacts beyond what 
would occur with implementation of the land uses 
contemplated in the 2002 IS/MND. 
 
The 2002 IS/MND additionally concluded that 
construction could result in the accidental spill of 
hazardous materials and determined that 
adherence to the SCC Title 8.60 Hazardous 
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Material Cleanup and 8.64 Hazardous Materials 
Disclosure and conditions of NPDES permit would 
reduce potential impacts to less than significant.  
 
Moreover, 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. 
 
The proposed GDF would require the movement 
of hazardous materials, specifically gasoline, to 
the project site. The movement of hazardous 
materials is regulated by both State and local 
agencies including, the California Department of 
Transportation, the California Highway Patrol, the 
California Department of Motor Vehicles and the 
Sacramento County Environmental Management 
Department. The foregoing agencies would 
conduct permitting, tracking, and inspections to 
ensure that the movement of gasoline is 
conducted in compliance with all applicable 
regulations. Oversight of the proposed project 
would ensure that the risk of upset of gasoline 
during transport is minimized, thus reducing the 
potential for operation of the proposed project to 
result in the exposure of plants or animals to 
hazardous materials. 
 
While the proposed project would include hotel 
and commercial land uses which are not typically 
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anticipated to involve any manufacturing, use, or 
handling of hazardous materials. Because the 
project would include a GDF, routine transport and 
use of hazardous materials is anticipated. The 
transportation and use of gasoline is regulated by 
various State and local agencies. Therefore, while 
the proposed project would include a GDF, the 
proposed project would not be anticipated to pose 
a substantial hazard to plant or animal populations 
in the area, and the proposed project would not 
result in impacts beyond what would occur with 
implementation of the land uses contemplated in 
the 2002 IS/MND. 

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? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 49; UTI 
Addendum 

pg. 7-8 

No No No 

At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the 
City’s Environmental Checklist did not include 
specific questions regarding a project’s potential to 
result in the reduction of a population below self-
sustaining levels or whether a project would affect 
other species of special concern or natural 
resources. However, the 2002 IS/MND and the 
UTI Addendum did include analysis of the potential 
for the Gateway West Business Park to affect 
endangered, threatened, and/or rare species or 
their habitats. Both the 2002 IS/MND and UTI 
Addendum concluded that the impact would be 
less than significant with implementation of 
mitigation.  
 
To avoid potentially significant impacts, the 2002 
IS/MND imposed Mitigation Measures #7-1. 
Mitigation Measures #7-1 required the applicant to 
satisfy one of three options regarding compliance 
with the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan 
(NBHCP) prior to issuance of a grading permit (see 
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2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures below). All 
required NBHCP have been paid for development 
of the project site, and the proposed project would 
not be required to pay further fees.  
 
The UTI Addendum identified two additional 
mitigation measures for the project. Mitigation 
Measure #BR-1 requires the applicant/developer 
to complete a pre-construction survey. Mitigation 
Measure #BR-2 requires compliance with the 2003 
NBHCP, any additional mitigation measures 
identified in the NBHCP, and conditions in the 
Incidental Take Permits (ITP) issued by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS) and California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). With the 
implementation of the mitigation measures, the 
UTI Addendum concluded the project would result 
in a less-than-significant impact on endangered, 
threatened, or rare species or their habitats.  
 
Barnett Environmental prepared a Biological and 
Wetland Resources Assessment (BWRA) for the 
proposed project on August 14, 2017.13 The 
BWRA included results from the search of the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) as 
well as a general biological survey of the project 
area conducted on April 6, 2017. In order to 
determine if the results of the BWRA are still valid, 
a search of the CNDDB was performed to 
determine if any new recorded occurrences have 
been documented at the project site or the 
surrounding area. The CNDDB search indicated 

 
13  Barnett Environmental. Biological & Wetland Resources Assessment for the Gateway West Business Park Project. August 14, 2017. 
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that new recorded occurrences have not occurred 
since the preparation of the BWRA, and, thus, the 
results of the BWRA are still valid. In addition, the 
conditions of the project site have not changed 
since the preparation of the 2002 IS/MND and the 
site continues to be regularly disked. 
 
The report concluded that the project site does not 
contain any large trees and is dominated by non-
native ruderal vegetation. Additionally, the project 
site was not found to contain any sensitive 
habitats, wetlands, vernal pools, or riparian 
habitats. According to the BWRA, due to the 
disturbed nature of the site, the absence of 
wetland or vernal pool habitat, and the near 
complete dominance by non-native species, the 
site does not support habitat for special-status 
plant species. In addition, Barnett Environmental 
concluded that Section 404 permits from the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers or a Section 401 water 
quality certification from the Regional Water 
Quality Board would not be required. Furthermore, 
development of improvements to Duckhorn Drive 
would occur within areas that are either currently 
developed as roadway or are within the Duckhorn 
Drive right-of-way. However, the roadway 
improvement area includes various trees which 
could require removal as part of the proposed 
project.  
 
The City of Sacramento requires a permit to 
perform regulated work on “City Trees” or “Private 
Protected Trees” (which includes trees formerly 
referred to as “Heritage Trees”). City trees include 
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trees partially or completely located in a City park, 
on City-owned property, or on a public right-of-
way, including any street, road, sidewalk, park 
strip, mow strip or alley. Private protected trees are 
defined as trees designated to have special 
historical value, special environmental value, or 
significant community benefit, and is located on 
private property. The City defines Private 
Protected Trees as follows:14 
 

• All native trees 12-inch diameter at 
standard height (DSH) or greater. Native 
trees include: coast, interior, valley and 
blue oaks, California sycamore, and 
buckeye. 

• All trees 32-inch DSH or greater with an 
existing single family or duplex dwelling. 

• All trees 24-inch DSH or greater on 
undeveloped land or any other type of 
property such as commercial, industrial, 
and apartments. 

 
The proposed project would be anticipated to 
remove approximately 16 trees that are greater 
than or equal to six-inches DBA. In addition, the 
proposed project would remove approximately 10 
trees that are less than six-inches DBA. As such, 
the proposed project would include the removal of 
26 total trees, five of which would be considered 
private trees. However, because the trees that 
would require removal are all less than 12-inch 

 
14  City of Sacramento. Tree Permits & Ordinances. Available at: https://www.cityofsacramento.org/Public-Works/Maintenance-Services/Trees/Permits-Ordinances. 

Accessed February 2020. 
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DSH, the proposed project would not require a 
Tree Permit from the City.  
 
Although the findings of the BWRA were 
consistent with the findings of Sycamore 
Environmental’s 2002 field survey, Barnett 
Environmental concluded that amended mitigation 
would be required given the high number of 
CNDDB recorded occurrences of Swainson’s 
hawk and Burrowing Owl within a five-mile radius 
of the project site. Recommended mitigation 
includes conducting a nesting raptor and migratory 
bird survey between 14 and 30 days prior to the 
initiation of construction, if construction is 
scheduled to occur during the nesting season, and 
a Burrowing Owl survey during both the non-
breeding and breeding season.   
 
Based on the above, with implementation of the 
modified mitigation measures, the proposed 
project would not lead to a reduction in the 
population of a threatened or endangered species 
of plant or animals, nor would the project result in 
a more severe negative affect on other species of 
special concern or natural resources than what 
was anticipated by the 2002 IS/MND. As such, the 
proposed project would not result in impacts 
beyond what would occur with implementation of 
the land uses contemplated in the 2002 IS/MND. 

c. Affect other species 
of special concern to 
agencies or natural 

resource 
organizations (such 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 49; UTI 
Addendum 

pg. 7-8 

No No No 

At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the 
City’s Environmental Checklist did not include 
specific questions regarding a project’s potential to 
affect other species of special concern to agencies 
or natural resources organizations (such as 
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as regulatory waters 

and wetlands)? 
regulatory waters and wetlands). However, the 
2002 IS/MND and the UTI Addendum did include 
analysis of the potential for the Gateway West 
Business Park to affect locally designated species, 
locally designated natural communities, and 
impacts to wetland habitat. The 2002 IS/MND 
concluded that locally designated species, 
sensitive communities, wetlands or other waters of 
the U.S. did not exist within the project study area. 
Therefore, the 2002 IS/MND and the UTI 
Addendum concluded that development of the 
project site would result in a less-than-significant 
impact.   
 
With the exception of the roadway improvements, 
the project site has not been altered since the 
approval of the 2002 IS/MND and remains vacant 
with minimal on-site vegetation. As previously 
discussed, the BWRA prepared for the proposed 
project concluded that wetlands or “other waters of 
the United States” do not exist within the project 
site. Because the roadway improvement area is 
already developed, the area likely does not include 
any wetlands or “other waters of the United States. 
 
Because the project site and roadway 
improvement area are highly disturbed, does not 
contain wetlands, and does not provide adequate 
habitat for any species of special concern, the 
proposed project would not result in impacts 
beyond what would occur with implementation of 
the land uses contemplated in the 2002 IS/MND. 
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2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:  
The following mitigation measures from the 2002 IS/MND remain applicable to the proposed project and would reduce the above impact 
to a less than significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure #7-1: For previously disturbed lands where the applicable mitigation fees were paid to the Natomas Basin 

Conservancy prior to 16 August 2000 and a grading permit obtained, no additional mitigation shall be 
required for impacts to biological resources. For all other lands within the Project, the following measure 
shall apply in order to mitigate for potential impacts to the Swainson’s hawk, western borrowing owl, 
mountain plover, loggerhead shrike, and white-tailed kite (collectively the “Covered Species”): 
 
Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall satisfy one of the following: 
 
1. If legally permissible under the NBHCP Litigation Settlement Agreement, as such Agreement may be 

amended, revised, extended o modified, the applicant shall pay all required HCP fees under the 
Settlement Agreement, and otherwise observe all requirements of the Settlement Agreement and 
associated documents. 
 

2. If a revised NBHCP has been adopted by all required agencies, applicant will obtain coverage under 
the City’s ITP and/or Section 2081 Management Authorization by entering into a Development 
Agreement with the City, by paying all required HCP fees and complying with all requirements of the 
NBHCP. 

 
3. If a revised NBHCP is not in place, the applicant shall obtain and provide evidence to the City of a 

project specific ITP and/or Section 2081 Management Authorization from the California Department of 
Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services as necessary for the Covered Species.  

 
UTI Addendum Mitigation Measures:  
The following mitigation measure from the UTI Addendum remain applicable to the proposed project and would reduce the above impact 
to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure #BR-2: The project applicant/developer shall further: 
 

i. Comply with all requirements of the 2003 NBHCP, together with any additional requirements specified 
in the North Natomas Community Plan EIR; 
 

ii. Comply with any additional mitigation measures identified in the NBHCP EIR/EIS; 
 

iii. Comply with all conditions in the ITP’s issues by the USFWS and CDFG. 
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Modified Mitigation Measures:  
The following Mitigation Measure from the UTI Addendum has been modified using project specific information. The application of the 
modified Mitigation Measure shall ensure that potential impacts from the proposed project would remain less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure #BR-1: The project applicant/developer shall complete pre-construction surveys for potential special status species 

not less than 30 days or more than 6 months prior to construction activities in accordance with the 2003 
BHCP. The pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biological, botanical, or related 
expert. Prior to initiation of construction activity, the project applicant shall comply with the following 
requirements: 
 
Nesting Raptors and Migratory Birds 
 
Prior to tree removal or construction activities, the project contractor shall initiate a nesting raptor and 
migratory bird survey conducted on-site, including the roadway improvement area, within 14-30 days prior 
to construction if between March 1st and September 1st (“the nesting season”). If disturbance associated 
with the project would occur outside of the nesting season, no surveys shall be required. The results of the 
pre-construction survey shall then be submitted to the City for review.  

 
If Swainson’s hawk are identified as nesting on the project site, a non-disturbance buffer of 75-feet shall 
be established or as otherwise prescribed by a qualified ornithologist. The buffer shall be demarcated with 
painted orange lath or via the installation of orange construction fencing. Disturbance within the buffer shall 
be postponed until a qualified ornithologist has determined that the young have attained sufficient flight 
skills to leave the area or that the nesting cycle has otherwise completed.  
 
Burrowing Owls 
 
The project applicant shall implement the following measures to avoid or minimize impacts to western 
burrowing owl: 
 

• No more than 14 days prior to initiation of ground disturbing activities, the project applicant shall 
retain a qualified burrowing owl biologist to conduct a take avoidance survey of the proposed project 
site, any off-site improvement areas, and all publicly accessible potential burrowing owl habitat 
within 500 feet of the project construction footprint. The survey shall be performed in accordance 
with the applicable sections of the March 7, 2012, CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation 
guidelines. If the survey does not identify any nesting burrowing owls on the proposed project site, 
further mitigation is not required. The take avoidance survey shall be submitted to the City of 
Sacramento Community Development Department for review. The survey periods and number of 
surveys are identified below: 
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o If construction related activities commence during the non-breeding season (1 September 
to 31 January), a minimum of one take avoidance survey shall be conducted of that phase 
and all publicly accessible potential burrowing owl habitat within 500 feet of the construction 
footprint of that phase.  

o If construction related activities commence during the early breeding season (1 February to 
15 April), a minimum of one take avoidance survey shall be conducted of that phase and all 
publicly accessible potential burrowing owl habitat within 500 feet of the construction 
footprint of that phase.  

o If construction related activities commence during the breeding season (16 April to 30 
August), a minimum of three take avoidance surveys shall be conducted of that phase and 
all publicly accessible potential burrowing owl habitat within 500 feet of the construction 
footprint of that phase. If construction related activities commence after 15 June, at least 
one of the three surveys shall be completed after 15 June.  

o Because the owls are known to occur nearby and may take up occupancy on a site under 
construction, the take avoidance survey shall be conducted prior to the start of any new 
phase, and/or if construction-related activity is delayed or suspended for more than 30 days. 
  

• If active burrowing owl dens are found within the survey area in an area where disturbance would 
occur, the project applicant shall implement measures consistent with the applicable portions of the 
March 7, 2012, CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation guidelines. If needed, as 
determined by the biologist, the formulation of avoidance and minimization approaches would be 
developed in coordination with the CDFW. The avoidance and minimization approaches would likely 
include burrow avoidance buffers during the nesting season (February to August). For burrowing 
owls present on-site, outside of the nesting season, passive exclusion of owls from the burrows 
could be utilized under a CDFW-approved burrow exclusion plan. 

 
Special Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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4. Cultural Resources.  
 
Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial 
adverse change in 

the significance of a 
historical or 

archaeological 
resource as defined 

in § 15064.5? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

74 
No No No 

According to the Background Report of the City of 
Sacramento 2035 General Plan Update, pre-
historic and cultural resources are most likely to be 
found in areas known to be previous village or 
camp sites, or near waterways.15 The 2002 
IS/MND discussed the identification of the 
Gateway West Business Park project area as a 
Primary Impact Area in the Sacramento General 
Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(SGPU DEIR) (1987) and as a high sensitivity area 
on the Archeological Sensitivity Map prepared by 
David Chavez and Associates in the NNCP EIR 
(1994). However, the 2002 IS/MND concluded that 
although archeological indicators had not been 
identified, should additional grading be conducted 
on the project site, such activities could reveal 
archeological resources not previously identified. 
Therefore, a less-than-significant impact was 
identified with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure #13-1 and 13-2, which would be brought 
forward for the proposed project.   
 
At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the 
City’s Environmental Checklist did not include a 
specific question regarding a project’s potential 
impacts resulting from an adverse change to a 
significant tribal cultural resource. However, tribal 
cultural resources were generally considered 

 
15 City of Sacramento. Background Report, Sacramento 2035 General Plan. Public Review Draft August 2014. 
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within the previous analysis regarding potential 
cultural resources present at the project site.  
 
The project site is not located near any high or 
moderate sensitivity areas as presented in Figure 
6.4-1 of the Background Report, Archaeological 
Sensitivity. As such, the project site, including the 
roadway improvement area, is not likely to contain 
cultural or pre-historic resources. Additionally, the 
Background Report identifies all historic districts 
and landmark parcels in Figure 6-9 of the 
Background Report, Historic Districts and 
Landmark Parcels, as well as in Table 6-7 of the 
Background Report, California State Historic 
Resources. The project site is not included in 
either Table 6-7 or Figure 6-9 of the Background 
Report and is currently vacant without any 
structures, which could be considered historic 
resources. In addition, the roadway improvement 
area is currently paved and developed. Therefore, 
the project site, including the roadway 
improvement area, is unlikely to contain historic 
resources. 
 
Furthermore, the project site has been highly 
disturbed by development of the surrounding area, 
and is regularly disked. The on-going disturbance 
of the project site makes the presence of 
previously unknown surficial cultural, tribal 
cultural, historical, or archaeological resources 
highly unlikely. Moreover, development of 
improvements to Duckhorn Drive would occur 
within areas that are either currently developed as 
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roadway or are within the Duckhorn Drive right-of-
way. 
 
Nevertheless, if previously unknown subsurface 
tribal cultural resources do exist within the project 
site, ground disturbing activity would have the 
potential to disturb such resources. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure #13-2 has been modified to 
ensure that should tribal cultural resources be 
encountered during implementation of the 
proposed project, such resources would be 
properly protected and handled. 
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would 
not result in any changes, new circumstances, or 
new information from the proposed project that 
would involve new significant impacts or 
substantially more severe impacts from what was 
anticipated for the project area in the 2002 
IS/MND. 

b. Directly or indirectly 
destroy a unique 
paleontological 

resource? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

73-74 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the potential for 
paleontological resources on the proposed project 
site and concluded that resources had not been 
previously identified. Given that the proposed 
project site had been previously disturbed and has 
not been altered since the previous CEQA 
document was prepared, there is a low likelihood 
that any new paleontological resources would be 
identified on the site. In addition, the development 
of improvements to Duckhorn Drive would occur 
within areas already developed as roadway or are 
within the Duckhorn Drive right-of-way. A less-
than-significant impact was concluded with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure #13-1, 
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which includes a requirement to stop work if any 
bones are discovered during construction 
activities. Such a requirement would also apply to 
fossils, and would avoid any potential destruction 
of paleontological resources, should such 
resources be discovered. Therefore, the mitigation 
measure would be brought forward for the 
proposed project. 
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would 
not result in impacts beyond what would occur with 
implementation of the land uses contemplated in 
the 2002 IS/MND. 

c. Adversely affect tribal 
cultural resources? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

74-75 
No No No 

At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the 
City’s Environmental Checklist did not include a 
specific question regarding a project’s potential 
impacts resulting from an adverse change to a 
significant tribal cultural resource. However, tribal 
cultural resources were generally considered 
within the previous analysis regarding potential 
cultural resources present at the project site.  
 
Assembly Bill (AB) 52, passed in 2014, requires 
environmental review documents to disclose and 
analyze potential significant impacts to tribal 
cultural resources including sites, features, places, 
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects 
with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe. Lead agencies are also required to begin 
consultation with a California Native American 
tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with 
the geographic area of the proposed project if the 
tribe requests to the lead agency, in writing, to be 
informed by the lead agency of proposed projects 
in that geographic area and the tribe requests 
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consultation, prior to determining whether a 
negative declaration, mitigated negative 
declaration, or environmental impact report is 
required for a project. 
 
AB 52 applies to projects that have a Notice of 
Preparation, or a Notice of Intent to adopt a 
negative declaration or mitigated negative 
declaration filed on or after July 1, 2015. The City 
of Sacramento approved the Gateway West 
Business Park project in 2002, prior to 
implementation of AB 52. Therefore, AB 52 is not 
applicable to the proposed project.  
 
Further, the project site has been highly disturbed 
by development of the surrounding area, and is 
regularly disked. The on-going disturbance of the 
project site makes the presence of previously 
unknown surficial tribal cultural resources highly 
unlikely, and the City is unaware of any tribal 
cultural resources on the project site. Evidence 
does not exist in the record previously or currently 
that there are culturally-sensitive resources on the 
project site. Nevertheless, if previously unknown 
subsurface tribal cultural resources do exist within 
the project site, ground disturbing activity would 
have the potential to disturb such resources. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure #13-2 has been 
modified to ensure that should tribal cultural 
resources be encountered during implementation 
of the proposed project, such resources would be 
properly protected and handled. 
 
Modification of Mitigation Measure #13-2 would 
ensure that implementation of the proposed 
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project would not result in impacts beyond what 
would occur with implementation of the land uses 
contemplated in the 2002 IS/MND. 

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:   
The following mitigation measures from the 2002 IS/MND remain applicable to the proposed project and would reduce the above impact 
to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure #13-1:  If subsurface paleontological resources are discovered during excavation or construction of the site, work 

within 100 feet of the affected area shall stop immediately and a qualified paleontologist shall be consulted 
to develop, if necessary, further mitigation measures to reduce any impact to a less than significant level 
before construction continues.  

 
Modified Mitigation Measures:   
The following Mitigation Measure from the 2002 IS/MND has been modified using project specific information. The application of the 
modified Mitigation Measure shall ensure that potential impacts from the proposed project would remain less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure #13-2:  If subsurface archaeological, tribal cultural, or historical remains (including, but not limited to, unusual 

amounts of bones, stones, chert, obsidian tools, midden soils, or shells) are discovered during excavation 
or construction of the site, work within 100 feet of the affected area shall stop immediately and a qualified 
archaeologist and a representative of the Native American Heritage Commission shall be consulted to 
develop, if necessary, further mitigation measures to reduce any archaeological impact to a less-than-
significant level before construction continues. 

 
Special Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
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5. Geology and Soils. 
 
Would the project: 

a. 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? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

16-20 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the geologic 
conditions of the project area. The analysis 
included consideration of potential impacts 
involving fault rapture, seismic ground shaking, 
liquefaction, landslides, soil erosion, and 
expansive soil. The determination was made that 
the project site was not within an Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone, but did fall within the 
“moderate” earthquake severity zone and a 
liquefaction opportunity zone. The 2002 IS/MND 
also determined the clays present in the near-
surface soils had a high to very high potential for 
expansion, which could destabilize the proposed 
structures. Proposed grading within the project 
area was also identified as a potential increase for 
soil erosion.  
 
Recommendations for compliance with the SCC 
Title 15.20 Uniform Building Code (UBC) were 
made to provide standards and specifications that 
ensure soil erosion potential is minimized and to 
assure structural damage resulting from soil 
hazards, liquefaction, and ground shaking will be 
less than significant. Recommendations were also 
provided in the Preliminary Geotechnical 
Engineering Report for Gateway West Business 
Park16 prepared by Wallace-Kuhl & Associates 
(1997) for specific design and procedure 
recommendations and specifications to reduce 

 
16 Wallace-Kuhl & Associates. Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Report for Gateway West Business Park. Prepared in 1997. 
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potential significant effects from soil expansion to 
a less-than-significant impact. The 2002 IS/MND 
additionally concluded the project was subject to 
the National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit program as is required 
under the Grading and Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan per Chapter 15.88 of the SCC. 
 
In addition, proper engineering of the proposed 
buildings in compliance with the existing standards 
of the CBSC would ensure that the project would 
not be subject to substantial risks related to 
seismic ground shaking. Projects designed in 
accordance with the CBSC should be able to: 1) 
resist minor earthquakes without damage, 2) resist 
moderate earthquakes without structural damage 
but with some nonstructural damage, and 3) resist 
major earthquakes without collapse but with some 
structural as well as nonstructural damage. 
Conformance with the design standards is 
enforced through building plan review and 
approval by the City. 
 
Given that geologic conditions develop over 
hundreds to thousands of years, the project area 
would not have experienced significant geologic 
change since the 2002 IS/MND and all conclusions 
regarding geologic hazards made by the 2002 
IS/MND would remain accurate for the currently 
proposed project. Additionally, the proposed 
project would be required to comply with all 
relevant City of Sacramento building standards, 
including compliance with the UBC and adherence 
to the NPDES permit policy, as well as current 
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CBSC standards. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in any changes, new 
circumstances, or new information that would 
involve new significant impacts or substantially 
more severe impacts from what was anticipated for 
the project area in the 2002 IS/MND. 

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
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6. Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  
 
Would the project: 

a. Expose people (e.g., 
residents, 

pedestrians, 
construction 

workers) to existing 
contaminated soil 

during construction 
activities? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

54 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND included analysis of risks related to 
accidental explosion or release of hazardous 
substances, including pesticides, chemicals, or 
radiation. Given that the Gateway West Business 
Park Project required grading and excavation 
activities for site preparation and construction of 
roadways and utilities infrastructure, the 2002 
IS/MND concluded that such activities could unearth 
previously unidentified hazardous material(s). 
However, the 2002 IS/MND further specified that 
should hazardous materials be encountered, 
sufficient regulations existed to ensure that such 
materials would be properly handled and people 
would not be exposed to such materials. In addition, 
the project site is regularly disked and the proposed 
improvements to Duckhorn Drive would occur within 
areas that are already developed. 
 
Since the approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the project 
site has not been altered nor have on-site operations 
taken place that involved the application of pesticides 
or other chemicals that could cause soil 
contamination. Therefore, given that the allowed uses 
for the proposed rezone would remain commercial in 
nature, the proposed project would not result in 
impacts beyond what would occur with 
implementation of the land uses contemplated in the 
2002 IS/MND. 

b. Expose people (e.g., 
residents, 

pedestrians, 
construction 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

50-54 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the potential for the 
Gateway West Business Park Project to expose 
people to potential health hazards. However, at the 
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workers) to 

asbestos-containing 
materials or other 

hazardous 
materials? 

time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the City’s 
Environmental Checklist did not include a specific 
question regarding a project’s potential impacts 
resulting from the presence of asbestos-containing 
materials. The 2002 IS/MND concluded that 
construction could result in the accidental spill of 
hazardous materials and determined that adherence 
to the SCC Title 8.60 Hazardous Material Cleanup 
and 8.64 Hazardous Materials Disclosure and 
conditions of NPDES permit would reduce potential 
impacts to less than significant.  
 
The project site is currently vacant and structures do 
not exist on-site. In addition, construction activities 
within the roadway improvement area may require the 
removal of pavement; however, structures do not 
exist within the improvement area. Therefore, 
demolition would not occur on-site, thus eliminating 
the potential for exposure to asbestos during 
demolition.  
 
In addition, as discussed previously, the proposed 
project would include a GDF, which would involve the 
routine transport and use of hazardous materials. The 
transportation and use of gasoline is regulated by 
various State and local agencies. Therefore, while the 
proposed project would include a GDF, the proposed 
project would not expose people to asbestos-contain 
materials or other hazardous materials. 
 
All other potential health hazards and recommended 
compliance with the SCC that was previously 
identified in the 2002 IS/MND would remain 
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applicable to the proposed project given that 
significant changes on the project site have not 
occurred. Based on the above, the proposed project 
would not result in impacts beyond what would occur 
with implementation of the land uses contemplated in 
the 2002 IS/MND. 

c. Expose people (e.g., 
residents, 

pedestrians, 
construction 

workers) to existing 
contaminated 

groundwater during 
dewatering 
activities? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

50-54 
No No No 

At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the City’s 
Environmental Checklist did not include a specific 
question regarding a project’s potential impacts 
resulting from exposure of people to contaminated 
groundwater during dewatering activity. Dewatering is 
not expected to be necessary during the construction 
of the proposed project. In the event that dewatering 
occurs as part of construction activities related to the 
proposed project, the project would be required to 
apply for coverage under the State Water Board 
General Water Quality Order or the Central Valley 
Water Board’s Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge 
and Waste Discharge Requirements. Should such 
coverage be needed, a Notice of Intent must be filed 
with the Central Valley Water Board prior to beginning 
discharge. The proposed project would then be 
subject to all relevant regulations concerning 
construction dewatering activity. However, the State 
Water Resources Control Board’s GeoTracker web 
database does not include records for any cleanup or 
likely contamination sites in the project vicinity.17 
Therefore, the groundwater underlying the project site 
is unlikely to be contaminated by past activities in the 
project area, and should the project encounter 
groundwater, such groundwater would not likely be 
contaminated. 

 
17 State Water Resources Control Board. GeoTracker. Available at: https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/. Accessed February 2020. 
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Based on the above, the proposed project would not 
result in impacts beyond what would occur with 
implementation of the land uses contemplated in the 
2002 IS/MND. 

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures: None required. 
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
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7. 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? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

21-25 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND identified grading as a possible 
cause of a minimal increase in siltation and 
sedimentation into the existing stormwater system, 
and, thus, would require the Gateway West Business 
Park Project to comply with the SCC Title 15.88 
Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Controls. The SCC 
Title 15.88 provides standards and specifications that 
ensure impacts to water quality are minimized during 
construction activities. The previously prepared 
environmental document also determined that the 
Gateway West Business Park Project required 
compliance with the SCC Title 15.88.260 Post-
construction Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (PC 
Plan), which requires preparation of a PC Plan to 
control surface runoff and erosion and retain 
sediment on a particular site after construction, as 
well as compliance with the NPDES permit 
requirements in order to ensure potential impacts 
would be less than significant. 
 
The 2002 IS/MND additionally included an analysis of 
ground water quality, determining that the Gateway 
West Business Park Project would reduce the amount 
of permeable soil, and therefore impacts of pollutants 
contributed by the project were likely to be 
concentrated as runoff and not as recharge of the 
groundwater supply. The original project also 
included detention basins that would provide water 
quality treatment of run-off from the site. 
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Operation of the proposed hotel, retail, and restaurant 
uses included in the proposed project are not 
anticipated to result in a substantial increase in 
potential pollutant concentrations within post-project 
run off from the project site, as compared to the uses 
previously analyzed in the 2002 IS/MND. However, 
operation of the proposed GDF would have the 
potential to result in the discharge of gasoline related 
compounds to stormwater, which could degrade 
water quality. Considering the potential for GDFs to 
result in pollutant discharge, the City of Sacramento 
requires GDFs to incorporate specific design 
measures to treat and control stormwater prior to 
discharge. The City’s requirements for the design of 
stormwater infrastructure at GDFs, and other 
commercial developments such as restaurants and 
commercial developments, are included in the 
Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the 
Sacramento and South Placer Regions. Specific 
measures required by the Stormwater Manual include 
source controls at various areas throughout the site, 
as well as treatment controls.18 All components of the 
proposed project, including the roadway 
improvements, would be required to comply with the 
requirements of the Stormwater Manual. Compliance 
with the Stormwater Manual would ensure that 
operation of the proposed project, including the GDF, 
would not result in the degradation of water quality 
through the discharge of polluted stormwater. 
 

 
18 Cities of Citrus Heights, Elk Grove, Folsom, Galt, Rancho Cordova, Roseville, and Sacramento, County of Sacramento. Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the 

Sacramento and South Placer Regions. May 2007. 
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Based on the above, the proposed project would not 
result in any changes, new circumstance, or new 
information that would involve new significant impacts 
or substantially more sever impacts from what was 
anticipated for the proposed land uses in the 2002 
IS/MND. 

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? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

21-25 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND included a discussion of the risk of 
possible flooding within the Gateway West Business 
Park project area, and concluded that the project was 
not within a 100-year flood plain. However, since the 
time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND changes have 
occurred in the flood protection of the Natomas area, 
which have been summarized in the City’s 2035 
General Plan EIR. The 2035 General Plan EIR 
focuses on two major changes in the Natomas area; 
first, in December 2008 the Flood Insurance Rate 
Map for the Natomas Basin was remapped by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
and the entire 2002 IS/MND project area was 
determined to be within a 100-year flood hazard zone 
due to a decertification of the protective levees of the 
area. Prior to the decertification, the Natomas Levee 
Improvement Program (NLIP) was implemented to 
upgrade the levee system protecting the Natomas 
Basin and the project area. In recognition of levee 
improvements, the project area was re-assigned to 
the FEMA Zone A99 by Congress in 2014. Zone A99 
is used for areas subject to inundation by a 100-year 
flood event, but which would ultimately be protected 
upon completion of an under-construction federal 
flood protection system. As such, although the 
proposed project is currently within a 100-year flood 
event area, the Zone A99 designation confirms that 
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significant progress has been made to increasing the 
flood protection rating to the 200-year flood protection 
standard sought for the entire City.  
 
The proposed project does not include housing and 
would be constructed in compliance with all relevant 
City regulations related to flood hazards and flood 
control. Compliance with City regulations and 
improvements to levee infrastructure would ensure 
that the proposed project would not expose people or 
structures to increased levels of flood hazards, or 
redirect or impede flood flows in a new or more severe 
way than evaluated by the 2002 IS/MND. 
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not 
result in any changes, new circumstances, or new 
information that would involve new significant impacts 
or substantially more severe impacts from what was 
anticipated in the 2002 IS/MND. 

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:  None required.  
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
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8. Noise.  
 
Would the project: 

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? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 55-59; 
UTI 

Addendum 
pg. 8-9 

No No Yes 

At the time of preparation of the 2002 IS/MND, 
outdoor plazas included in the Gateway West 
Business Park were considered noise sensitive uses. 
Based on the City of Sacramento noise standards in 
place at the time, the 2002 IS/MND concluded that 
only three plazas within the Gateway West Business 
Park area would be impacted by noise generated by 
I-5. As such, the 2002 IS/MND required that noise 
barriers be constructed around the three specified 
plazas. The three previously proposed plazas 
requiring noise barriers were anticipated for the 
northern portion of the Gateway West Business Park, 
and plazas planned for the project site were not 
anticipated to experience noise levels in excess of 
the City’s standards. In addition to the previously 
proposed plaza areas, the 2002 IS/MND required the 
construction of a sound wall between the Gateway 
Business Park Project site and residential uses to the 
south. The sound wall has been constructed, and, 
thus, Mitigation Measure #9-I is not applicable to the 
currently proposed project. Other than the previously 
proposed plaza areas to the north of the project site, 
and the sound wall to the south of the project site, the 
2002 IS/MND did not identify any other areas of the 
Gateway West Business Park, that would be 
exposed to noise levels from I-5 in excess of 
applicable standards. As such, the 2002 IS/MND 
concluded that development of the project site would 
not require sound walls or other noise mitigation 
measures. 
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Since approval of the 2002 IS/MND, development 
within the Gateway West Business Park Project area 
has occurred, including the Universal Technical 
Institute to the north of the site and commercial 
development to the southwest. The UTI Addendum 
analyzed the short-term and long-term existing noise 
levels and short-term and long-term generation of 
severe noise levels on the project area. The UTI 
Addendum did not identify any new mitigation 
measures needed to reduce noise exposure within 
the UTI site or the project site. 
 
The proposed project would include some outdoor 
seating areas associated with the proposed retail 
and restaurant uses. The 2002 IS/MND analyzed 
buildout of the project site for general commercial 
and hotel uses, and concluded that such uses would 
not require noise mitigation measures. Furthermore, 
the plaza areas identified in the 2002 IS/MND as 
being exposed to excess noise were all located in the 
northern portion of the Gateway West Business Park, 
not within the project site. Therefore, outdoor areas 
included in the proposed project would not result in 
the exposure of future employees or patrons to 
excess noise levels.  
 
Operation of Employment Center and hotels are not 
typically associated with large amounts of noise 
generation, and the major source of noise for such 
land uses is vehicle traffic. As discussed in the Traffic 
and Circulation section of this Addendum, the 
potential traffic impacts of the proposed project are 
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expected to be equal to or less than what was 
anticipated by the 2002 IS/MND. In addition, the 
proposed project would include a reduced building 
square footage, thus, reducing the intensity of the 
proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not be expected to generate substantially 
greater noise levels than what was previously 
anticipated for the project site.  
 
However, the proposed project additionally includes 
a rezone for three parcels from EC-50 PUD to GC-2 
to accommodate for the use of two proposed drive-
throughs and a car wash. To assess the potential 
noise impacts of the proposed project, Bollard 
Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (BAC) prepared an 
Environmental Noise & Vibration Assessment.19 It 
should be noted that since the Environmental Noise 
and Vibration Assessment, the square footage of the 
proposed buildings has been reduced. In addition, 
the orientation of the proposed buildings remained 
the same with the exception of the gas pumps and 
car wash, which are now located further from the 
residences to the west. As such, the intensity of 
operations would be reduced, and, thus, noise 
impacts would be fewer than what was previously 
approved for the project site. 
 
Given that dedicated loading docks are not included 
as part of the proposed project, BAC assumed only 
medium-duty trucks and vans would deliver to the 
four proposed commercial buildings. Based on 

 
19 Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. Environmental Noise Assessment: Gateway West/Arena Blvd Retail Development. July 27, 2017. 
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BAC’s experience with similar commercial 
developments, it was assumed that a typical hour of 
busy truck delivery activity at the project site could 
result in approximately five smaller truck deliveries, 
accessing the site along either Duckhorn Drive or 
Arena Boulevard and exiting along Duckhorn Drive. 
Based on BAC file data, the maximum south level for 
medium-duty trucks was assumed to be 70 dB Lmax, 
at a distance of 50 feet from the passby area. The 
single- and multi-family residences located to the 
west would maintain at least 180 feet from on-site 
truck circulation route during operations. Thus, 
medium-duty truck passby levels would be 
approximately 59 dB Lmax. These predicted passby 
levels would satisfy both the daytime and nighttime 
noise standards of 75 dB and 70 dB Lmax, 
respectively. Therefore, additional consideration of 
noise mitigation measures would not be required for 
this aspect of the proposed project.  
 
Typical mechanical equipment associated with 
commercial, retail, and restaurant land uses include 
HVAC systems which would likely consist of 
packaged rooftop air conditioning systems. Such 
systems frequently generate a noise level of 
approximately 45 dB L50 at a reference of 100 feet. 
Given that the proposed commercial buildings would 
be located at least 100 feet from the nearest 
residences, HVAC noise levels would satisfy the City 
Code daytime and nighttime median noise level 
standards of 55 and 50 dB L50, respectively. 
However, special mitigation shall be applied to the 
proposed project requiring all HVAC units to be 
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shielded from view of nearby sensitive uses by the 
building parapets in order to ensure the City’s noise 
standards are met.  
 
To analyze the potential noise impacts of the two 
proposed drive-throughs, BAC utilized noise level 
data previously collected for similar drive-through 
operations. The noise level date is summarized in 
Table 7 of the Environmental Noise & Vibration 
Assessment.20 Drive-through vehicles are predicted 
to generate maximum noise levels of approximately 
33-44 dB and median noise levels of approximately 
29-41dB L50 at the nearest residential uses. The 
predicted drive-through noise levels satisfy the City’s 
daytime and nighttime noise level criteria, and are 
below measured existing ambient noise levels. As a 
result, additional noise mitigation measures would 
not be required for the proposed drive-through 
operations.  
 
BAC further analyzed the potential noise impacts of 
the proposed car wash tunnel, located just east of the 
proposed convenience store. The car wash dryer is 
expected to be the primary noise generating aspect 
of any car wash operation. In order to provide a 
general estimate of car wash noise exposure at the 
nearest residences to the west, BAC utilized car 
wash dryer reference noise level data previously 
collected for a similarly sized car wash project. At a 
distance of 30 feet from the exit of the car wash, a 
dryer reference noise level of 80 dB was utilized. The 

 
20 Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. Environmental Noise Assessment: Gateway West/Arena Blvd Retail Development. [pg. 16]. July 27, 2017. 
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single- and multi-family residences are located 
approximately 400 and 300 feet, respectively, to the 
west of the proposed location of the car wash. 
Assuming standard spherical spreading loss (-6 dB 
per doubling of distance), and a conservative offset 
of -5 dB due to the intervening commercial building 
structures, car wash dryer noise levels would be 55 
and 53 dB L25 at the single- and multi-family 
residences, respectively. Predicted car wash dryer 
noise levels would satisfy the City’s Code L25 noise 
level. As a result, additional noise mitigation 
measures would not be required for the proposed car 
wash operations.  
 
The proposed project includes a rezone to General 
Commercial, two drive-throughs, a car wash 
operation, and HVAC systems that were not 
previously analyzed. Although the Environmental 
Noise Assessment, prepared by BAC, determined 
that the proposed drive-through and car wash 
operation would not result in any new significant 
impacts or substantially more severe impacts from 
what was anticipated for the project area in the 2002 
IS/MND, BAC determined that special mitigation 
would be required to shield HVAC systems from 
nearby sensitive noise receptors. Considering the 
application of the special mitigation measure, the 
proposed project would not be expected to result in 
noise related impacts beyond what would occur with 
implementation of the land uses contemplated in the 
2002 IS/MND. 
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b. Result in residential 
interior noise levels 

of 45 dBA Ldn or 
greater caused by 

noise level 
increases due to the 

project? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 55-59;  
No No No 

At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, only 
anticipated construction noise was analyzed as a 
potential noise impact. The proposed project does 
not include residential development, and the 
potential for noise generated by the proposed project 
to affect nearby receptors is discussed under 
question ‘1’ above. However, according to the 
analysis provided by BAC in the Environmental 
Noise and Vibration Assessment, given the proximity 
of the proposed hotel use to I-5, further in-depth 
analysis of traffic noise on the interior noise levels of 
the hotel is required. Although the Environmental 
Noise and Vibration Assessment was prepared in 
2017, because the hotel would still be located in 
close proximity to I-5, the results presented therein 
are still valid. 
 
The Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic 
Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) was 
used to predict traffic noise levels for the project. 
According to the Caltrans website, the segment of I-
5 adjacent to the project site currently experiences 
an ADT of 130,500 vehicles. Future average daily 
traffic volumes were conservatively estimated by 
doubling the obtained existing traffic counts for I-5. In 
order to quantify the difference in traffic noise levels 
at first-floor facades relative to elevated facades, 
simultaneous short-term noise level measurements 
at heights of 5, 15, and 25 feet above ground were 
conducted on the project site. The measurement 
results indicate that traffic noise levels at elevated 
facades can be expected to be 3 dB higher than 
ground floor facades due to reduced ground 
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absorption. As a result, a conservative +3 dB offset 
was applied at the upper-floor areas.  
 
The future I-5 traffic noise exposure at the nearest 
building facades would be approximately 71 dB Ldn. 
Given an exterior noise environment of 
approximately 71 dB Ldn, an exterior to interior 
building facade noise reduction of 26 dB would be 
required to achieve compliance with the City’s 45 dB 
Ldn interior noise standard. As such, standard 
window assemblies (STC 27) may be inadequate to 
ensure satisfaction with the City’s interior noise 
standard.  
 
Therefore, BAC provided modified mitigation for 
construction of the hotel site. Previous mitigation 
required the construction of sound walls around the 
proposed plazas on the northeastern portion of the 
site. However, considering that the currently 
proposed project does not include the plaza areas 
identified in the 2002 IS/MND as being potentially 
subject to excess noise levels, the original mitigation 
measure requiring sound walls around the proposed 
plazas within the Gateway West Business Park is no 
longer applicable. Thus, alternative mitigation is 
required to reduce noise impacts from I-5. BAC 
recommends that the northern and eastern facades 
of the proposed hotel be provided with windows 
maintaining a minimum STC rating of 32. In addition, 
mechanical ventilation (air conditioning) should be 
provided for all hotel rooms to allow the occupants to 
close windows as desired for additional acoustical 
isolation. 
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Implementation of the modified mitigation measures 
identified by BAC would ensure that implementation 
of the proposed project would not result in the 
exposure of receptors to noise levels in excess of the 
City’s standards. As such, the proposed project 
would not result in impacts beyond what would occur 
with implementation of the land uses contemplated 
in the 2002 IS/MND. 

c. Result in 
construction noise 
levels that exceed 

the standards in the 
City of Sacramento 
Noise Ordinance? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 55-59 
No No Yes 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the Gateway West 
Business Park’s impact of the project on the 
surrounding community through the generation of 
severe noise levels in the long-term and during 
construction. Construction of the project was 
identified as a generator of noise greater than the 
current ambient noise levels. Noise production 
related to construction is addressed in the City of 
Sacramento’s City Code, Chapter 8.68 Noise 
Control. The Noise Control Code exempts 
construction activities from the existing noise 
ordinance, as long as such activities occur between 
7 AM and 6 PM Monday-Saturday or between 9 AM 
and 6 PM on Sunday. As such, construction activities 
performed during the exempted hours would not 
result in excessive noise. The 2002 IS/MND 
concluded that construction activities were 
temporary in nature and would not lead to a long-
term increase in ambient noise levels and 
construction activities for the proposed project were 
required to occur during the hours specified in the 
SCC. 
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Although the proposed project would still be subject 
to the City’s Noise Control Code for construction 
activities, BAC analyzed the potential noise impacts 
from construction utilizing actual distances of the 
proposed construction from the existing nearest 
sensitive receptors. Such sensitive receptors include 
single- and multi-family residential uses located to 
the west of the project site, approximately 100 feet 
from the project site. However, construction of the 
roadway improvements could occur approximately 
25 feet from the sensitive receptors. Typical 
construction provides a noise level reduction of 
approximately 25 dBA with the windows closed, 
which would reduce the maximum noise levels within 
residences. Nonetheless, because roadway 
improvements could occur at distances of 25 feet, 
the proposed project could exceed the City’s noise 
level standards. 
 
Although noise generated by the construction of the 
proposed project could potentially exceed the City’s 
standard for short duration events near the 
residential areas, such noise would be short-term in 
duration and would not substantially exceed existing 
ambient noise levels. In addition, as discussed 
above, construction activities are exempt from the 
City’s noise level standards assuming, that the 
activities occur during normal daytime hours. 
Nonetheless, BAC provided Special Mitigation 
Measure to be utilized to the extent practical to 
minimize the potential for adverse public reaction to 
project construction.  
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Furthermore, the construction activity required for the 
proposed project is not anticipated to be significantly 
more intense than the construction activity that would 
occur with build out of the land uses contemplated in 
the 2002 IS/MND. Therefore, implementation of the 
Special Mitigation Measure related to construction 
would ensure that noise associated with construction 
of the proposed project would be less than or equal 
to the noise that would occur during construction of 
the land uses contemplated in the 2002 IS/MND.  
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not 
result in impacts beyond what would occur with 
implementation of the land uses contemplated in the 
2002 IS/MND. 

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? 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the City’s 
Environmental Checklist did not include a specific 
question regarding a project’s potential impacts 
related to groundborne vibrations. 
 
Groundborne vibrations would be generated during 
construction of the proposed project. Construction 
activities can generate varying degrees of ground 
vibration, depending on the construction procedures, 
types of equipment used and proximity to noise and 
vibration sensitive land uses. Operation of 
construction equipment generates vibrations that 
spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude 
with increasing distance from the source. Vibration is 
typically noticed nearby when objects in a building 
generate noise from rattling windows or picture 
frames. Vibration is typically not perceptible 
outdoors, and therefore, impacts are based on 
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distance to the nearest building and peak vibration 
levels would occur when construction equipment 
operates closest to the boundaries of surrounding 
property lines.  
 
Project construction activities, such as drilling, the 
use of jackhammers, and other high-power or 
vibratory tools, and rolling stock equipment (tracked 
vehicles, compactors, etc.), may generate 
groundborne vibration in the immediate vicinity. 
Table 10 presents typical vibration levels that could 
be expected from construction equipment at a 
distance of 25 feet. As shown in the table, 
jackhammers typically generate vibration levels of 
0.035 in/sec PPV, and drilling typically generates 
vibration levels of 0.09 in/sec PPV at a distance of 25 
feet. Vibration levels would vary depending on soil 
conditions, construction methods, and equipment 
used.  
 

Table 10 
Vibration Source Levels for Construction 

Equipment 
Equipment PPV at 25 ft (in/sec) 

Hoe ram 0.089 
Large Bulldozer 0.089 
Caisson drilling 0.089 
Loaded trucks 0.076 
Jackhammer 0.035 

Small bulldozer 0.003 
Source: Federal Transit Administration. Transit Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment, Table 12-2. May 2006. 
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As shown in Table 10 the proposed project would not 
be anticipated to result in vibration-peak-velocities 
equal to or greater than 0.5 inches per second at any 
areas 25 feet or more away from construction 
activity. 
 
The nearest sensitive receptors to the proposed 
project are apartment buildings and single-family 
residences located to the west of the project site. The 
nearest sensitive land uses are located 
approximately 25 feet from construction activities, 
which would occur at Duckhorn Drive as part of the 
roadway improvements. Because vibration levels 
generated by the type of construction equipment 
which will be required for this project dissipates very 
rapidly with distance, vibration levels at the nearest 
residences are expected to be around 0.035 
inches/second peak particle velocity at those 
residences during construction activities. As a result, 
construction vibration levels would be below levels 
that would cause structural damage or annoyance.  
 
Additionally, operations associated with hotel, 
commercial, and non-residential land uses are not 
associated with the generation of groundborne 
vibrations, which could exceed the threshold. 
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not 
result in impacts beyond what would occur with 
implementation of the land uses contemplated in the 
2002 IS/MND. 

e. Permit adjacent 
residential and N/A N/A N/A N/A At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the City’s 

Environmental Checklist did not include a specific 
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commercial areas to 

be exposed to 
vibration peak 

particle velocities 
greater than 0.5 

inches per second 
due to highway 
traffic and rail 
operations? 

question regarding a project’s potential impacts 
related to groundborne vibrations due to highway 
traffic and rail operations.  
 
The project site is approximately 450 feet west of the 
nearest highway, I-5. The nearest existing railway is 
located approximately three miles to the east of the 
project site, while a proposed extension of the City’s 
light rail system would be placed just over a mile to 
the east of the project site. Groundborne vibrations 
dissipate with distance from the source of the 
vibrations, and given the distance between the 
project site and the nearest highway or railway, the 
proposed project would be unlikely to experience 
vibration peak particle velocities greater than 0.5 
inches per second. 
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not 
result in impacts beyond what would occur with 
implementation of the land uses contemplated in the 
2002 IS/MND. 

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? 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the City’s 
Environmental Checklist did not include a specific 
question regarding a project’s potential impacts 
related to groundborne vibrations near a historic 
building or archaeological site. 
 
The project site is currently vacant, while the 
Duckhorn improvement area is currently developed 
with roadway. As discussed in the Cultural 
Resources Section of this Addendum, 
archaeological sites are not known to occur on the 
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project site, and the site’s history of disturbance 
makes the discovery of such sites unlikely.  
 
Development of the surrounding project area 
primarily occurred after 1998, and, thus, nearby 
structures would not be considered historic buildings. 
Therefore, construction activities would not create 
vibration-peak-particle velocities of 0.2 inches per 
second or greater near a historic building or 
archaeological site. As a result, the proposed project 
would not result in impacts beyond what would occur 
with implementation of the land uses contemplated 
in the 2002 IS/MND. 

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:   
The following mitigation measure from the 2002 IS/MND has been fulfilled and is not considered applicable to the currently proposed 
project. 
 
Mitigation Measure #9-l: The project applicant shall provide for the design and construction of an eight-foot-high sound wall along 

the south perimeter of the project site. 
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:   
The following Mitigation Measure from the 2002 IS/MND has been modified using project specific information. The application of the 
modified Mitigation Measure shall ensure that potential impacts from the proposed project would remain less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure #9-2: The project applicant shall provide for the design and construction of six-foot-high sound walls located along 

the north, east, and west sides of plazas A, B, and C. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project 
applicant shall show on the plans via notation that the contractor shall ensure standard construction 
practices (wood siding, STC-27 windows, door weather-stripping, exterior wall insulation, composition 
plywood roof) would be adequate for the proposed first-floor hotel rooms. All northern and eastern upper-
floor hotel rooms with a view of Interstate 5 should be upgraded to an STC rating of 32. Mechanical 
ventilation (air conditioning) should be provided for all hotel rooms to allow the occupants to close windows 
as desired to achieve compliance with the applicable interior noise level criteria. 
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Special Mitigation Measures:   
Implementation of the following Special Mitigation Measure would ensure that the proposed project would not result in new or significantly 
more severe impacts despite changes in the regulatory setting of the proposed project since the approval of the 2002 IS/MND. 
 
Mitigation Measure #1 Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project applicant shall demonstrate on the plans via notation that 

all rooftop HVAC equipment associated with air heating and cooling shall be completely shielded from view 
of nearby sensitive land uses by the rooftop parapets. The plans shall be subject to review and approval by 
the City of Sacramento Planning Division. 

 
Mitigation Measure #2 Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project applicant shall show on the plans via notation that the 

contractor shall ensure all construction equipment must have appropriate sound muffling devices, which 
shall be properly maintained and used at all times such equipment is in operation. The plans shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the City Building Official. 

 
Mitigation Measure #3 Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project applicant shall show on the plans via notation that the 

contractor shall locate on-site equipment staging areas so as to maximize the distance between 
construction-related noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors nearest the project construction areas. 
The plans shall be submitted for review and approval by the City Building Official.   
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9. Public Services.  
 
Would the project: 

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? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

60-62 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the Gateway West 
Business Park Project’s impact on Public Services 
in the Natomas area, and concluded that public 
services, including police, fire, schools, and 
additional government services were planned for 
within the NNCP and the costs of those services 
would be funded through the North Natomas 
Financing Plan. The 2002 IS/MND also 
determined that because the Gateway West 
Business Park Project did not include permanent 
housing, a demand for school services/facilities 
would not occur, and, thus, a need for new or 
altered services related to schools would not 
occur.  
 
The proposed project would develop a portion of 
the Gateway West Business Park Project area for 
land uses similar to what was anticipated by the 
2002 IS/MND. The proposed project includes a 
hotel, commercial/retail, restaurants, convenience 
store, and a gas station, all of which are consistent 
with the EC-50 designation analyzed in the 2002 
IS/MND. Although the proposed project includes a 
request to rezone three parcels to C-2, to 
accommodate the proposed drive-through uses, 
such a rezone would be generally consistent with 
the other commercial uses allowed by the existing 
EC-50 zoning designation. Therefore, the 
proposed project does not include any land uses 
which are significantly different than what was 
anticipated by the 2002 IS/MND, and the proposed 
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project would generate similar demands on public 
services to what was anticipated for the project 
area in the 2002 IS/MND, as well as the NNCP. 
The proposed project would be subject to 
compliance with the NNCP, including participation 
in the North Natomas Financing Plan, which 
provides funding for public services in the North 
Natomas area.  
 
Furthermore, the Sacramento Police Department 
submitted a list of conditions related to lighting, 
landscaping, security, and construction actions to 
be followed in order to prevent crime occurring at 
the project site and the surrounding area. With 
fulfillment of the conditions of approval, the project 
would not result in the need for new or altered 
services related to police protection.  
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would 
not result in any changes, new circumstances, or 
new information that would involve new significant 
impacts or substantially more severe impacts from 
what was anticipated for the project area in the 
2002 IS/MND. 

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
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10. Recreation.  
 
Would the project: 

a. Cause or accelerate 
substantial physical 

deterioration of 
existing area parks or 

recreational 
facilities? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

76-77 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed possible deterioration 
of existing area parks or recreational facilities and 
concluded that the Gateway West Business Park 
project did not alter the 23.4 acres of park 
designated for the Gateway West Business Park 
PUD. 
 
The proposed project does not involve any 
proposed housing, and, thus, would not result in 
an increase in the local population of the area. As 
such, increased demand for and/or use of area 
parks or recreation facilities would not occur as a 
result of the proposed project. The proposed 
project would not result in any changes, new 
circumstances, or new information that would 
involve new significant impacts or substantially 
more severe impacts from what was anticipated for 
the project area in the 2002 IS/MND.  

b. Create a need for 
construction or 
expansion of 

recreational facilities 
beyond what was 
anticipated in the 

2035 General Plan? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

76-77 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND concluded that the Gateway 
West Business Park Project did not create any 
new demand for parks and recreation facilities 
beyond the demand identified in the Gateway 
West PUD. By approving the PUD, the City 
determined that the PUD satisfied the City’s 
recreation goals and policies. 
 
While the proposed project does involve the 
rezone of a portion of the project site, the proposed 
project would maintain commercial development, 
which would be similar to what was anticipated in 
the 2002 IS/MND. Commercial development in 



 

88 
  

Environmental Issue Area 

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

Verification? Discussion 
general is not expected to significantly increase 
demand on recreation facilities because 
commercial development does not involve a direct 
increase in population of the area. Nonetheless, 
the proposed project would be required to comply 
with Title 18, 18.56, Park Development Impact 
Fee, which requires the project applicant to pay a 
fee based on the Park Impact Fee Remainder City 
Zone Rate, and is due at the time of issuance of 
building permit. 
Therefore, in compliance with Chapter 18.56 of the 
SCC, the proposed project would not result in a 
demand for the construction or expansion of new 
or existing recreational facilities, allowing impacts 
to remain less than significant. 

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
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11. Transportation/Traffic. 
 
Would the project: 

a. Roadway segments: 
degrade peak period 

Level of Service 
(LOS) from 

acceptable (without 
the project) to 

unacceptable (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. 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 35-40 
No No Yes 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the Gateway West 
Business Park Project’s impact on the area’s traffic 
and concluded that the Gateway West Business 
Park Project was consistent with the Gateway 
West Business Park PUD land use designations 
and land use intensities for the project area. 
Because the “Transportation and Circulation Study 
for Gateway West Business Park” prepared by 
DKS Associates for the Gateway West Business 
Park PUD application adequately addressed 
potential impacts, the traffic generated by the 
Gateway West Business Park Project was 
considered to be consistent with the land uses and 
intensities anticipated by the City of Sacramento 
General Plan EIR adopted at that time, and the 
NNCP. As such, the 2002 IS/MND concluded that 
the Gateway West Business Park Project would 
not result in any significant impacts.  
 
The proposed project would develop a portion of 
the Gateway West Business Park Project area for 
land uses similar to what was anticipated by the 
2002 IS/MND. The proposed project includes a 
hotel, commercial/retail, restaurants, convenience 
store, and a GDF, all of which are consistent with 
the EC-50 designation analyzed in the 2002 
IS/MND. Although the proposed project includes a 
request to rezone a portion of the site to C-2, to 
accommodate the proposed drive-through uses, 
such a rezone would be generally consistent with 
the other commercial uses allowed by the existing 
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EC-50 zoning designation. Therefore, the 
proposed project does not include any land uses 
which are significantly different than what was 
anticipated by the 2002 IS/MND, and the proposed 
project would thus involve traffic generation rates 
which would be generally similar or less than what 
was anticipated for the project area in the 2002 
IS/MND as well as the NNCP. 
 
As discussed in the Project Description of this 
Addendum, the proposed project would include 
construction of a roundabout within Duckhorn 
Drive to accommodate the northernmost project 
entrance, as well as further improvements to 
Duckhorn Drive to accommodate a total of 325 feet 
of vehicle storage space within the southbound left 
turn movement at Duckhorn Drive and Arena 
Boulevard. The proposed improvements to 
Duckhorn Drive would allow for acceptable 
operations of the intersection of Duckhorn Drive 
and the northernmost project driveway, while 
allowing the southbound left turn lane on Duckhorn 
Drive at Arena Boulevard adequate queue space.  
 
Because the proposed project includes a request 
for a rezone and improvements to Duckhorn Drive, 
the City of Sacramento has conducted further 
analysis of the proposed project. An analysis of 
potential traffic-related impacts was prepared for a 
previous version of the proposed project. The 
previous analysis demonstrated that buildout of the 
project site at the levels previously proposed would 
result in the deterioration of the LOS at the 
intersection of Duckhorn Drive and Arena Boulevard 
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from D to E.21 However, since the time of 
preparation of the traffic analysis, the project has 
been revised from a previously proposed building 
square footage of 101,494 sf to a currently proposed 
67,866 sf. The reduced square footage and hotel 
rooms would result in fewer vehicle trips to and from 
the site. The following analysis is based on the 
previously proposed building square footage; 
however, in order to take a conservative approach, 
results of the previous analysis are presented 
below. 
 
DKS Associates prepared a Transportation 
Analysis, as well as two Technical Memoranda to 
analyze the potential impacts related to operation 
of the previously proposed project, which consisted 
of 25,200 sf of retail, 16 pump gas station, and a 
120-room hotel. of  In addition, the Transportation 
Analysis analyzed implementation of the proposed 
improvements to Duckhorn Drive.22 As discussed 
in the DKS Associates’ analyses, implementation 
of the proposed improvements would result in 
acceptable intersection operations at all study 
intersections except the intersection of Duckhorn 
Drive and Arena Boulevard, which would 
experience a deterioration of LOS from current 
operations at LOS D to LOS E. Policy M1.2.2 (e) of 
the City’s 2035 General Plan provides that LOS E 
and F may be accepted, provided that provisions 
are made to improve the overall transportation 

 
21 DKS Associates. Memorandum: Gateway West – Arena Boulevard Retail Center Task 10: Analysis of Change in Project Land Use. July 27, 2017. 
22 DKS Associates. Transportation Analysis Gateway West – Arena Boulevard Retail Center. May 18, 2017. 
 DKS Associates. Memorandum: Gateway West – Arena Boulevard Retail Center Task 9: Roundabout Analysis. July 27, 2017. 
 DKS Associates. Memorandum: Gateway West – Arena Boulevard Retail Center Task 10: Analysis of Change in Project Land Use. July 27, 2017. 
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system. The proposed roundabout and increased 
vehicle storage space along Duckhorn Drive would 
represent system improvements, and, thus, would 
result in the intersection of Duckhorn Drive and 
Arena Boulevard to deteriorate in LOS. The 
deterioration would not be considered a significant 
impact, per Policy M1.2.2 (e) of the City’s 2035 
General Plan.  
 
Because the deterioration of intersection 
operations at Duckhorn Drive and Arena Boulevard 
from the previously approved project would not be 
considered a significant impact under the City’s 
2035 General Plan, the proposed project would not 
result in any new or significantly more severe 
impacts than the impacts anticipated by the 2002 
IS/MND.  

b. Intersections: 
degrade peak period 
level of service from 
acceptable (without 

project) to 
unacceptable (with 
project) or the LOS 

(without project) is F, 
and project generated 
traffic increases the 
peak period average 
vehicle delay by five 
seconds or more? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 35-40 
No No Yes 

See Question a., above. 

c. Freeway facilities: 
off-ramps with vehicle 
queues that extend 

into the ramp’s 
deceleration area or 

onto the freeway; 
project traffic 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 35-40 
N/A N/A N/A 

At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the 
City’s Environmental Checklist did not include a 
specific question regarding a project’s potential 
effect on freeway facilities. However, freeway 
operations were generally considered within the 
circulation system of the general area, and, as 
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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? 

discussed in Question a., above, the 2002 IS/MND 
analyzed the Gateway West Business Park 
Project’s impact on the area’s traffic. The 2002 
IS/MND concluded that the Gateway West 
Business Park Project was consistent with the 
Gateway West Business Park PUD land use 
designations and land use intensities for the project 
area. Because the “Transportation and Circulation 
Study for Gateway West Business Park” prepared 
by DKS Associates for the Gateway West Business 
Park PUD application adequately addressed 
potential impacts, the traffic generated by the 
Gateway West Business Park Project would have 
been consistent with the land uses and intensities 
anticipated by the City of Sacramento General Plan 
EIR adopted at that time, and the NNCP. As such, 
the 2002 IS/MND concluded that the Gateway 
West Business Park Project would not result in any 
significant impacts on the City’s circulation system, 
which included portions of I-5 within the City in 
proximity to the project site. 
 
Regional access to the site is provided by I-5 
through the Arena Boulevard interchange. The 
Transportation Analysis prepared for the 
previously proposed project included an analysis of 
the previous project’s potential to result in impacts 
to the I-5/Arena Boulevard interchange. As shown 
in the Transportation Analysis, the previously 
proposed project would not result in a degradation 
of intersection LOS at the I-5/Arena Boulevard 
interchange. Because the previously proposed 
project was more intense than the proposed 
project, the proposed project would not result in a 
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change in operation of the interchange and no new 
or significantly more severe impact than what was 
anticipated by the 2002 IS/MND. 

d. Transit: adversely 
affect public transit 
operations or fail to 
adequately provide 
for access to public 
transit? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 35-40 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the Gateway West 
Business Park Project’s potential impacts 
regarding conflicts with adopted policies 
supporting alternative transportation. The 2002 
IS/MND concluded that the Gateway West 
Business Park Project would be consistent with 
policies within the City’s General Plan, the NNCP, 
and the SCC, the Gateway West Business Park 
Project would not result in conflicts with policies 
relating to transit. Furthermore, the 2002 IS/MND 
concluded that the Gateway West Business Park 
Project would not result in hazards or barriers for 
pedestrians or bicyclists. 
 
Transit service in the project area is provided by 
Regional Transit route 171, which passes by the 
project site along Duckhorn Drive. Although the 
proposed project would include construction of a 
roundabout at the intersection of Duckhorn Drive 
and North Driveway 1, transit in the project area 
would not be impeded by such roadway 
improvements. The project site is currently 
bordered by sidewalks to the south and west, and 
pedestrian crosswalks exist at the intersection of 
Duckhorn Drive and Arena Boulevard. Following 
implementation of the proposed project, sidewalks 
along the project frontages to Duckhorn Drive and 
Arena Boulevard would be retained. Sidewalks and 
striped crosswalks would extend within the project 
site, and would provide pedestrian access to all 
proposed structures. Additionally, the proposed 
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roundabout would include three crosswalks, which 
would improve pedestrian access, east to west, 
across Duckhorn Drive. The provision of 
pedestrian infrastructure throughout the project 
site would ensure that individuals using public 
transit would be able to easily navigate the project 
site. Additionally, the inclusion of marked 
crosswalks and traffic signage would further 
reduce the potential for automobile centered uses, 
such as the proposed drive-throughs and GDF to 
result in a conflict with transit uses on Duckhorn 
Drive or transit passengers passing through the 
project site.  
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would 
not result in any changes, new circumstances, or 
new information that would involve new significant 
impacts or substantially more severe impacts from 
what was anticipated for the project area in the 
2002 IS/MND. 

e. Bicycle facilities: 
adversely affect 

bicycle travel, bicycle 
paths or fail to 

adequately provide 
for access by 

bicycle? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 35-40 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the Gateway West 
Business Park Project’s potential impacts 
regarding the creation of hazards or barriers for 
pedestrian or bicyclists. Because the Gateway 
West PUD Development Guidelines include 
requirements for sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and 
trails, the 2002 IS/MND concluded that 
implementation of the Gateway West Business 
Park Project would not result in impacts related to 
bicycle or pedestrian facilities.  
 
Bicycle infrastructure exists to the south, east, and 
west of the project site. Along Arena Boulevard and 
Duckhorn Drive striped class II bicycle lanes exist 
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along the project frontages. A class I bicycle and 
pedestrian path connects to Arena Boulevard and 
extends north, on the east side of the project site. 
The existing bicycle infrastructure along Arena 
Boulevard and the class I bicycle path to the east 
of the project site would be retained with 
implementation of the proposed project site. 
Construction of the proposed roundabout would 
alter the existing bicycle lane by allowing for 
merged bicycle and vehicle traffic through the 
roundabout. Although bicycle and vehicle traffic 
would merge within the roundabout, class II bicycle 
lanes would be provided on the remaining portions 
of Duckhorn Drive. Furthermore, the proposed 
project would include construction of a class I 
bicycle and pedestrian path along the southern 
frontage of the project site, which would connect 
the existing class I bicycle and pedestrian path to 
the east of the project site to pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities at the intersection of Duckhorn Drive and 
Arena Boulevard. Therefore, the proposed project 
would include some alterations to the existing 
bicycle infrastructure in the project area, but such 
alterations would not be anticipated to result in 
adverse effects to bicycle travel or access. 
 
In addition to the aforementioned bicycle 
infrastructure, the proposed project would include 
bicycle parking in accordance with Section 
17.608.030 if the SCC. 
 
The proposed project includes a GDF, as well as 
two proposed drive-throughs. Neither GDF’s or 
drive-throughs are used by bicyclists or 
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pedestrians. Although such facilities would not be 
used by bicyclists or pedestrians, the proposed 
project includes pedestrian walkways, crosswalks, 
and traffic signage that would ensure that such 
automobile focused uses do not conflict with 
pedestrian or bicycle uses on the project site.   
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would 
not result in any changes, new circumstances, or 
new information that would involve new significant 
impacts or substantially more severe impacts from 
what was anticipated for the project area in the 
2002 IS/MND. 

f. Pedestrian: 
adversely affect 

pedestrian travel, 
pedestrian paths or 
fail to adequately 

provide for access by 
pedestrians? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 35-40 
No No No See Discussion d., above. 

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
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12. 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? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

63-67 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the Gateway West 
Business Park Project’s impact on wastewater 
treatment and distribution, sewer and septic tanks, 
stormwater drainage, solid waste disposal, and 
local and regional water supplies as applied to the 
Sacramento General Plan, the NNCP, and 
relevant SCC. The 2002 IS/MND concluded that 
the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation 
District (SRCSD) and the City of Sacramento, had 
adequate capacity to handle the increase in 
wastewater generation, water demand, and solid 
waste generation induced by the development 
associated with the Gateway West Business Park 
Project. 
 
Sewer  
 
Sewer collection in the Natomas area is provided 
by the Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD). 
Once collected by the SASD system, sewage 
flows into the SRCSD interceptor system, before 
being conveyed to the Sacramento Regional 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. Since the adoption 
of the 2002 IS/MND, the SRCSD has begun a 
major upgrade to the sanitation district’s 
wastewater treatment infrastructure to meet all 
requirements of the applicable NPDES permit 
issued by the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. To ensure that new projects 
do not inhibit SRCSD’s ability to treat wastewater 
or exceed the existing capacity of the system, 
SRCSD requires new projects to pay Impact Fees, 
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which are based on the type and location of 
development.  
 
The 2002 IS/MND analyzed potential wastewater 
generation resulting from development of the 
project site for land uses consistent with the EC-
50 PUD designation. The EC-50 PUD allows for a 
variety of land uses including retail, hotel, gas 
station, and restaurant uses. The proposed project 
would develop the project site with land uses 
consistent with the EC-50 PUD, with the principal 
difference being the inclusion of two drive-
throughs, which require a rezone of the project site 
to C-2. Drive-throughs would not be considered 
wastewater generating land uses. Considering 
that the remaining land uses proposed for the 
project site would be generally consistent with the 
uses allowable under the EC-50 PUD zoning 
designation, the wastewater demand from 
operation of the proposed project would be 
anticipated to be generally consistent with the 
wastewater demand previously anticipated for the 
project site in the 2002 IS/MND. As a result, the 
proposed project would not cause SRCSD to 
exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. Should the capacity of the sewer service 
infrastructure require improvements, such capital 
improvements would be made through the 
required participation of the applicant in the North 
Natomas Financing Plan to guarantee financing 
for possible improvements to and expansion of the 
sewer system.  
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Additionally, the SASD submitted comments on 
the proposed project and provided relative 
conditions of approval that must be implemented 
by the project applicant. With implementation of 
the conditions of approval and through payment of 
applicable fees, the proposed project would result 
in the determination that adequate capacity is 
available to serve the project’s demand in addition 
to existing commitments.  
 
Water 
 
The 2002 IS/MND determined that the City will 
have sufficient water supplies to meet increased 
demand generated by the Gateway West 
Business Park Project. Because the proposed 
project would develop the project site for a similar 
commercial use as anticipated in the 2002 IS/MND 
and the 2035 General Plan, the proposed project 
would not be expected to result in a significant 
change in water demand. However, should 
improvements to the infrastructure be deemed 
necessary, such improvements would be funded 
through the required participation of the applicant 
in the North Natomas Financing Plan which will 
guarantee financing for improvement to the 
expansion of water treatment and distribution 
facilities. Because the proposed project would 
include similar uses and reduced building square 
footage, the proposed project would result in 
similar or reduced water demand. 
 
Similar to SASD, the City of Sacramento 
Department of Utilities submitted comments on the 
proposed project, providing a list of conditions of 
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approval. The conditions relate to the proposed 
project’s Site Plan and Design Review. The project 
applicant would be required to demonstrate 
compliance with the conditions prior to issuance of 
the first building permit.  
 
Solid Waste 
 
The 2002 IS/MND concluded that the increased 
solid waste production generated by the Gateway 
West Business Park Project would need to be 
handled by the City solid waste system. Given that 
the proposed project would maintain similar land 
uses as analyzed in the 2002 IS/MND, the 
proposed project would be expected to generate 
similar amounts of solid waste. The proposed 
project would be required to comply with SCC 
17.616, Recycling and Solid Waste Disposal 
Regulations, requiring the submittal of a recycling 
program with the planning application before a 
building permit can be issued. Such recycling 
programs would be compliant with regulations on 
the location, size, and design features of recycling 
and trash enclosures in order to provide adequate, 
convenient space for the collection, storage, and 
loading of recyclable and solid waste material.  
 
Stormwater Drainage 
 
The 2002 IS/MND concluded that the Gateway 
West Business Park Project would result in 
increased stormwater runoff and greater demand 
on existing drainage capacity. A drainage 
agreement between all property owners within the 
Detention Basin #7a and #8c watersheds had 
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been executed to coordinate design and 
construction of improvements to obtain capacity 
required by the Comprehensive Drainage Plan. 
Although the proposed project includes a request 
to rezone the project site, the total area of 
development and intensity of development would 
remain similar to or less than what was previously 
anticipated for the project site in the 2002 IS/MND. 
Because development of the project site under the 
proposed project would occur at a similar intensity 
as development of the project site under the land 
use assumptions analyzed in the 2002 IS/MND, 
the proposed project would be anticipated to 
generate a similar volume of stormwater runoff as 
was anticipated for development of the site under 
the 2002 IS/MND. Given that the proposed project 
would be expected to generate a similar increase 
in stormwater runoff, the proposed project would 
be required to comply with the drainage 
agreement and must provide adequate stormwater 
drainage to the satisfaction of the City of 
Sacramento Department of Utilities. It is important 
to note that while the proposed project would be 
expected to result in increased runoff from current 
conditions, it would not exceed what was 
previously expected of the Gateway West 
Business Park Project (see Section 7. Hydrology 
and Water Quality, Question a for a complete 
discussion).  
 
Conclusion 
 
Based on the above, existing capacity exists within 
wastewater, water, and solid waste utility 
infrastructure, and the proposed project would not 
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create a significant change in demand from what 
was originally anticipated by the 2002 IS/MND. In 
addition, the proposed project would not be 
expected to require or result in the construction or 
expansion of existing utilities. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in any changes, 
new circumstances, or new information that would 
involve new significant impacts or substantially 
more severe impacts from what was anticipated 
for the project area in the 2002 IS/MND. 

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? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

63-67 
No No No 

See Discussion a., above. 

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
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13. Mandatory Findings of Significance. 
 
Would the project: 

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, 

substantially reduce 
the number or restrict 

the range of an 
endangered, rare or 

threatened species or 
eliminate important 

examples of the 
major periods of 

California history or 
prehistory? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

78 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed that the Gateway 
West Business Park did have the potential to 
substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment, however the 2002 IS/MND 
concluded that all potential project impacts would 
either be avoided or reduced to a less-than-
significant level through project design, 
compliance with applicable regulations, or by the 
implementation of identified mitigation measures.  
 
This document has further analyzed the proposed 
project to investigate whether the proposed 
changes to the Gateway West Business Park 
Project would result in any new or more severe 
impacts than what was originally anticipated by the 
2002 IS/MND. Although relatively unlikely, based 
upon the current land cover types found on-site, 
protected avian could use the project site as 
foraging or nesting habitat. In addition, although 
unlikely, the possibility exists that grading activities 
could reveal archeological, cultural, historical, or 
tribal cultural resources not previously identified. 
However, implementation and modification of the 
previously-approved mitigation measures within 
the 2002 IS/MND would reduce any potential 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would 
not result in any changes, new circumstances, or 
new information that would involve new significant 
impacts or substantially more severe impacts from 
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what was anticipated for the project area in the 
2002 IS/MND. 

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)? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

78 
No No Yes 

The 2002 IS/MND concluded that no cumulative 
impacts were identified as a result of the Gateway 
West Business Park Project. As discussed 
throughout this Addendum, the proposed project 
site currently remains undeveloped, would 
maintain similar land uses as what was previously 
identified, and would not create a significant 
change in demand. The proposed project would 
additionally comply with the all relevant City of 
Sacramento regulations and building standards, 
and would therefore not result in any changes, new 
circumstances, nor new information from the 
proposed project that would involve new 
significant impacts or substantially more severe 
impacts from what was originally anticipated in the 
2002 IS/MND.  
 
Since adoption of the 2002 IS/MND the City of 
Sacramento has updated the City’s CEQA 
checklist, and the proposed project includes a 
GDF, operation of which would involve emissions 
of benzene, a TAC. Considering the changes to 
the City’s CEQA checklist since 2002 and the 
inclusion of the GDF in the proposed project, 
additional analysis of the currently proposed 
project was performed as necessary. The 
additional analysis performed and presented 
throughout this addendum has shown that the 
proposed project would not result in new 
significant impacts or substantially more severe 
impacts from what was anticipated for the project 
area in the 2002 IS/MND.  
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Considering the above, and the analysis 
presented throughout this Addendum, the 
proposed project would not result in any 
cumulative impacts. 

c. Does the project 
have environmental 

effects which will 
cause substantial 
adverse effects on 

human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

78 
No No No 

See Discussion a. and b., above. 

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures:  None required. 

 
  



 

107 

Conclusion 
 
As established in the discussions above regarding the potential effects of the proposed project, substantial changes are not proposed to the 
project nor have any substantial changes occurred that would require major revisions to the 2002 IS/MND as amended. Impacts beyond those 
identified and analyzed in the 2002 IS/MND would not be expected to occur as a result of the proposed project, given implementation of the 
relevant 2002 IS/MND mitigation measures, as well as the modified and special mitigation measures included within this Addendum. Overall, 
the proposed modifications to the project would not result in any new information of substantial importance that would have new, more severe 
impacts, or new or revised alternatives from what was identified for the original project in the 2002 IS/MND. Therefore, the Community 
Development Department concludes that the analyses conducted and the conclusions reached in the IS/MND adopted on March 25, 2003, 
remain valid. As such, the proposed project would not result in any conditions identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, and subsequent 
environmental review is not required for the proposed project modifications. Again, it should be noted that the proposed project would be 
subject to all applicable previously required mitigation measures from the 2002 IS/MND. 
 
Based on the above analysis, this Addendum to the previously-adopted IS/MND for the project has been prepared. 
 
Attachments: 
 

A) Vicinity Map 
B) Gateway West Site Plan 
C) 2002 Gateway West Business Park Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration 
D) Universal Technical Institute Addendum 
E) Ainor Signs Inc. Highway Sign Recommendations 
F) CalEEMod Outputs 
G) Health Risk Assessment Modeling 
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le · PROJECT INFORMATION FORM 
1. PmiectTitle: Gateway West Businc:ss Parle (P00-064) and Friedman Retail Development (POl-104) 

2. Lead Amlcy Name and Address: City of Sacrmncnto, 1231 I Street, Room 300, Sacramento, CA 9S8i4 

3. . Lead Agency Contact Person and Phone Number; Mr. Giegoey Bitt&:r, AICP, .Associmc Plmmcr, 9161264-7816 

4. PrppertyOwner'sName; Gateway WestBusinessPark, LLC (P00-064); Fulrmm Capital Cmporatian (POl-104) 

5. Applicant's Name and Addrm; I.PA Sacramc:nto, Inc. 1215 G Stau:t, Sacrammto, CA 95816 

6. Applicmfs Contact Person and PhODC Number: Mr. Philip Harvey, AJA 9161443-0335 

7. Proiect Location: Both projects an: lacmed in the C~ of Sacramento, Sacramento County, Califomia. Gateway West 
Business Parle is located west oflntersmic S betw=n the nonbeast comer of Arma Boulevard and Dw:khom Drive 
and the soudlc:ast comer of Snowy Egret BOulevard and Duckhorn Drive. A portion of Gateway Wc:st Business Parle 
is locmd between the sambcast comer of Arena Boulevard and Duckhorn Drive llDd lntr:rsmc S. 

1bc Friedmtm Retm1 Development Project is IDClll:d south of Arena Boulevard and west of Duckhorn Drive and 
east of Stemmler Drive. 

8. Prpperty Asmgr Pan:el Numbers: Gateway West Business Park-225-03 UMJ20, 225-0140-0377 038 and 039 
FriedmmRdail Development-225-0140-36, 225-llBD-006, and 225-1380-014 through 225-138().()20 

9. PrppertyArea: GatewayWc:stBusinesPmk-65.1 grossacn:s, S9.6netacres 
Friedman Ri:tai1 Developmmt- 12. 75 gross acres, 11.69 net acn:s 

10. General plan designation: Gateway Wm Business Pmk-65.1 gross ac:rc:s Regional Commercial 111d Offices 
frialman Rmil Developmmt-: 0.96 net acre Low Density Residential; 10. 73 lld: ams Commmity Neighb.orhood 
Cammen:ial and Ofliczs. 

11. · Compumity phm dgsjgnation: Gateway West Business Pmtc-65. l gross acres Employmmt Cmta"- SO 
Friedman lletiil Development- 0.96 net acre Low Density hsidc:ntial and JO. 73 gross acres.Village Commercial 

12. ~Gateway WestBmim:ssPark-65.1 grossacn=sEC-SOPUD; 
Friedman llelai1 Dcvelopmmt-0.96 net acre R-1 PUD aml 10. 73 m acres C-2 PUD 

13. Dgqjption of PmjFC§: Ciau:wa)' West Business Park-Entitlemc:nts to develop 65.1 gross &er\$ of employment 
cc:nla' mi:s in ·the Nm1b Natomas Community Plan An:a; 

Friedman IU:lail Dcvelopmc:nt-Eadtlemmts ID develop 12.75 gross acn:s with commcrcial um in North 
Nalmmls. . . 

14. Desglne any sit; altgtiom that would result imn the mupugd project: The Gateway West Businm Parle ProjC:ct 
· wuuld c:aUlruct 216,000 square f=t of office space on 13.75 net acn:s. lnhslrucmre and 'fimmp ID support an 
additiDaal 616,200 sqWR feet of i:mploymeat cmaa-us:s wauld also be CODSllUded. 

1be Frimman R&:lail Development Project would construct four rr:tail buildings tauWng '9,000 square feet. 
lnhslructure and &omage to support a 2,900 square-foot gas Slation Biid 6,SOO additional square f=t of retail 
would also be ccmstrUCb:d. 

15. Surmunding Land Use: .North- Rc:sidcntial and Employment Cam:r PUD; south - ~dential and Employment 
Cc:nla' PUD; ast- lntl::tSUtc S; and West:-Rtsidenti•I PUD -

16. Othq public agencies whose mmroyal is m1uin:d: 

Regional Wmr Quality Contml Board; Dqmum:nt of Fish and Gam=; and U.S. FJSb and ·W"lldlif= Service 

17. The tnpie3 c:b=ked below require mitigation measun:s to miw:c the significance of potmtial impacts. 

Land Use/ Planning Hazuds --- ---
Population/ Housing x Noise --- ---Geology/ Soils Public Se:rvic:s --- ---Watc:r Utilitic:s/ Sc:rvice Systms --- ---x Air Quality Aesthetics, Light and Glare ---Tnmspananon/ Circulation x Cultural --- ---x Biological Rec:n:ation ---
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II. INTRODUCTION 

A. Purpose of this .Initial· Study 
The pmpose of this 1nitial Study (IS) is 1D determine jf approval and implementation of the Gateway West 
Business Pmk and Friedman Relai1 Developmentprojecrs and n:lated entitlements would have significant 
effects on the environment. This IS is an informational document that wDl provide the City of Sacramento 
with an analysis of the proposed projects to aid in the phmning and decision-making process. Bued on the 
analysis and recommendation presented herein, the City will d=tmnine whethm' a Negative Declamtioli (ND), 
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), or an Environmm1Bl Impact Report (Elll) is the appropriate 
environmental document to be prepared. It is not the purpose of this document to·i=ommend either approval 
or denial of the proposed projects. This IS provides the City of Sacramento with an administrative record with 
which to make its determination. The City will submit this document to the State Clearinghouse for 
distribution to appropriate agencies. 

B. Environmental Analysis 
This IS has been prepared in accordance with the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Pilblic 
Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq. and the Stale CEQA Guidelilies, California Code ofbgulations 
Sections 15000 et seq. The environmental analysis consists of the completion of the EnvDVmnenlal 
Significance Check1ist provided by the City of Sacramento. This checklist shall be independmtly reviewed 
and authori=d by the City of Sacramento pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15063. 

The questions in the Environmental Significance ~ecklist are intended to provide a brief mvironmental 
evaluation of the proposed project in order to identify any poteDtially significant advme environmental 
impacts that may be caused by the project or tbat·may Uf'ect the project site. 1£ based on 1his analysis~ the City 
of Sacnmmro determines that there is subsbmtial evidence that -any aspect of the proposed project may cause a 

. significant effect on the environment, then the City will require 1be p1epmation of 111 EIR. Iftbe City 
: detamiDes that there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project will came a significmtt eifect on the 

enviromnent, them a Negative Declaration (ND) will be pepared. For the purpose of this malysis, it is 
assumed that any feasible mmgation measures identified m tills Initial Study that have been agreed to pursuant 
to a "Mitigation Agreement" with the City of Sacramento will be mcoipcmited ilDo the project. If 'the City 

. determines tba¢ the mitigation ·measures will n:dw:e the potmtially significant effects on the environment to a 
level oflc:ss than significant, then a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) will be p1epared. 

The Envinmmemal Significance Checklist is comprised of tine c:alegories of assessment. The first assessment 
category, "Less Than Significant Impact," indic:ates that the project will either not haw, or be subject to any 
effects on the environment or that the project may/will have an effect on the environment, either din:ctly or 
iDdirectly, less than the criteria of regulatory policy. A "Less Than Significant Impact" answer is adequately 
supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact does not apply to projectS like the one 
involved or that the impacts fa.ii to trigger regulatory thresholds of significance. Although not necessary, the 
City may require mitigation to further limit potenDal impacts. 

The second assessment category, "Potmltially Sigaliicant Impact" indicates 1hat ~ is substam:ial evidence · 
that an effect may be significant in com=t of regulatory policy. 

The 1hird assessment category, "Less Than Signj:ficant Wlth Mitigation lnrmporation," applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less 
Than Significant Impact." This assessment is adequately supported if1he mitigation measures are described 
and an explanation of how they reduce the· effect to a less than significant level is _provided. 
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m, ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

D 

D 
. o 

D 

I find 1batthe proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a 'significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case bec~e revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION' will be prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required . 

I find that the proposed project IVJ.A Y have a ·~'potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at leasfone effect 1) has been 
adequately anal)'l.ed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. · 

I find that although the proposed project could hav~ a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to 
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including 
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further 
is required. I 

David Kwong, AICP City .of Sacramento 

Printed Name For 

OID7l_ISl:MND _ 02..dac Sycamore Environmemal Consubanu, lnr:. 3 . 



J,.;lilll ~"'1lM/ifmal Nwgmille Dulanstionfar 
Gall 'ut Bmilrm Prri /Jraina.r Part (P1Jf>-t¥1) and 

~ F ..... IWJllil IJnelop.Oll (POI-IOI) 
Cityof~a. CA 

IV. INITIAL STUDY 

A. Project Purpose 
The purpose of the Gateway West Business Park Project (P00-064) and the Friedman Retail Development 
Project (PO 1-104) is to enhance the Nardi Natomas Community by developing 77 .85 gros vacant acres with 
employment center and commercial uses consistent with the planning goals, policies, and objectives of the 
City of Sacramc:mo. 

B. Location 
The Gateway West Business Parle Project· is located between Interstate S (I-5) and the northeast comer of 
Arena ~oulevard and Duckhorn Drive and the southeast comer of Snowy Egret Boulevard and Duckhorn 
Drive in the City of Sacramento, CA. A portion of Gateway West Business Parle is located between the 
southeast comer of Arena Boulevard and Duckhorn Drive and Interstate 5. The Friedman Retail Development 
Project (Friedman Retail Development) is located west of the Gateway West Business Parle site at the 
southwest comer of Arena Boulevard and Duckhom Drive. The project study areas occur on the Taylor 
Monument USGS Topographic Quadnngle (T9N, R4E, Sections 10 and 15). The Gateway West Business 
Park Project study area consists of Sacramento County Assessor Parcels: 2lS-03UMJ20, 225-0140-037, 038, 
and 039. The Friedman Retail Development project study area consists of Sacramento County Assessor Parcel 
munbers 225-0140-36, 225-1180-006, and22S-1380-014 through 225-1380-020. These projects are located 
within the Sacramento General Plan Update Draft Environmemal Impact Report {SGPU DEIR. 1987) area and. 
within Neighborhoods I and 2 of the Nor1h Natomas·Community Plan (NNCP 1994). A project location map 
is located in Appendix A (Figure A-1). ' 

C. Project Description 

1. Gateway West-Business Park Project (l'OD-064) 

The GaleWay West Business Parle Project involves amending the employment cmter portion of the Gateway · 
West and Cambay West PUD Guidelines Schematic Plan to designate one office building on each Parcel 1, 2, 
and 3, and employment center uses on Parcels S - 9. The Schematic Plan would show Pari:el 10 as a landscape 
buffer easement to the City of Sacramento and Parcel 11 would be shown as Caltnms right of way {ROW). 
The project includes a tentative map to subdivide approximately 41.27 net acres into eleven parcels. The 
remaining :l: 21.6 acres south of Arena Boulevard would not be subdivided. The project seeks a Special Permit 
to construct three two-story office buildings to1aling 216,000 square feet and a parking lot with 785 parking 
spaces. The area to be covered under the Special Permit (Parcels 1-4) is approximately 13.751 net acres. 
Future phases will obtain Special Pennits to CODS1ruct employment center uses OD the remaming 45.85 net 
acres. 

The following Map Figures for Gmeway West Business Park are provided in Appendix A: 
Figure A-1. Project Location MaP 
Figure ·A-2. Gateway West Business Park PUD Schematic Site Plan 
Figure A-3. Gateway West Business PBTk-Temative Subdivision Map 
Figure A-4. Gateway West Business Park Special Permit Overall Site Plan 
Figure A-5. Gateway West Business Parle Special Permit Site Plan 
Figure A..fJ. Gateway West Business Parle Special Permit Landscape Plan 
Figure A-7. Gateway West Business Parle Exterior Elevations - Two story building 
Figure A-8. Gateway West Business Pmk Pedestrian Circulation Diagram 
Figure A-9. Gateway West Business Parle Conceptual Landscape Plan 
Figure A-10. Gateway West Business Parle Buildable Area Zone Plan 
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The following sub-sections identify ~e requested entitlements. 

Planned Unit Development Schematic Plan Amendment 
The Gateway West Business Park Project seeks an amendment to the Gateway West POD Schematic Plan to 

reflect the following land uses (Figure A-2 in Appendix A is the Gateway West Business Parle Conceptual Site 
Plan): 

e EC- SO on Parcels 1- S, 9; 12, and 13; 
• EC-SO ancillmyuses on Parcels 6-8 andParcels 11, 12, and 13; 
• Landscape buffer easement to the City of Sacramento on Parcel 1 O; and 
til Ca1trans ROW on Parcel 11. 

Ancillary uses include retail on Parcels 6, 7, and 12 and sit-down restaunmt on Parcels 8 and 13. Table I 
summari7.es pmting data for the Gateway West PUD Schematic Plan amendment. 

Table 1. Gateway West Schematic Plan Amendment Parking Data 
Pmzl6 Plnzl 7 Parcel 8 Plrcds 1-4 Pan:elS Pan:e19 EC-50 EC-SO EC-SO Pan:cls 12 &. 13 EC-SO EC-50 EC-SO Ancif!!!:l Use Anci"llary Use AnciJ!!!I Use 

Pruposr:d Building 216,000 225,500 6,500 3,200 10,000 70,000 301,000 
Orms Squire FDlllBF 
Jlaluiml Pmking 617-715 644-820 26 13 100 75 799-973 Stalls 

Tentative Subdivision Map 
The Gateway West Business Parle Project seeks approval of a Tentative Subdivision Map to subdivide± 41.27 
net acres into 11 parcels. Table 2 lists the sizes of the proposed parcels and provides a description of the 
parcels' proposed uses. 'Ibe proposed Temative Subdivision Map is provided in Appendix A (Figure A-3). 
The :1: 18.33-net-acre balance oftbe ::e 59.6-net..cre Gateway West Business Park Project area. soulh ·of Arena 
Boulevard (Parcels 12 and 13) is not proposed for subdivision. 

Table 2. Gateway West Business Parle Proposed Parcels 

Parcel Number Proposed Use Parcel Si7.e 
Square Feet/ Acres 

I 
2 
3 
4 
s 

: ·~r 

!1 
~' 8 
·, 9 

-""'lo:-··· 
11 

Two story office building 
Two story office building 
Three stmy office building 
Parking! Landscaping/ and Common areas for parcels 1, 2, and 3 
Office building pad/ Parking 
Rrstaunmt pad 
Gas station pad 
Restaurant pad 
Four story motel 
City owned landscape buffer 
CaltnmsROW 

. RoadROW 
Total: 

Special Permit 

49.5311 1.137 
49.5371 1.137 
49.53711.137 
392,94419.021 net 
456,657/ I0.483 net 

52,47111.205 net 
31.57210.863net 
71,63611.645 net 
18,92612.041 
248,023/ 5.694 net 
159,53913.663 net 

141,308/ 3.244 
1,797,687/ 41.27 

The Gateway West Business Park Project has.applied for a Special Permit to construct three two-story office 
buildings (totaling 216,000 square feet) with 785 parking spaces on Parcels 1 -4. The St>=cial Permit ma is 
13.75 net acres. The Special Pmnit area is shown on figur=s A-4 and A-5 in Appendix. A. A Special Permit 
Landscape Plan is provided in Appendix A (A-6). 

OID'71 _rsaMND _ Gl.dac IOIDUD2 5 



blllilll s-lytatlAMtt*llifratM DedanlJionjor 
c;.,.-- ' ........... PrftlJaim&r Park (l'fJD.IJU)""' 

F,.._,..U~(POJ-IOI) 
Otyof~.Cf 

2!' Friedman Retail Development Project {POl-104) 

The Friedman Retail Development Project invoives a General Plan amendment to change 0.35 net acre from 
Low Density hsidmmal to Community Neighborhood Commercial & Offices. The project seeks a 
Community Plan amendment to change 0.35 net acre 1iom Low Density Residmtial ~ Village Commcn:ial 
mid 0.33 net acre from Low Density Residential to Medium Density Residential The project would rezone 
0.35 net acre ofR.-1 PUD to C2 PUD and 0.33 net acre ofR-1 PUD~ R-1.kPOb. The project includes a 
tmtative map to subdivide app1 oximarely 11.69 net acres into elev~1 parcels. A PUD Guideline amendment 
would modify the parking ratio in the Neighbmhood Commercial Building section from one parking space per 
500 square feet one pmking space per 250 square feet (l:SOO to 1:250). The Friedman Retail Development 
Project involves amending the Gateway West and Cambay West PUD Guidelines Schematic Plan to establish a 
schematic plan for commercial development of the southwest comer of Arena Boulevard and Duckhorn Drive. 
The project seeks a Special Permit to construct four retail buildings totaling 99,000 square feet and a parking 
lot with 457 parking spaces. The area to be covered under the Special !)emit (Pan:el 2) is approximately 9.46 
net acres. 

The following Map Figures for Friedman Retail Development are provided in Appendix B: 
Figure B-1. Friedman Retail Development Genmal Plan Amendment Exhl"bit 
Figure B-2. Friedman btail Development Community Plan Amendment E.xln"bit 
Figure B-3. Friedman Retail Development P1JD Rezone BxluDit 
Figure B-4. Friedman Retail Development Temative Subdivision Map 
Figure B-5. Friedman Retail Development Conceptual Overall Site. Plan 
Figure B-6. Friedman Retail Development Buildable Area Zeme Plan 
Figure B-7. Friedman Retail Development Site Plan 
Figure B-8. Friedman Rmail Development Gmuhd Floor Plan 
Figure B-9. Friedman Retail Development .Elewtions. 
Figure B-10. Friedman Retail Development I andscape Plan 
Figure B-11. Friedman Pedestrian _Development Circulation Diagram 
Figure B-12. Friedman R:tail Development Trash and Recycling Plan 

The following sub-sections identify the requested entitlemems. 

General PJan Amendment 
The Friedman Rmil Development Project proposes to change the SGPU DEIR land use designation for a 
·portion of the 11.69-net-acr= project area. Portions of Parcels 4- 11 would.be changed from Low Density 
Residential to Neighborhood Commercial and Offices. Table 3 shows the acres of the existing an~ proposed 
SGPU DEIR. Land Use designations and calculares the number of acres the proposed project would change. A 
map showing the proposed General Plan amendment is provided in Appendix B (Figure B-1). 

Table 3. Friedman Retail Development Proposed General Plan Land Use Designation Changes 
SGPU DEIR. Designation Existing Proposed Net Acres 

Net Acres Net.Acres Change 
Low Density Residential 
Neighborhood Commercial and Offices 

DID71_1Sl:MND_m.dDc IDIDllD2 

Total: 

0.96 0.61 -0.35 
10.73 11.08 +o.35 
11.69 11.69 
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Community Plan Amendment 
The Friedman Rt:tail Development Project proposes to change the NNCP land use designations of a portion of 
1he 11.69-net-acre project area. Portions of Parcels 4 -11 woulif be changed from Low Density Residential to 
Village Commercial. Parcels 4 = 7 would be changed from Low Density 1tesmenuai to Medium Density 
Residential. Table 4 shows the acres of the existing and proposed NNCP land use designations and calculates 

· the number of acres the proposed project would change. A map showing the proposed Community Plan 
amendment is provided in Appendix B (Figure 'B-2). 

Table 4. Friedman Retail Development Proposed Community Plan Land Use Designation Changes 

NNCP Designation.. . Existing Proposed Net Acres 
Net Acres Net Acres Change 

Low Density Residential 
Medium Density Residential 
Village Commercial 

0.96 0.28 -0.68 
0.00 0.33 -t-0.33 
10.73 11.08 -t-0.35 

Total: 11.69 11.69 

·Rezone 
The Friedman Retail Development Project would rezone 0.68 net acre within the project ma. Portions of 
Parcels 4-9 would rezone Single Family Residential PUD (R.-1-PUD) to Commercial PUD (C-2-PUD). 
Parcels 4 - 7 would be n:zaned to Single Family Residential Alternative (R.-lA·PUD). Table 5 shows the 

. aC:res of the existing and proposed :zoning, and calcu1ates the number of acres the proposed project would 
change. A map showing the proposed mne changes is·provided in Appendix A (Figure B-3). 

Table 5. Friedman Retail Development Proposed Zone Changes 

R-1-PUD 
R~lA·PUD 
C-2-PUD 

Zone Existing 
Net Acres 

Total: 

0.96 
0.00 
10.73 
11.69 

Planned Unit Development Schematic Plan Amendment 

Proposed 
Net.Acres 

0.28 
0.33 
11.08 
11.69 

Net Acres 
Change 
-0.68 
-t-0.33 
+o.3S 

The Friedman Retail Development Project seeks an amendment to the Gateway West Business Park: PUD 
Schemalic Plan to reflect the following land uses (Figure B-6 in Appemtix B is the Site P~): 

• Four retail buildings OD Parcel 2 totaling 99,000 square feet; 
• One building pad OD Parcel I totaling 6,500 gross square feet; and 
• One gas station pad on Parcel .3 totaling 2,900 gross square feet; 

Table 6. Friedman Retail Development Schematic Plan Amendment Parldng Data 

Proposed Building Gross Square Footage 
Required Parldng Stalls 

Parcel I Parcel 2 
Building Pad Retail 

6,500 99,000 
65 396 

Parcel3 
Gas Station 

2,900 
12 
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Tentative Subdivision Msp , 
The Friedman Retail Development Project seeks approval of a Tentative Subdivision Map to sabdivide::: 11.69 
net acrE:S into 11 parcels. Table 7 lists the sms of the proposed parcels and provides a description of the 
parcels' proposed uses. The proposed Tentative Subdivision Map is provided in Appendix B (Figure B.; 12). 

Table 7. Gateway West ~usiness Park Proposed Parcels 

Parcel Number Proposed Use 

I Building pad 
2 Retail buildings 
3 Gas station pad 
4 Single family residential 
5 Single family residential 
6 Single ·family residential 
7 Single fimilly n:sidmttial 
8 Single family residential 
9 Single Dmily residential 
l 0 Single family residmtial 
11 Single family residential 

Special Permit 

Parcel Size 
Square Feet/ Net Acres 

43,386/ 0.996 
411,907/ 9.46 
27 ;l56/ 0.6257 
3.;373/ 0.0774 
3,748/ 0.086 
3,683/ 0.0846 
3,474/ 0.0798 
3,215/ 0.0738 
3,040/ 0.0698 
3,000/ 0.0689 
3,000/ 0.0689 

Total: 509,062/ l l .687 

The Fri~ Retail Development Project has applied for a Special Permit to construct four retail buildings 
(99,000 square feet) and a 457-space parking lot The locations of the areas that would be covered 1Dlder the 
special pennit are shown on Figure B-6 in .Appendix B. 

D. Environmental Setting 
nie..e projects are situated in the City of Sacramento within the SGPU DEIR and the NNCP planning areas. 
·Iatmstatt 5 bounds the Gateway West Business Park Project area to the east. Duckbam Drive bomds the 
project to the west The east/west Arena Boule:~ bisects the project site. The project is adjacent to 

rc:sidmtial development to tbe west and to Employment Center - SO to the south. 

Duckhom Drive bounds the Friedman Rmil Development Project site to the east. Stemmler Drive bounds the 
project site to the west. Arma Boulevard froms the proposed shopping center to the north. Residential 
development occurs to the south of the project. 
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST 
1. Land Use/ Planning 

Would the proposal: 
laSibm 

Pmamally "' SiPifimtt W"dh 

a) Conflict with general plan designation or zoning? 

b) Conflict with applicable environmental plans or policies 
adopted by agencies withj~diction over the project? · 

c) Be incompatible with existing land use in the vicinity? 

d) Affect agricultural resources or opemtiOJIS (e.g. impacts to soils 
or farmlands, or impacts from incompat11>le land uses)? 

e) Disrupt or divide the physical ammgement of an established 
community (including a low-Dicome or minority community)? 

Sipific:sm 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

Criteria for Detemaining Significance 

Mitip1iml 
lncarpmmian 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

lmTban 
Significant 

Impact 

[g] 

[g] 

[g] 

[g] 

lZJ 

The evaluation of significance on land use and planning resources is based un the following fiu:tors: 

o substantial changes to land uses within project area; 
o incompatibility with long-term uses on adjacent properties; or 
• conflict with applicable bmd use plans. : 

Impact ~hanisms 

All cities and counties within Califomia are required to adopt a general plan establishing goals and policies for 
their future development. In order to implement their plans, local jmiSdictions adopt zoning, subdivision, 
grading, and other oniinances. A proposed project could conflict with planning goals, objectives, and policies, 
could conflict with designated land uses .in the :vicinity of the project, or could disrupt land use paaems by 
physically dividing a community. 

Environmental Setting 

The Gateway West Business Parle and Friedman Retail Development projects are located within the NNCP 
area oftbe City of Sacramento. hnmstate S bounds the Gateway West Business Park project area to the east 
Duckhom Drive bounds the Gateway West Business Parle project to the west. The c:astlwest Arena Boulevard 
bisects the Gateway West Business Parle project site. Duckhorn Drive bounds 1be Friedman Rmil 
Development Project site to the east and Stemmler Drive bounds the project site to the west. Arena Boulevard 
iimits the proposed shopping center to the north. The Gateway West Business Parle and Friedman Retail 
Development project an:aS are designated for Regional Commercial and Offices in the SGPU DEIR.. A small 
portion of the Friedman. Retail Development project area is also designated for Low Density R=sidenrial The 
NNCP designates the Gaieway West Business Parle project arm for EC-50. The Friedman Remil Development 
site is designated for Village Commercial, Low Density Residential, and Medium Density Residential. The 
Gateway West Business Park project study area is currently zoned EC-50 PUD. The Friedman Retail . 
Deve1opmc:nt site is ~ed for C-2-PUD, R-1-PUD, and R-lA-PUD. . . 

'Dla7l_IS&:MND_m.ID; IDIDllD2 9 
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These projects are located within the boundaries of the SGPU DEIR. and NNCP areas. 

City of Sacramento General Plaa 
SGPU DEIR. states that tbe·NNCP area accoums for 38.9'1' of vacant acreage m the Cjty of Sacramento {SGPU 
DEIR, D-37). According to the SGPU DEIR. Land Use Map (12 December 2000), Regional ~ercial and 
Ofiices and Low Density Rmdential would he developed on the project site. Low Density R=sidential allows 
4-15 dwelling units per net acre (SGPU DEIR, B-14). SGPU DEIR asserts that wherever development of 
vacantlmd ocCurs,· there is a potential for conflict between the new and the existing uses. Of primary concern 
are conflicts between agricuhure and urbanization and residmtial and nonn:sidential. In the matter of 
residential-nonresidential conflicts, land use conflicts would cODStitme a-significant adverse impact (SGPU 
DEIR, D-43). On page D-41, SGPU DBIR. states that the conversion of vacant and rural lands to urban uses 
would bring about a significant change in the character of Sacmmmto. The conversion of vacant and rural 
lands and the resulting potemial cDDflicts could be reduced to a less than significant level by the 
implemmation of the following mitigation me&sures (SGPU DEIR, D-S3): 

o retaining designated open space, parks and recreational areas; 
. • enforcing setback requirements; 

o requiring landscaping and bemrtification of industrial areas; and 
• bafli:Jing mmsitional uses. 

The SGPU DEIR set Overall Ulban Growth Policies (SGPU DBIR, C-37) and Goals and Policies for the 
following elementS· Residential Land Use and Housing, Commerce Bild Industry Land Use, Circlilation, 
~·amH>pen.Space, Public Facilities and Services, and Haldi and Sa&ty (~PU DEIR, C38 -
C66). This Initial Study provides 111 assessment of the consislmcy of the proposed land use· designation 
changes_ with the Ovmll Urban Growth Policies 

North Natomas Commmaity Plu 
The NNCP envisions a new urban form far North Nmomas that includes a well integrated mixlllre of 
resid~ eng>loymCDt, commercial, and civic uses, imm'dependmt on quality transit service and a radial 
network of co~ons linking activity cemms with ·streets, tnmsit routes, and linc:ar parkways with pedestrian 
and bib ttails. The plan nurtures neighborhood bonds by providing community services and &cilities and : 
eacomagingtbe farmati'1l ofnejghbmhood associations (NN~, 2) . ... -

. The Land Use program for the NNCP designates the general location, size, relationsbii>, and intensity of land 
uses. The NNCP is designed to encourage a balance of jobs and housing·opporlUDities in the· community. It 
esllblishes a mininmm jobs/housing ratio of 58% for the-Community Plan ma and 66% far the City portion of 
the Comm•mity Plan area. Projects that propose to vary fiom the land use plan must improve the .overall 
jobs/housing balance in the community, or otherwise mitigate any impact to the target ratio (NNCP, 6). The 
impact on the jobs/housing ratio of any proposed rezone should be.analyml and the community-wide 
jobs/housing ratio maintained prior to the approval of any rmme Q-INCP, 15) . . The City of Sacramento 
considers projects dJBt achieve 1he target dmsities for planned developmmtt to be consistmt with the NNCP 
jobs/housing nltio (personal communication, Jeanne Corcoran, City of Sacramento Plmming and Building 
Department). Table 8 shows the 1lrget density for residential development by land use designation and Table 9 
shows the target density far Employment Cemms. Residential target densities are. found on page 6 of the 
NNCP ·and densities of employees per net acre in Employment Centers are found on page 20 of the NNCP. 

Table 8. Target Density for Raidential Developmmtt Within the NNCP Arca _ 
Land Use Allowed Density Target Density 

Low Density Residential. 3 to 10 units per acre 7 units per acre 
Medium Density Residmtial 7 to 21 units per acre 12 units per acre 
High Dmsity Residential 11 - 29 Units per acre 22 UDits per acre 
Rural &tales 1 unit per acre 1 unit per acre 
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Minimmn Employees Average Employees Land Use 

Employment Center= 30 
Employment Centm'-40 
Employment CmDer-45 

. Employmmit Center-50 
Employmmit Center-65 
Employment Center- 80 

Per Net Acre Per Net Acre 
20 30 
20 40 
2Q 45 
20 50 
so 65 
65 80 

The NNCP set Guiding Policies for Employment Centm development (NNCP, 19) and Commercial (NNCP, 
25) in North Natomas. This Initial Study provides an assessment of the consistency of the proposed project 
with the Guiding Policies of the NNCP. 

Sacrmmento City Code- Zoming Ordinance 
sec Title 17 20 Zoning Districts: :E.blishes zones within the City of Sacramento that define minimum and 
maximum lot mes and allowed development densities. 

R-1-Standard Single-Family Zme. This is a low dmsify residmtial zone composed of singl~family detached 
residences on lots a minimum of 52 feet by 100 feet in size. This zone may also include recreational, religious 
and educational facilities as the basic elements of a balanced neighborhood Minimum lot dimensions are 52 
met by 100 feet interior, 62 feet by 100 feet comer. Approximate density for the R-1 zone is six to eight 
dwelling mlits per acre. · 

R-IA-Single-Family Altmnative Zone.· This is a low to medium density "'5ic1enrial zone intended to permit 
the embiisbmmrt of single-family, .indMdually owned, aftached or detached residences where lot sizes, height, 
mm and/or setback requirements vary from staD.dard single-family. This zone is intended to accommodate 
altrmative single-family designs which are detrmlined to be c:nmpannte with SIBDdard singl&-fami1y areas and 
which might include single-family aaached or detached ~ townhouses, cluster housing, condominiums, 
cooperatives or other similar projects. Approximate density for the R-lA zone is 10 dwelling units per acre. 
Maximmn ~in this zone is 15 dwelling units per net acre: 

EC-Employmmit Center Zone. This mne is a flexible mne for primarily emplo)'mmt generating uses in a 
pedsaian fiimdly setting with ample private and/or public open space. The EC :zone also provides the 
opporumity for a variety iid mix of supporting uses, including support retail, residential, mid light industrial. 
The BC zone Im several cmgories of pennitted iDtmsitY ranging from 30 employees perm acre (EC30) to 
80 employees per net acre (ECSO). The designation of immsity will be detmmined by proximity to planned 
mmsit service, ieeway/roadway access, maintaining or improving housing opportunities, and majntainiog or 
impruving the mviromnental qualities within the EC mnecl area. 

C-2-General Commercial Zone. This is a general commercial zone which provides for the sale of 
commodities, or perfmmanc:e of services, including repair facilities, offices, small wholesale stores or 
disnibutors, and limited ~cessing and paclcagjn& 

sec TJtle 17.56 Employment Center Zone: Provides the allowable land uses within the BC PUD and defines 
the range of development. Within c:acb PUD, acreage shall be designated for primary uses and to DDDprimaey 
uses. Wdbin each PUD, a minimum. of 65% and a maximum of 1000/o of PUD net acreage shall be designated 
ii>r, and devoted to, primary uses. W'Jtbin each PUD, a maximum of 1 OOAa of the PUD net acreage shall be 
designmd. fcir and devoted to support retail uses. "EC PUDs that are two acres or greater in size will be 
nqWred to provide support remil/services uses within a primary use ~ or within a stand-alone building. 
Within each PUD, a maximum of25% of the PUD net acreage shall be designated for and devoted to 
residential uses. · 

SCC Title 17.180 Planned Unit Developmms (PUDS) Regulations and Maps: The purpose of this chapter is 
to provide for greamr flexibility in the design of integrated developments than otherwise pOSSl"ble through strict 
application ofzmllng regulations. It is the intent of this chapter to encourage the design of well-planned 
facilities, which off=r a variety of housing or other land uses through creative and jmagjnative planning 
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A PUD design~tion constitutes an overlay zone. However, approval of a PUD designatiOll or a schematic plan 
does not esmblish an underlying zone or~ the uses provided by a zoning classification, or establish the 
rights for a special permit. 

.An amrmdmmt to the PUD schematic plan and/or guidelines Diay be initiated by the city council, the planning 
commission, or by the owner of my parcel of property within 1be planned unit development. The planning 
commission may grant the amendment of a PUD schematic plan and/or guidelines provided that each of the 
following conditions are met: · 

A. The propo5ed amendments to the PUD schematic plan and/or guidelines do not alter the height or setback 
requirmr:nts by more than five feet or 100/a, whichever is greater, than that set forth in the PUD guidelines; 
B. The proposed amendments to the PUD schematic plan and/or guidelines do not change the types or 
intensity of land uses. 

Except as otherwise provided m the special permit or in the resolution to designate the PUD, no building 
permit shall be issued for any building or structure within the boundaries of a PUD DDtil the plans submitted 
for the building permit have been reviewed by the planning director to detmmine that said plans conform to a 
valid special pmmit issued for a PUD under this chapter. No bUndmg or structure unit within a PUD may be 
occupied until an inspection of the project has been made by the planning director to see that all conditions of 
the special permit have been complied with. 

SCC Title 17212 Special Pmnits: .A special pennitmay be granted attl:m discretion oftbe zoning 
adminisrrator, planning eommission or city council and is not the -automatic right of any applicant. In 
considering an application for·a special permit, the following guidelines shall be observed: 

A. Sound Principles ofLaml"Use •. A special permit shall be granted upon sound principles of hmd use. 
B. Not Injurious. A special pemiit shall not.be granted if it will be detrimemal to the public health, safety or 
welfilre, .or if it results in the creation of a nuisance. 
C. Must hlale to a Pbm. A special permit use must comply with the objectives of the gmeral or specific 
plan for the area in which it is to be locamd. · · · · 

Im~ Auesameat 

a) Wollill the propoml conjliciwith gmDlll p/Jln dl!.rigution or ZD11ing1 

Amwer: Gateway West Business Pmk Project-No Impact. Friedman Retail Development Project -
Potmltial Impact 

Potmtial Impacts: The Friedman Remil Development Project proposes to =bange 0.35 acre of the SGPU 
DEIR. land use designation; 0.68 acre oftbc NNCP land use designation; and nmme 0.61 acre of the 
project area. 

The designation change results from a need 1D extmd the project site to the south to allow truck passage 
behind the retail stores. The project bas been designed so as not to necessisate the elimination of any 
re.mential dwelling units planned for the eight affected parcels. The project does not deviate from the 
project evaluated in the Gateway West PUD Initial Study and Negative Decimation (City of Sacramento, 
1997). The Gateway West PUD IS/ND found the project consislmzt with the SGPU DEIR, NNCP, and 
sec Zoning ~e. 

Level of Signific:aace: Because the Friedman Retail Development Project is consistent with the SGPU 
DEIR, NNCP, and SCC Zoning Ordinance, the proposed land use designation changes, :zone changes, and 
amendment of the Gateway West Business Park PUD to include the propo~ land uses, are considered 
ls than significant.. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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·b) Would the proposal t:Dnj/il:I with qplicaJJle emirolUlll!i'itlll pllau or po~ sdopud by agencies with 
jlfrisdictiDn tnll!T the project'! 

Answer: No. Both the Gateway West Business Parle Project and Friedman Retail Development Project 
will comply with Jaws, policies, and regulations of a:,oencies ~have jurisdiction over the project. 

Answer: No. B.oth the Gateway West Business Parle Project and the Friedman Rmail Development 
Project are compatl"ble with the adjacent, existing, and proposed land use. Adjacent land uses are either 
developed ~ mixed-use residential communities or are desigmad for development as mixed-use 
residential communities . . 

d) Woehl the pmpo:ral ajfet:t 11grimltural nsoun:es or opal8llians (e.g. impl!t:'JS to soils or farmlands, or 
bnpat:ts from incawrpa:Jihle kJ.Fl4 mes)'! 

Answer: Gateway West Business Park Project-Potential lmp!Ct. Friedman Retail Development Project 
- PoteDtial Impact. . 

Pote!ntinl lmpam: The proposed. projects would develop hmd identified as Prime Agricultural Soils -
Not lnigated in 1984 by the SGPU DEIR. (SGPU DEIR, T-17). The detmmination is based on soil survey 
dala and soil maps for the Soil Survey of Sacramento County, CA prepared by the U.S. Conservation 
Service in 1986 (now called Natural hsource COnservation ~ - NRCS) and dala obmbied from the 
California Department of Water Resources. · 

The SGPU DEIR identified the conversion of Prime Agricultural Land in the North Natomas area as a. 
significant impact, for which no mitigation was feastnle .. No part of the project area was designated for 
Agricultmal use. Thmfore, by adopting the General Plan, the City of Sacramento has planned for the 
significant impact on· a progtam level · 

Level of Sipificance: The final conversion of the Prime Agricultural Land is a significant unavoidable 
impact on a program level and a less than significant impaet on a project level 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

e) Woultl the proJIOSlll di.rnlpt or divide the physical ID't'llllfl!lllJ!!lll of 1111 atllbli.rhed co11111111111ty (uu:buling 
a lmP-bu:Ome or minority t:onllllllllit.) 1 

Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Park nor 1he Friednian Retail Development Project will 
disrupt or divide the physical ammgement of an established conimunity. 

DID71_r.saMND_m.DDc HllDllal 13 
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2. Population/ Housing 

Would the proposal: 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact . . 
· a) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local population 

projections? 

b) Induce substantial growth in an an:a either directly or indirectly D 
(e.g., through projects in an mideveloped area or extension of 
major iD1iastructure?) 

c) Displace existing housin& especially affordable housing? D 
· Ciiteria for Detemdning Significance 

~ 

D 

D 

The evaluation af significance on population housing is based on Questions 2. (a){ c).in the environmental 
checklist. 

Impact Mft:henhms 

Proposed projects that would intro~ substantial population growth or make it possible for such growth to 
occur would si~cantly atiect population and housing.. Projecrs that would displace substantial housing or 
necessitate the CODStl'UCtion of replacement housing could also have a significant impact. 

EIR'jronmeatal Setting. 

The Gateway West Business Parle and Ftjedman Retail Development projects are locamd within the NNCP 
area ofihe City of Sacramento. ~ SGPU DBIRprojedS"the population ofNortb N81Dmas to increase to 
69,899 by 2016. North NllDIDIS is projected to CODIBin 13.3% of1he SGPU DBIR.'s build out population and 
captun: 31.6% of the City's growth between 1986 and 2016 (SGPU DEIR, E-25). The NNCP projec:tt; a 

.population of66,495 fortbe year2016 (NNCP, 14). 

Impact Allelsment 

a) Worllll the proposal~ a«t!tl o.J/idill ttfialUll or loClll popllllltian projdsm1 

Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Pmk Project nor the Friedman Retail Development 
Project will result in a change to the population projections forecast in the NNCP. Neither project includes 
a residential development component in the proposal. · 

b) Wo11/ll the propoml indace mb..,.r;.1 growth ill an llttll eilba dittt:tly or bulint:tly (e.g., through 
projms in 1111 undelldopsl arr.a or all!!IUion o/11111jor infr.,,..t:lllre1) 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle - Potential Impact. Friedman Rmail Development - Pot=mial 
Impact. New job opportunities could lead to an indirect in.erase in population. 

Potential Impacts: The proposed projects will involve the development of77.85 acres with c0mmercial 
and employment center uses. Development will not caDse a direct incn:ase in population. The project will 
not result in any change to the nmnber or density of residential units planned in the Gateway West 
Business Park PUD. The il;idirect population increase caused by new job opportunities was address in the 
GateWay West Business Park PUD Initial Study and Negative Declaration (City of Sacr.mimtc, 1997). 
The Gateway West Business Park PUD IS/ND found the project to be consistr:nt with the SGPU DEIR and 
NNCP including the jobslbousing balance ratios. 

Level of Significance:. The proposed project is consistent with the SGPU DEIR. and NNCP. Therefore, 
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the indirect ~pulation growth is considered a less than significant impact. . 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) WDldd the proposal displace existing housing, apt!dtJlly affordable hlJusing? 

Amwer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Parle Project nor the Friedman Retail Development 
Project will displace existing housing and/or deter the constructiop of other plmmed developmeuts . 

..... ·t 
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3. Geology/ SoDs 

Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential impacts 
involving: 

a) Fault rupture? 

b) S~ng seismic ground shaking? 

c) Seismic-related ground :failure, including liquefaction? 

d) Landslides? 

e) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

f) Expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property? 

g) A geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
UDSllble as a result of the project, and polmltially result in on- or 
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, gr 
collapse? 

Paa:mially 
Signffiamt 

Impact . 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

Criteria for Detennining Significance 

Lcss1lmn 
Significlnt W'llh 

Mitiptim 
lncarpamian 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

Less Than 
Significant 

~ 
IZJ 
IZJ 
IZJ 
IZJ 
IZJ 
IZJ 

The evaluation of significance on geology and soils is based on Questions 3 (a)-{g) in the envinmmental 
checklist.. . 

Impact Mechanisms 

· Geology, seismicity, and·soil impact mechan;sms include constructing structures not capable of withstanding 
seismic events and/or acceleramd erosion caused by soil disturbance. · 

Eavironmen'tal Setting 

Gateway West Business Parle is located west of Immstate S (I-S) between the northeast and 591Jdleast comers 
of Arena Boulevard and Duck:bom Drive. The Friedman Retail Development site is localed south uf Arena 
Boulevard and west ofDuckhom Drive. The proposed project occurs on the Taylor Monument USGS 
Topographic Quadrangle. Elevation of the project study area varies between 10 .feet to 15 feet above sea level 
Terrain in the proj~ study area exhibits very little relie£ 

·Wallace-Kuhl &. Associates (Wallace-Kuhl) conducted soil investigations ·and prepared a Preliminary 
Geotechnical Engineering Report for Gateway We.rt B11&iness Park (Wallace-Kuhl, 1997a). A Capy of this 
report is available at the City of Sacramento. The investigations included drilling 10 test borings to a 
maximum depth of20 feet below site grade. The samples wen: then analymi in the laboratory to detemUne 
earthwork, pavement design sections for public roads, parldng and driveway pavements, foumlation, and floor 
support recommendations. The-reSults oftbe report were included in the geology and soils discussions in the 
GateWay West Business Parle PUD IS/ND. 

Geolo:Y 
Surface sediments within the project study area derive from the Victor Formation. The Victor Fmmation is a 
complex mixnlre of consolidated, ancient river-home sediments of all textures. Weathering baS caused a 
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hardpan layer to develop near the surmce, allowing moderate-to-low rate of rain~ infiltration (SGPU 
2 

DEIR, T-1). 

Seismic Hazards 
No ~own faults or Alquist-Priolo special studies zones occur in or acljacent to the City of Sacrmnentq, 
therefore no known hazard of sm:ficc rupture exists (SGPU DEIR, T-3). 

·However, thirteen major faults occur within a 62 mile radius of the City of Sacramento. SGPU DEIR. repOI'ni 
that the City of Sacramento occms in the California Department ofMines and Geology's (CDMG) "low'' and 
"modmate" earthquake severity zones corresponding to the probable maximum intensity of VIl-VDI (Modified 
Mercalli Scale). The Mercalli Scale qumitifies the severity of an earthquake on a scale from I (Not felt) to XII 
(Damage total). An earthquake rated VI= feh by all; many are frightened and nm out doors (damage slight); 
VII == everybody runs out doors (damage negligible in buildings of good design); and vm = damage slight in 
specially designed buildings (considerable damage in ordinary substantial buildings). The highest earthquake 
severity experienced in Sacramaito in recorded history is VI (SGPU DEIR, T-6 - T-11). 

Liquefaction is the transformation of a granular material fimn a solid state to a liquid state ~ a comequence of 
in~ pore-water pressures. Liquefaction can occur in low-lying areas that m: comprised of · 
miconsolidmd, S8lUnlted, cJay-:&ee sands and silts. Saturated, sandy soils in loose-to--medium dense condition 
have been observed to liquefy during earthquakes nnging fi'om an immsity of 5..5 - 8.5 on the Richter Scale. 
The SGPU DEIR. reports that the City of Sacramento occurs within the liquefaction opportunity zone of 
maximum crecbole earthquakes. Only through geologic mapping, based on deep subsoil borings, can 
liquefaction potential can be estimsmd 

Soils 
Based on Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soil maps for the Soil Survey of Sacramento 
County, CA {NR.CS April 1993), the project study area coDUlins the soils listl:d and descnDed below. The soil 
"115-Clear Lake clay, hardpan~ drained, 0 to I percent slopes" is clauified by NRCS as a hydric 
soil (NilCS March 1992). Loam is descnDed as soils containing 7 -2?8At clay, 28 - SO'AI silt, mid less than 
52% sand. 

115-Clear Lake clay, bardpu substratum, drained, Oto 1 pen:eat slopes. This very deep and deep, 
artificially drained soil is in basins. Permeability is slow. Available water capacity is moderate. The .depth 
to a seasonal high water table is mainly 60 to 72 inches in winier and early spring, but it can be at a depth of 
48 to 60 inch= for short period!. The shrink-swell potmtial is high. Runoft' is wry slow. Water erosion is a 
slight hamrd or is not a hamd at alL The soil is subject to rare :Dooding. 

The main limitations. affecting urban uses are the high shrink-swell patmtial, low stnmgth, the depth to a 
seasonal high water table, the slow permeability, the very slow nmott the flooding, and the sloughing. 
Sloughing is a lmard in shallow excavations, such as trenches and holes. Proper design and grading 
specifications can minjmin the limitations of the Clear Lake clay soils. 

213-San Joaquin silt loam, leveled, 0 to 1 percent slopes. This soil is moderately well drained, 
penneability is very slow, nmoif' is very slow and erosion is a slight hazard or is not a hazlrd at all. The 
shrink-swell potential is high. 

Regulatory Setting 

Sacramento City Code 
SCC TJtle JS.20 Uniform Building Code (UBC), 15.84 Official Gndes, and 15.88 Grading, Erosion, and 
Sediment Controls provide standards and specifications that ensure that soil erosion potmltial is minimized. 
UBC also regulates development to assure that strUctural damage resulting from soil hazards, liquefaction, and 
ground sbakiDg during an earthquake will be •ess than significant · 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit (NPDES) 
Point source discharge of pollubmts into 11navigable water" is n:gulmed through the NPDES. All point source 
discharges must have an NPDES pmmit (33 U .S.C. 1311). Ground disturbing activities, such as grading, in 
excess ofS acres requin:s an NPDES permit ftam the Regional Wan:rQuality Control Board (RWQCB). 

Ii 



Impact .Assessment 

a) Wo11ld the proposal. rl!Slllt in or l!!ZpDSe people to potential impar:ts i1111oll1ingflllllJ nqmzre? 

Answer: No. No known faults or Alquist-Priolo special studies zones occur in or adjacent to the City 
of Sacramento, therefore no known· hazard of surface rupture exists (SGPU DEIR, T-3). 

b) Wolllll the propoml IYSlllt in or expose people ID potential impar:ts invohing strong seinnic ground 
Milking! 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development - Potential 
Impact. . 

Potential Impact: The projects propose to develop 77.85 acres (including Special Permits to 
construct three office buildings and n:lail.buildings) in a "moderate" earthquake severi1;y zone. 
Thirteen major D.ults occur within a 62 mile radius of the City of Sacramento. The SGPU DEIR. 
reports that the City of Sacramento occurs in the CDMG "low" and "moderale" earthquake severity 
zones con:esJX>Dding to the probable maximum intensity ofVII-VIll (Modified Mercalli Scale). 

The SCC 15.20 UBC provides standards and specificati~ns to asmrc that structural damage resulting 
from grom1d shaking during an earthquake will be less than significant. 

Level or ~ignificance: Adherence to sec 15.20 UBC reduces potential impacts to less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures: None reqUired. 

c) Jflo"'4l tie propllMll nsdt in or ezpose people tlJ potentilll imp11Cls bwoMng sslmic-rellltal ground 
/llibm, indluling liq111{/tu:lian? 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle- Pomntial lmplict. Friedman Rmil Development - Potential 
Impact. 

Potential Impact: The projects prOpose to develop 77.85 acres (inclwling Special Pmmts to 
construct three ··office buildings and mail buildings) within a liquefBctian opportunity mne. The 
SGPU DEIR MpOrts that the City of Sacramento is within tbe liquefaction opportunity mne (5.S - 8.S 
on 1be Ric:hlm' Scale) of maximum credible earthquakes. Only through geologic mapping, based on 
deep subsoil borings, can liquefilction potential be estimated.. 

The SCC 15.20 UBC provides standards and specifications to assme that structmal damage resulting 
from liquefaction during ground shaking earthquakes will be less than significant. :· · · 

Level of Significance: Adherence to sec 15.20 UBC reduces potential impacts to less than 
signjficant. . 

Mitigation Measures: None requjred. 

d) Waulll the propoSlll rsllll in or erpose pmple to potential in1ptu:l.t inYolving lalulslilles? 

Answer: No. The Gateway West Business Pmk and Friedman btail Development project sites have 
very little topographical reliet: The proposed projects do not occur m an area subjc;t 1D landslides. 

e) Woulll tbe propoml l'Glllt in substantial soil erosion or the loa ojtopsoiU 

Answer: .Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development - Potmtial 
Impact. 
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Potential Impact: The Gateway West Business Park and Friedman Retail Development projects will 
require grading of 77 .85 acres. The grading of77 .85 ams could inc:reaSe the potential for soil 
erosion. However, erosion hazards 1hroughout the SGPU ·DEIR. area are cOnsidmd less than 
significant (SGPU D~ T..;18). sec Title 15 Chapter 15.88 Grading, Erosion,· and Sediment 
Comrols provides standards and specifications that ensure that soil erosion potential is minimized. 
These projects me subject to an NPDES permit program administered by RWQCB. Because the 
projects propose to disturb more 1ban 5 acres of soil, the prqject proponent is required to obtain an 
NPDES permit from RWQCB prior to grading. The piepmation of a Storm War Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is a requirement oftbe NPDES permit Adherence to the NPDES permit 
policy will minimize potential erosion impacts. 

Level of Signifieam:e: Less than significant. 

Mitiption Messares: None required 

J) Wollld the pvopOH!. ISlllt in or a:pose pt!Dpk to poZi!Milll implllCls il_wolviag l!!Z/'amive so~ ae.ating 
~mks to life or property'! 

Amwer: Gateway West Business Pmk- Potmnial Impact. Friedman Retail Development- Potential 
Impact. 

Potential Impact: The Gateway West Business Park and Friedman Retail Development projects propose 
to develop 77.BS acres (including Special Pmnits to construct three office &DiJdings and retail buildings) 
on snils identified by NRCS to have high shrink swell potential. Development on expansive soils could 
subject property to the hamd of structural damage (SGPU DEIR, T-18). 

Test data indicated that the clays present within the near-surface soils have a high plasticity and have a 
high to very high potential for expansiou (Wallace-Kuhl in Gateway West Business Park PUD IS/ND 
1997). Expansive clays can cause distress to floor slabs; foundations, and :flatwork unless special 
measures_~ undel1akm Possible methods to reduce these effects could be to deepc:n the continuous 
perimeter fomidations, supporting the Sll'UCtUres on deep foundations, impm tation of granular fill for the 
top of building pads, chemical amendment 1D native soils, and/or post-1mlsioned foundations (Wallace
Kuhl in Gateway West Business ParkPUD IS/ND 1997). The Wallace-Kohl report provides specific 
design aDd procedm'e recommendations and specifications to reduce paleDtial significant effects from soil 
expansion to less than signfficam A copy of the Wallace-Kuhl report is available at the City of 
SacnmlmnD. 

The sec 15.20 use aJso provides Sbmdards ami specifications to assure that structural damage resulting 
from expansive soils will be less than significant 

Level of Significaace: Adherence to the recommendations of the Wallace-Kuhl report and to SCC IS .20 
UBC reduces potmtial impacts 1D less than significant. · 

Mitiption Measures: None -required. 

g) Wallld the proposal rad in or l!!Zjlose pap~ to potential impam inva&ing a galag~ unit or sail that 
is lllUlllbll:, or that wolllll Ht:arne lllUlldlle as a remit of the project, tlllll ptTll!ntiaJly ra111t. in on- or of/-
site lan4slille, 1atmll sprmding, mbli4aa; liq•efat:tion, or collapse1 · 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact. Friedman Rmil Development- Potential 
Impact. 

Potential Impact: The Gateway West Business Park and Friedman Rmil Development project study 
areas are located on level and stable tmain. No segment of the project is anticipated to be subject to on
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse .. Development within the SGPU 
DEIR. area would not subject property to any known or inferred hazard of damage due to subsidence 
(SGPU DEIR, T-18). 

01071_1SaMND_GJ.llac IGIDIJDl 1~ 

fTEMfi. 
PAQE c 



( 
I .. , Saildy-'MlfiJl:Dd ,.,,,._ /AdatmOJjor I 

GDt, r .lmrilm:r hri.Baaiaa hrk(PDIUM4J lftf 
F,--./UJlall~(PO/·J(U) 

Cl!)1o/S--, CA· ITEM I Jq 

The results of the Wallace-Kuhl :field investigation indicate the near-sur&ce soils to be disturbed and of 
vmimle density. The soi1s are capable of safely supporting the pavements and one and two story 
commercial and office buildings, provided the·near-smface soils are recompacted as engineered fill 
(Wallace-Kuhl in Gateway West Business Parle PUD IS/ND 1997). Larger commercial and office 
m1ildings will reqm =:avatian andn:compaction to improve the support capacity of the soils, or 
founding the larger structnres on deep fomidations, such as drilled piers or driven piling {Wallace-Kuhl in 
Gateway West Business Parle PUD IS/ND 1997). A copy of the Wallace-Kuhl report is available at the 
City of Sacramento. 

The SCC 15.20 UBC also provides standards and specifications to 8SS1R that strw:tmal damage and risks 
to construction equipment n:sulting :from high groundwater levels will be less than significant. 

Level of Significance: Adherence to the recommendations of the Wallace-Kuhl report and to SCC 1510 
UBC reduces potential impacts to less than significant. · 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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4. Water · 

Would the proposal r=sult in: 
LasTblim 

ParmtialJy Sipificam W® Laslban 
Sipificant Mitipliaa Significant . 

lmplct lm:mpmmian Impact 

a) Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and D D ~. amount of smiice nmoft? 

b) Exposure of people or propeny to water-related hazards such as D D ~ flooding? 

c) Discharge into sur&ce waters or other. alteration of surface D D ~ water quality (e.g.,. temperature, dissolved oxygen, or tmbidity)? 

d) Changes in the amount of surface water in any water body? D D ~ 
e) Changes in cummts, or the course, or direction of water D D ~ movements? 

f) Cumge in die quantity of ground waters, either through direct D D ~ additions or withdrawals, or through iutliacaption of an aquifer by 
cuts or excavations or through substantial loss of groundwater 
recharge capability? 

g) Abmed direction or nite of flow of groundwater? D D ~ 
h) Impacts OD groundwater quality? D D ~ 
i) Subslmtial reduction in the amount of groundwater otherwise D D ~ available for public waler supplies? 

Criteria for Determining Significance 

The potential for significant impacts on h~logic conditions and water quality from construction activities 
was evaluated based on the intensity, duration, and timing of the various disturbances on aquatic and riparian 
resources. 

State water quality standards (WQSs) establish threshold values for activities, that when exceeded may result 
in significant impacts. The location and magnin.de of an impact influence whether Wiim' quality will be 
significantly ·affected (personal communication, Sue McConnell, Califomia Regional Wmr Quality Control 
Board, Cemral Valley Region). The WQS for construction projects is the disturbance of five or mare acres of 
soil. To·n:duce poumtially significant impacts to less than significant, disturbance of five or more acres of soil 
requires an NPDES permit from 1be RWQCB. 

Impact Mechanisms 

Potr:mial construction-related impact mechanisms for water quality include the following: 

• Giading associated soil disturbance could cause incr=ased erosion and sedimemation in drainages and 
wetlands. Construction equipment could compact soils,-leading to accelmated nmoff and concentration in 
locali1.=d an:m prone to sheet erosion and gullying. Disturbing ditch lines, which function as extensions of 
tbe stream network, also could result in fine sediment deposition mm natmal stream courses. 

• Hazardous materials associated with the proposed project will be limited to those substances associated 
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with construction equipment, such as gasoline and diesel fuels, engine oil, ~hydraulic fluids. An 
accidemal spill of these substances could contmninate drainages, soils, wetlands, and other 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

Potmdal operation-related impact mechanisms for water quality include the .following: 

c Reduction of permeable S11riBces resulting :&om development, including asphalt-paved mas, could cause 
increased urban nm.:Off into the existing stmmwater system. 

• Hazardous matmials, such as gasoline and diesel fuels, engine oil, and hydraulic fluids, could be 
contributed to the stormwater system. 

Environmental Setting 

Gateway West Business Parle .is located west of lnteistatt 5 (I-5) between the northeast and southeast comers 
of Arena Boulevard and Duckhom Drive. The Friedman Retail Development site is loaned south of Arena 
Boulevard llDd west ofDuckhom Drive. The proposed project occurs on the Taylor Monument USGS 
Topographic Quadrangle. Elevation oftbe project study area varies between 10 feet to 15 feet above sea level 
Tmain in the project study an:a exln1Jits very little relief 

The Sacrmnmto flood control system diminishes the extent oftlood hazard areas, mid no pmticDs of the SGPU 
DEIR. area beyond the leveed cbmmels BDd floodplains of the Sacnmumto and American rivers are subject to 
flooding by a 100-year run-off event (SGPU DEIR, W-3). No portion of the proposed project occurs in a I 00-
year floodplain (personal communication, D. Schamber, City of Sacramento _Department ofUtilitics). 

The City of Sacramento Department of Utilities provides water to the project siR. Approximat=ly 75% of the 
poblble W8la' for 1he entire City .is obtained from suriBce waters, the American and Sacnanento Rivers and the 
mn•ining 25% is obtained :&om wells (personal communication,.D. Schamber City of Sacramen1D Department 
ofUtililies). The North Natomas area is served primarily by surface sources such as the Animcan and 
Sacramento Rivm (personal cDIDDlUDicati~ D. Schamber, City of Sacramento Department ofUtilities). The 
Natomas Mutual Water Company provides smfilce irrigation water (SGPU DEIR, H-1). 

Beplatory Setting . 

City of Sacramento General Plan 
The City of Sacramento Depanment of Utilities provides water to the project site. City wamr is provided to 
areas in the City as they develop. Placement and sizing of water ttansmission and distribution lines arc 
determined by City Staff. After the water distribution &cilities have been installed, the City ope:tates and 
maintains the system (SGPU DEIR, H-7). 

North Natolaas Commanity Plan . . . ~ 
Prior to any development occurring, the City Department of Utilities must verify that adequite water" supply 
system capacity exists to serve tbe specific project or will be providc:d through a fimded program and/or a 
condition of approval of the project (NNCP, 74). 

Sacramento City Code 
SCC Title 15.20 Uniform Building Code (UBC), 15.84 Official Gmdes, and 15.88 Grading, Erosion, and 
Sc:dimem: Commls provide standards ana specifications that ensure that soil_ erosion poteDtial is mjnimin:d. 

SCC Tide 15.88.260 Post-constmction Erosion and SedDnent Control Plan (PC plan} is required for all projects 
to ccmtml surfice nmo:lf and erosion and retain sediment on a particular site after all planned final 
improvc:mmts and/or structures have been installed or erected. The PC plan shall be prepmd and submitted 
cancmmJtly with the final gnding. plan. 

SCC Title 15.92 Landscaping Requirements for Water Conservation defineS standards and procedures for the 
design, inslallation, and management of landscapes in order to utilize available natural and human resources. 
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National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit . 
Point source discharge of pollmmtts into "navigable 9Bter" is regulated through the NPDES pmnit system. All 
point source discharges must have an NPDES permit (33 U .S.C. 1311 ). Ground disturbing actfyities, such as . 
grading, in excess of S acres requii~ an ?'1PDES permit from the RWQCB. The ~aration of a SWPPP is a 
.requirmnent of the NPDES permit. Hazardous material spill prwention and spfil clean.up Best management 
practices (BMPs), set-forth by the California Stmmwater Task Force, March 1993, are included in the SWPPP . 
.Adherence to the SWPPP reduces the po1eDti8I for accidental clischmge ofhamdous materials to a level ofless 
than significant and minjmip potmttial impacts to water quality. 

Impel Asseasment 

a) Would the pmpoml remit in damga iii absorption rtlla, drainage pllltelm, or .the rtlU and amount of 
meface runoff! 

.A.amirer: Gateway West Business Pm-Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development- Potential 
Impact 

Potential Impact: The Gateway West Business Parle and Friedman Retail Development projem would 
increase the amount of impervious srice area on the project site, which would increase the an;iount of 
surface nmofL The impervious surfBces will require an on-site storm drain sysum. to deliver nmoff from 
the site to Detention Basin 7a, Detention Basin le, and the Natomas West Drainage Canal. The Gateway 
West Business Pmk Project north of Arena Boulevard drains to Basin Be. The Gateway West Boulevard 
south of Arma Boulevard and Friedman~ Development drain into Detention Basin 7a. 

Storm water from building roofs will be routed ettber directly into the underground storm drainage system 
or will drain from roof down spouts across paved m=IS and be collected in parking lot drain inlets. The 
parking lots will sheet drain into on-site drain inlets. The on-site drainage system will disclmge to a pipe 
system that is connected to Derention Basin 7a and Be respectively. The Demltion Basins provide water 
quality tn:atmem ~ regulate the discharge of drainage to O.lcfS/acre for storms up to the I 00-year return 

Level of Sipificaace: Less than significant 

Mitigation Measans: None~ 

b) W6""1 lie propoml l'Glllt in apo11m of people or propal] ID ~"*1-rellBd llllZIU'tB nu:h as flooding? 

Answer: No. Neither 1he Gateway West Business Parle nor the Friedman Relail Development projects 
occur within a I OD-year flood plain. 

c) Would the propoml ramlt in dischlll'fe into Slllface wlltl!n or other altmdion of al'far:e 11all!r quality 
(e.g., tempaatllre, llirsoMJI 0%Jfl!ll., or lllrbidby)? 

Answer: Gateway West Business Pmk- Potential Impact. Friedman Rmil Development- Potential 
Impact 

Potential Impact: Grading activlties could temporarily result in a minDnaJ increase in siltation and 
sedimemation into the existing stormwater systmn. The Gateway West Business Park ~jec:t combined 
with the Friedman Retail Development ~ject will require grading of77 .85 acres for development of the 
project sites. Each project is subject to the Compr:bensive Stormwamr Management Plan and SCC Title 
15.88 Grading, Erosion, and Sedimmtt Controls, which provides standards and specifications that ensure 
that impacts to water quality are minimized during construction activities. Under SCC Title 15 .88.260 
Post-construction Erosion and Sediment· Control Plan (PC Plan), the project is required to pr=pare a PC 
Plan. The PC Plan controls surface runoff and erosion and retains sediment on a particular site after 
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construction; These standards and specifications conform to the Precauti~ Measures for Construction 
outlined in the SGPU DEIR. 

Both projects are regulated by the NPDES administered by RWQCB. Because each project proposes to 
disturb more than S acres of soil, the project proponent is required to obtain an NPDES permit from 
RWQCB. 

Level of Significance: .Adherence to SCC and the NPDES permit requirements will reduce potential 
impacts to less than signfficant 

Mitiption Measures: None required. 

d) Would the proposal remit in t:luznges in the amount of Slllface willer in OllJ water body? 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development- Potential 

Impact. . 

:rotential Impact: Urban nmoff from th~ comm~ial and employment~ development would 
increase the amolDlt of surface nmotf to Natomas West Dminage Canal and then to the Sacramento River. 
However, the project is subject to the Comprehensive Stormwarer Management Program and SCC Title 
15.81.260 Post-construction Erosion and Sedim~ Comrol Plan (PC Plan). Adherence to the City's 
regulations would be effi:ctive in reducing the volume of smiice nmoif from the site. 

Level of Sipific:ance: Ls than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

e) · JJ'oaJd the proposal 1'fSlllt in dJangt!S in mwmls, Dr the COlllX, or dim:tion Of Wlltl!!r lllllYanents? 

· Amwer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Parle.nor the Friedman Retail Development projects 
will directly affect any watercourse. 

/) WOllbl lhe propOSlll l'Olllt in a i:Jumge in die q11111dity of grolllld •aim, Slha- thro•gh t1irm additions 
or wilhdrtNtll&, or th1011gh inlm:l!ption of an 111/lllfer by am or tm:llWllions or through s•bstantial lass 
of grolllUlwater rdarge capabllily1 

Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Parle nor the"Friedman Rmil Development projects 
will change the quantity of groundwater. Both projects will oblain water from the City, which draws 
water from surface sources. 

g) WOllld the propaslll l't:Slllt in alt6ed direction or rau of flaw of grollllllw1116? 

Answer: No. Neither 1he Gateway West Business Parle. nor the Friedman Retail Development projects 
will alter the ~ction or rate of flow of groundwater. Both projects will obtain water from the City, 
which draws water from smface sources. 

h) Would the proposal rault in illpl:IS on gro11ndwater IJlllllityt 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development- Potential 
Impact. 

Potential Impact: Both the Gateway West Business Parle Project and the Friedman Retail Development 
Project would result in an increase in pollutants from urban uses in the area. However, the projects will 
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- reduce the area of permeable soil. Therefore, impacts of pollutants comn'b~ by the project are likely to fil~a!! Ja 
be concenttated as nmoff and not as rec~ of the groundwater supply. Detention Basins 7a and Be 
provide water quality treatment of nmoff resulting ftom the project. 

Level !lf Significance: ~ than significant 

Mitigation~: None .required. 

i) Wo1ll4 the proposal re.mil in SMbstllntilll ndut:liDn in the amollllt of groWJ.lirllllB otherwise available 
for pulic w1111i!r supplia '! 

Answer: No. Surface water supplies are sufficient to serve the Gateway West Business Park and 
Friedman Retail Development projects. 
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s~ Air Quality 

Would the proposal: 

a) Violate any air quality standard or contnlntte to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

b) Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants? 

c) Alter air movement, moisture, or temperature, or cause any 
change in climate? 

d) c~ objectionable odors? 

Patmtially 
Sisnificant 

Impact 

D 
D 
D 
D 

Criteria for Determining Significance 

L&SS'I'bllll 
Signific;m W'dh L=ss Than 

Mitipdan Signific:ant 
lncorpmmian Impact 

~ D 
~ D 
D [ZJ 

D [ZJ 

The "Air Quality Thresholds of Significance" manual (Manual; 1994 First Edition) published by the 
Sacramm1tD M=tropoliam Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) provides the means to identify 
potentially sipmcant adverse: impacts of the proposed project. The Significance Criteria wm revised on 28 
March 2002. The Manual evaluates projects m three phases: PhaSe I (grading phase), Phase II (construction. of 
roadways, structures, and facilities}, 8nd Operational Phase (long-term emissions). Significance thresholds for 
the time phases of a project are listed in Table 10. 

Table IO. Air Quality Thresholds of Sipificance. 

Phase I - Grading Activ.ities 
Phaseil-ComtructionActivities 
Operational Phase-Long Tenn Emissions 
N/A ==Nat applicable 
ppd =pounds per day 

ROG 
NIA 
NIA 

65ppd 

Ambient Air Quality- Emissions Concentrations 

85ppd 
85 ppcl 
65ppd 

PM10 

275 ppd 
275ppd 
275ppd 

The Calif'omia Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) are the crit=ria for emissions cancemnltions 
significance. A project (orprojectphase) is considered significant i£ 

I) The projectis contn"bution violates CAAQS carbon monoxide (CO) threshold of20.00 pans per 
million (ppm) in peak I-hour or 9.00 ppm in 8-hour samples; or 

2) The projectis contribution plus the background level violates the CAAQS CO threshold of 20.00 ppm 
in peak I-hour or 9 .00 ppm in .I-hour samples; and 
a) A sensitive receptor is located within a quarter-mile of the project, or 
b) The project's comnbution exceeds five percent of the CAAQS threshold of20.00 ppm in peak 1-

hour or 9.00 ppm in I-hour samples. 

Qualitative Lon:-term Emission Thresholds 
• Patmltial to create or be near an objectionable odor. 
• Potmtial for accidental release of air toxic emissions or acutely huardous materials. 
• Potmtial to emit an air toxic contaminant regulm:d by SMAQMD or listed on a federal or state air 

toxic list. 
• Buming ofhazardous, medical, or municipal waste as waste-to-energy facility. 
• Potmtial to produce a subsamtial amount of wastewater or potential for toxic discharge. 
• Sensitive receptors located within a quarter mile of toxic emissions or near CO hot spots. 
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o Carcinqgenic or toxic contaminant emissions that exceed or contribute tp an eueed.ence of 
SMAQMD action level for cancer (one in one million), chronic and acme risks. · 

.. ,·,-';. -:11~. 

On page A·3 of the Manual (SMAQMD), Table A-4 identifies the approximate size of some typical 
development types that may have emissions that exceed the qmmritarive tbn:sholds lisb:d above. The trigger 
levels are intended as a geDeraI indication of projects that are near the threshold and do not necessarily obviate 
1he model for analysis provided in the Manual (SMAQMD). The SMAQ.MD n:cmnmends :fiJrtber analysis for 
projects within l OOAa of the trigger level 

Signfficance Criteria Trigger Le'vels 
e Office Parle 
Cl Quality Restaurant 
o Fast Food Restaurant 
e Shopping Center 
o Motel 

290,000 square feet 
34,000 square feet 
S,000 square feet 
30,000 ~feet 
375rooms 

Impaet Medmnisms 

Dust created dming construction and emissions from Phase I and Phase Il construction activities (including 
vehicle trips from construction employees) are sources of impam .on air quality. Long.term impacts on air 
quality arise 'fi'om vehicle trips to and from commercial .and employment center land uses dming the 
Opemional Phase. 

Environmental Settiag 

The project site is located Within the Sacmmento Valley, which.is bounded by the Coast Range to the :west and 
the Siena Nevada to the east. A sea level gap in the Coast Range is located to the southwest and 1he 
inu:rvening tmTain is flat. The prevailing wind direction is from the sollihvn;st, resulting in marine breezes. 
During the winter, northerly winds occur more frequently, but.southerly winds predominate. 

The air quality of a region is detmmined by the air pollutant emissions (quantities and type of polhmnts 
measured by weight) and by ambient air quality (the concentration of pollulams within a specified volume of 
air). Air polluaum are cbaracterized as primmy an~ secondary pollurants. Primary polhmmls are those . 
emitted dftc:tJy into die air, for example carbon monoxide {CO), and can be traced to a single pollutant source. 
Secondary pollUlams are those pollUIBDl:S that.form through chemical reactions in the atmo5phen:, for example 
reactive organic gases (ROG) and nirropn oxides (NOx) combine to form omni:. 

The SGPU DEIR idmtified urban emission sources in the Sacramento Valley as the primmy source of air 
quality problems (SGPU D~ Z-6). The NNCP area comprises 14.4% of the SGPU DEIR area (SGPU 
DEIR, .Z·l6). The SGPU DEIR found that, at the time of the SGPU DEIR.'s p1epmation, North Natomas was 
conttibutiDg approximately 0.21% of the region's ROG and 0.19% of the region's NOz emission$. The SGPU 
DEIR found that after plan build out traffic originating in the NNCP an:a would produce 1.97".1' of the region's 
R.OG and 1.77"/o of the region's NOz traffic emissions (SGPU D~ Z-59). The SGPU DEIR. states that 
(SGPU DEIR., Z--60), "Traffic-related emission ~ associated with build om of the SGPU DEIR would 
worsen existing ozone problems in the Sacramento region. This represents an unavoidable signjficant adverse 
impact." 

The SGPU DEIR. found that, attbe time of the SGPU DEIR's piepmaticm, roadways in North Natomas were 
generally uncongested and, as a result, no part of the NNq> area exceeded federal or Slate 1-hour and 8-hour 
smndank for CO (SGPU D~ Z·S2). The immection of Interstate 5 and lutmstate 80 was estimated to 
exceed 1be state I-hour standard and the federal and Slate 8-hour standards for CO aftc:r SGPU DEIR build out 
(SGPU DEIR., Z·S2). Violations of CO air quality standards are also expected at congesled iiltmsections of 
major arterials in North N~ (SGPU DEIR, Z-69). The SGPU DEIR Slams that (SGPU DEIR, Z-69), 
"Mitigation measures are not expected to reduce projected CO concentrations to a level below state and federal 
standards. Therefore, unavoidable significant adverse impacts are expected in this arc:L" 

The Gateway West and Cambay West POD Development Guidelines provide an Air Quality Mitigation 
Strategy that includes a Transportation Systems Management Strategy. The following design features would 
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lead to a reduction in ROG emissions generated by the project by reducing singlc:-occupancy vehicles: " 

I) Density Clusters: Densitim within the PUD have been clustered. Multi.,, family sites, which will have 
the highest concentration of residents, are located adjacent to neighbomood commercial and 
employment center uses. This allows easy and convenient acr;ess to shopping and employment 

2) Street System Design: The PUD is based on a system of intercmmected streets that diffbse ttaffic 
throughout the COllUl1UDity by providing a choice of routes. The resuh is to minimi"Z.e traffic 
congestion during peak homs. Where cul-de-sacs are milm:d, most open onto park, open space and 
trail ameni1;y, or access corridor providing direct access for pedestrians and bicyclists to the 
cin:uJation system. 

3) Pedestrian and Bicycle System: The PUD provides on-street and off-street trails for bikes and 
pedestrians. As designed, bikes and pedestrians an: able to access parks, open space areas, 

. . commercial, and employment centers from residential neighborhoods while remaining on a trail. 
4) Shade Trees: The PUD design includes shade trees along all streets. The trees will provide ail 

attractive shade canopy over pedestrians and ~lists using the sidewalks. 

Regalatory Setting 

The Federal Clean Air Act of 1967, as amended, established air quality standards for several pollutants. These 
standards are divided into primary and secondary standards. Primary standards are designed to Pfotect public 
health and secondary standards an: designed to pro1ect other values. Califomja has adopted its own, more 
stringent, ~dards. Table 11 compares the state air quality standards with the federal standards. 

Table 11. Ambient Air Quality S1andards. 
Pollutant Averaging Time Califmnia 

1-hour 0.09 ppm 
I-hour 9.0 ppm Carbon Monoxide 
1-holD' 20.0 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide .Ammal NIA 
1-holD' 0.25 ppm 

Sulfur Dioxide . Ammal NIA 
24-hour 0.05 ppm 
1-hour 0.25 PPll! 

Suspended ParticuJates cPMro) Annual Average1 30 µ.y/m3 

24-haur so v.wm~ 
Sulfittes 
Lead 

24-hour 25 pt/ur 
3D-day average 1.5· pglm3 

Calendar quarter NIA 
Hydrogen Sulfide 1-hour 0.03 ppm 
Vinyl Chloride. 24-hour 0.010 ppm 
Visibility Reducing Particles I-observation Visibility <10 miles 

National 
0.12ppm 
9.0ppm . 

35.0ppm 
0.05ppm 

NIA 
0.03 ppm 
0.14ppm. 

NIA : 
so J&g/m3 

150 µ.gim3 

NIA 
NIA 

1.5 µgJm3 

NIA 
NIA 

1 The Slate PM10 standard is for the geometric mean of all measuremc:nts. The federal standard is based upon 
arithmetic mean of all measurements. 

ppm= parts per million. µg/m3 =micrograms per cubic meter. ~/A= Not applicable. 

Source: California Air Res011rces Board, Califomia Air Quality Data, Annual Summary, Vol x;t 1989. 

In 1997, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) designated the Sacramento Air Quality 
Maintmmce Area as a non-auainment ma for ozone and CO. The Sacramento Valley Air Basin was · 
designated a non-attainment area for omne, CO, and PM1o under 1he provisions of the California Clean .Air Act 
(ARB-T, 1990). 

Sacramento Air Quality Management District 
District Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust will apply dming the construction phases of the project. District Rule 403 
states that: 
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A person shall take every reasonable precaution not to ~e or allow the emissions of fugitive dust from 
being airborne beyond the property line from which the emisSion briginates, :frOm any construction, handling 
or storage activity, or any wrecking, excavation, grading,.··clearing of land or solid ·waste disposal openition. 
Ri:asonable precautions shall include, but ~:.not~ to: 

o Use, where possible, of water or ~~ for control of dust in the demolition of existing buildings 
or strUCtm'eS, construction operations, the construction of roadways or the clearing of land. 

e .Application of asphalt, oil, water, or suitable chemicals on dirt roads, materials .sto.ckpiles, and other 
surfBces which can give rise to airborne dum; 

rz, Other means approved by the Air Pollution Control Officer. 

City of Sacramento General Plan 
The SGPU DEIR. includes the following goals and policies that pertain to air quality management (SGPU 
DEIR, C-43 - C-44): 

Circulation Element 
Overall Goals - Goal C: Maintain a desirable quality of life including good air quality while supporting 
planned land use and population growth. 

Transportation Planning- Goal A: Wor.k toward a comprehensive transportation plan that ictemilies needs, 
integrates the existing transportation network with plml growth and proposes new fiCilities. 

Goal A - Policy 6: Develop an Air Quality Improvement Program, which will include strategies and specific 
programs that reduce air pollution. · 

North Natomas Community Phm 
The NNCP Air Quality Mitigation Strar.egy focuses· on reducing emissions of ozone precursor, especially ROG 
emissions (NNCP, 48VEmissions problems are amenable to solution through implemenmtion of 
Transportation SystmniManagemem Programs (TSM) and localized traffic flow improvement measures, 
design and ammgrment of site, structures, parking, and landscaping (NNCP, 48). The NNCP includes the 
following goals and policies that pertain to air quality management (NNCP, 48 - 49): 

Air Duality Mitimttion Strategy 
A Development in North N~ shall comply with the Fedml and California Clean Air Acts. 

B. The Air Quality Mffigation Strategy shall have as a goal a 35% community-wide daily reduction in vehicle 
and other related reactive organic compound emissions at build out The base on-road vehicle emission level 
prior to reduction will be established from an all single occupancy vehi~le ·condition, 

C. Structure the community and each development to minimi?.e the number and length of vehicle trips. 

Implementing Policies: 

Achieve 35 Percent Redaction in Emissions: The City Planning and Public Works Departments with the 
SMAQMD will verify that a 35% community-wide reduction in projected ROG emissions will result from 
successful implementation ofthe Air Quality Strategy. 

Non-Residential Development: All new non-residential developments ~ reduce ROG emissions 
by a minimum of 50% compared to the single occupant vehicle baseline. 

Promote Electric, Other Zero-Emission, and Low-Emission Vehicle Use: Encourage the use of electric, 
other zero-emission, and low-emissiQD vehicles by providing sufficient, convenient, electric vehicle 
charging and parking &cilities in the planning of residential and employment developments. 

Sacramento City Code . 
SCC Title 15 Buildings and Consttuetion provides direction for dust abatement measures. These measures 
help ensure the limitation of PM10 impacts to the Sacramento Valley Air Basin during Phase I and Phase Il 
construction activities. 
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SCC Title 17.184 Transportation Systems Management Program (TSM) ~lislies·TSM requirements 
·for employers and developers within the city in order to meet the 35 percent trip reduction goal. These 
requiremmts promote ahmJative commute modes in order to reduce traffic congestion, optimize use of 
the tnmspormtion system, and improve .air quality. · 

Development Requirements 
A. Minor Projects (25 - 99 employees). The property owner of emy minor project shall provide the 
facilities to post information on alternative cammm modes. Also, the p1operty OWDm" shall coordinate 
with the appropriate tnmsit agmcy(s) and :regional ridesharing agency to maintain and provide current 
information. 

B. Major Projects (100 or more employees). The property owner of every major project shall be required 
to obtain a tnmsportation management plan (TMP) permit subject to approval by the phmning director and 
the traffic engineer. 

The approval~ be conditioned upon compliance with 1he following provisions: 

l. Comply with the regulations applicable to minurpn)jects as specified in subsection A of this 
section. 

2. Des~ a transponation coordinator for the project. 

3. Agree to provide an annual stams repOrt to the city in a format to be specified by the traffic 
engineer. ·At a minimum, this report shall document: 

a. Commm modes of all employees cummtly occupying !ht proj~ 
b. Progress toward attainment of the altmnative commute mode goal of the city, 
c. If altmmtive commut= mode goal has not been auained, a plan far additional TSM measures 
shall be implemented; 

4. Prepare an approved TMP to provide filcilities and a framework for services conducive to attaining 
tile alternative commute inode goal designated for the project. 

1be measures to be included in the TMP shall be selected by the appli~ however, 1he plmming 
director and traffic engineer may deny the applicant the right to utili7.e-a particular nieasm(s) if the 
standards specified for that measure(s) are not met. Aler approval by the plmming director and traffic 
engineer, the plan shall be binmng upon the p1operty OWDm' and any successors in inlmest. · 

The plan obligations shall either be included in the covenants, conditions and restrictions prepared for 
the development and recorded as part of that document, or separately recorded. The filing fee for 1his 
permit shall be in an amount specified by resolution of the city council. At any ~e a:fter the original 
plan bas been approved, the property owner may request modification of the pJan by filing an 
application and processing fee, in the amount specified by resolution of the city council. 

Implementation requirements and methods for compliance shall be comained in the developer TSM 
handbook. The City Transponation Engineer and City Planning Director shall ped'mm the actual 
calculation of credits toward meeting• ]5% trip reduction goal. ·These calculations shall take into 
account tbe package of measures. 

Impact Assessment 

11) Wolllll the proposal violate any air plllity mauJard or contribute to till a:i.rling or projer:IJ!ll air 11uality 
yiDllltilJn1 · 

.Aniwer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development-Potential 
Impact. The Sacramento Valley Air Basin is a non-attainment area for ozone precursors (R.OG and NOJ, 
PM11., and CO. Both projects will contn'bute ROG, NOz, PM1rn and CO emissions into 1he non-attainment 
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area during Phase I, Phase Il, and the Operational Phase of the project. 

Potential Impact: Phase I - Short-term Emissions 
Phase I (grading activities) ·will generate emissions of ROG: NO:,, and PM1o- Table 12 compares the 
proposed projects with the SMAQMD Significance Criteria Trigger Levels. 

Table 12. The Pmposed.Project and the SMAQMD Significance Criteria Trigger Levels 
Land Use Trigger Level Proposed Project Percent Over 

Office Parle 290,000 square feet 731,000 square feet 66% 
Shopping Center 30,000 square feet 107,700 sgoan: feet 39% 

The proposed projects exceed the Significance Criteria Trigger Levels by more thm the 100.4 allowed in 
the Manual (SMAQivlD, A-3). This eliminates the necessity to estimate potmtial emissions. The 
SMAQMD has a1so indicated that unless it is known what specific equipment the comracmr will use (year, 
make, and model) and-for what duration the contractor will use the equipment, estimating emissions for 
Plwe I and Phase Il is not accurate enough to be reliable (personal communication, P. Stafford). 

The project is subject to SCC Title 15.40.050 Construction Site.Regulati~ Control Dust and Mud and 
SMAQMD District Rule 403·. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant with mitigation incorponuion. 

Mmption V1ea111ns: The SMAQMD provided the following mitigation measmes to reduce the 
emission of ROG, NOss and PM10 (pmcmal communication, P. Stafford). 

MMS-1 

MMS-2 

MMS-5 

MM5-6 

MMS-7 

MMS-S 

Prior to approval, all ,8rading plans will show that the construction contracmr shall enclose, 
cover, or warer all soil piles twice daily. 
Prior to approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractar shall water 
all exposed soil twice daily. 
Prior to approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractor shall water 
all haul mads twice daily. 
Prior to approval, all grading plans will show· that the CODS1rUCtion contracror shall 
maintain at least two feet of fneboard OD trucks when hauling loads. 
Prior to approval, all construction plans will show that the construction contractor shall 
maintain a iifb:en-mile per hour speed limit on all dirt roads within the project site. 
Prior to approval, all construction plans will show that the construction wilbactar shall 
stabilize all construction emnmces to the site pursuant to the Administrative and Technical 
Procedures Manual far Grading and Erosion and Sediment Comrol to reduce or eliminate 
the tracking of sediment onto· public rights-of-way or streets. 
The construction contractor shall maintain construction equipment (stationary and mobile) 
in optimum rmming conditioU:. 
Prior to the issuance of a. grading permit, the developer shall submit to the City of 
Sacramento Plmming and Public Works Department an air qwility mitigation strategy plan 
for review and approval that identifies current air quality measures that r=sult in 
construction fleet emission reductions necessary to achieve ROG mid NOa. Ihi:se 
measures may include, but are not limited to,. the following: 

• Use ofhmvy duty off' road vehicle equipment that will achieve NOx and particuiate 
mattm" reduction; . 

• Exhaust from off-road diesel powered equipment will not exceed 408/o opacity; and 
• Appropriate doc:nmentation and/or on-site monitoring as deemed acceptable to the 

City of Sacramemo. 

Level of Sipificaaee after Mitiptio•~ Less than significant. 

Potential Impact: Phase II-Short-term Emissions 
Phase Il (construction activities) will gm:rate emissions ofROG, NO:u and PM10- As shown in Table 9, 
the proposed projects, with the exception of the quality restaurant and hotel/motel uses, exceed the 
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Significance Criteria TriL,oer Levels by more than the lOOAa allowed in the ~ual (SMAQMD, A-3). This PAGE 10-
eliminates the necessity to estimate potential emissions. · 

Level of Sipificance: Less than significant with mitigation incmporation. 

Mitigation Measures: lmplementation: ofMM 5-1 through MM 5-8 will be sufficient to reduce potential 
impacts to less than significant 

Level of Significance After Mitigation: Less'than significant. 

Potential Impact: Operational Phase- Long-term Emissions 
The Operational Phase will generate emissions of ROG, N0:1s and PM1o- As shown in Table 9, the 
proposed projects, with the exception of the quality restaurant and hotel/motel uses, exceed the 
Significance Criteria Triiger Levels by more than the 108.4 allowed in the Manual (SMAQMD, A-3). This 
eliminates the necessity to estimate potential emissions. 

The SGPU DEIR found that ~plan build om, traffic originating in the NNCP area would produce 
1.9'1°" of the region's ROG and 1.77"A. of the region's NC>z traffic emissions (SGPU DEIR., Z-59). The 
SGPU DEIR states that, ~rafiie-related emission incr=ses associated with build out of the SGPU DEIR 
would worsen existing ozone problems in the Sacramento region. This repn:sems an unavoidable 
significant adverse impact (SGPU DEIR, Z-60)." Violations of CO air quality smndards are also expected 
at congesb:ci intersections of major aneriaJs in North Natomas (SGPU DEIR, U9). The SGPU DEIR 
states that, "Mitigation measun:s'are not expected to reduce projected CO com:mttations to a level below 
SIBie and federal standards. 'lberefore, unavoidable significant adverse impacts are expected in this area 
(SGPU DEIR, Z-69)." . 

Of the 77 .BScombined acres of th~ Gateway West Business Parle and Friedman blaiJ Development 
projects~ the SGPU DEIR designates 77.S acres for Regional Commercial and Offices. The Friedman 
Re1aiI Development Project proposes an amendment of the SGPU DBIR. to dmignate OJS acre of Low 
Density Residential for Regional Commercial. The proposed project is consistent wiah the original SGPU 
DEIR hmd use designations. The SGPU DEIR. planned for development of the site and found that air 
quality impacts are unavoidable. · · 

1be SGPU DEIR aims to reduce ROG, NO., PM10, and CO emissians through the implem~on of the 
Circulation Element's TransportatiOD Plmming goals and objectives (i.e., strategies and specific prognuns 
that reduce air pollution). Likewise, the NNCP Sbiws to improve air quality by setting the goal of a 35% 
reduction of emissions at build out. To achieve its goals, the City of Sacramento has implemented the 
TSM program, through SCC Title 17.184. Locali7.ed CO problems are alleviamd 1hrough the 
implemen!Btion of the TSM program: traffic flaw improvement measures, design, and arrangement of 
structun:s, parking, and landscaping. sec Title 11 .184.1 o establishes tbe requiremmDs for employers and 
developers to meet the 35% 1rip reduction goal by providing developments within North Natomas with 
additional measures to achieve a SO"• reduction-Can additional lS°At) in each PUD. SCC Tiile 17.184 
rapms "major projects" to prepare a TSM and to obtain a TMP permit prior to project approval. ·ne 
City Transportation Engineer and City Plmming Director evaluate the TSM and T.MP and calculate the 
actual trip reduction. 

To achieve the 50% reduction, the City of Sacramento bas approved an overall master TMP to assist 
development within the Gateway West and Cambay West PUD. Every "major project" in the PUD is 
required to obtain a TSM Plan permit subject to approval by the Plmming Direc:tiJr and Traffic Engineer. 
A "major project" is a primmy place ofbusinm for more tban 100 employees based on the employee 
generation rates of3.3employeesper1,000 square feet. The Gateway West Business Pm is expected to 
generate 2, 746.26 employees and the Friedman Retail Development Project is expected to generate 780.12 
employees. Therefore both projects are mquired to submit a TSM Plan per City Code (SCC Title 17.184). 

Impact Significance: Less than significant The project sites were evaluated in the SGPU DEIR for 
development as commertja.1 and employment center development. The unavoidable significant adverse 
impads on air quality re~g from build out of the general plan have been idenrified on a program. level 
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Mitigation Measures: None required. ...... . .. • . : 

b) WoMlll the propoml ezpore smsllive rl!l:l!jJton to po'fistanls? 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potmtial Impact. Friedman Retail DeveloPmi:m- Potential 
Impact. The U.S. EPA and the California Air Resources Board esmblished ambient air quality standards. 
These projects will. emit COllcenttations of CO that could expose sensitive receptors to pollmants. 

Potential Impact: Phase L and Phase n. -Short-term Ambient Air Quality 
PhaSe I (grading activities) and Phase D (construction activities) will ccmttt"bute temporary CO emissions 
to the ambient air quality. As shown in Table 9, the proposed projecm, with the exception of the· quality 
.resamnmt and hotel/motel 11Ses, exceed· the Significance Crircria Trigger Levels by more than the I 0% 
allowed in the Manual (SMAQMD, A-3). This eliminates the necessity to estimate potential CO 
emissions. 

Level of Signific:uce: Less than significant with the incorporation .of mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measures: Implementation of MM 5-1 through MM 5-8 will be sufficient to reduce 
potentially significant impacts to less than significant. 

Level of Significance After Mitipticn: Less than significant. 

Potential Impact: Operational P~ Long-term Ambient Air Quality 
The Operational Phase of 1he proposed projem will contribute trafiic volumes ~ will result in a likely 
violation oftbe state 1-hour standard and the federal and state B-holD" standards for CO. As shown in 
ra1>1e 9, the proposed project, with the exception of the quality restmmmt and hotel/motel uses, exceed the 
Significance Criteria Trigger Levels by moretban the IODA. allowed in the Manual (SMAQMD, A-3). This 
eliminates the necessity to estimate potential emissions. 

. -
The imr:rsection of.lmmsblle 5 and Iutetsrate BO was estimated to exceed the state I-hour standard and the 
federal and state I-hour standards for CO after SGPU DEIR. build out (SGPU DEIR, Z-52). Violations of 
CO air quality smndards are also expected at congested intmections of major arterials in North Natomas 
(SGPU DEIR, l-69). 'lbe SGPU DEIR states that (SGPU DEIR, Z-69), "Mitigation measures are not 
exPected to reduce projeCll:d CO concemratlons to a level below state and federal standards . . Therefore, 
unavoidable significant adverse impacls are expected m this area." 

The SGPU DEIR aims to reduce ROG, NO. PM1o, and CO emissions through the implememation of the 
Cirmlation Element's Transportation Planning goals ~ objectives (Le., strategies and spCcific programs 
that reduce air pollution). Likewise, the NNCP striveS to improve air quality by setting the goal of a 35% 
reduction of emissions at build out To achieve its goals, the City of Sacramento bas implemented the 
TSM program, through sCC Title 17.184. Locali7.ed CO problems are alleviated through the 
implementation of the TSM program; traffic flow improvement measures, design, and ~ment of 
sttuctures, parking, and landscaping. SCC Title 17 .184.10 establishes the requirements for employers and 
developers to meet the 35% trip reduction goal by providing developments within North Natomas with 
additional measures to achieve a SO % reduction (an additional 15%) in each PUD. SCC Title 17 .184 
requires "major projects" to prepare a TSM and to obtain a TMP permit prior to project approval. The 
City Transportation Engineer and City Planning Director evaluate the TSM and TMP ~d calculate the 
actual trip reduction. . 

To achieve the 50% reduction, the City of Sacramento bas approved an overall master TMP '.ta assist 
development within the Gateway West and Cambay West PUD. Eveiy "major project" in the PUD is 
required to obtain a TSM Plan permit subject to approval by the Planning Director and Traffic Engineer. 
A "major project" is a primary place of business for more than 100 employees based on the employee 
generation rms of3.3employeesper1,000 square~ The Gateway West Busim:sS Park is expected .to 
generate 2,746.26 employees and the Friedman Retail Development Project is expected to generate 780.12 
employees. Therefore both projects are required to submit a TSM Plan per City Code (SCC Title 17 .184).· 
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Impact Significance: Less than significant. The project ·sites were evamated in the SGPU DEIR. for 
development as commercial and employment center. development. The unavoidable significant adverse 
impacts on air quality resulting from build out of the general plan have been identified on a program. level. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

· c) Wolll4 the proposal ll1tet' air~ moi.rl14re, or~ or t:lb1$Cliny dailllge in c:limate? 
~::~~~~:~.. . 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact Friedman Retail Develo~ - Potential 
Impact. 

Potential Impact: The proposed projects will increase the acreage of asphalt-paved sur&ce on the project 
site. The increased area of paved surface could lead to a temperature increase. However, pmsuant to the 
North Natomas Development Guidelines and 1he Gateway West and Cambay West PUD Development 

_ ~uidelines, project design includes the planting of shade trees along all streets in the project area. The 
shade trees would help alleviate the potmtially signifjcant impact of rising temperatures. · 

Level of Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigstion Measures: None required. 

·dJ Would the pTOpostll t:re/12 ~bjl!l:liDuble odon 1 

Auwer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development- Potential 
Impact 

Potential Impact: Phases I and ll of construction will generate odors from diesel exhaust and asphalt 
paving. 

Level of Sipific:aace: Lc:ss than significant. The odms will be tmnpormy ~ would not affect a 
subs1amial number of people. 

Mitiptioa.Measan:s: None~ 
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6. Transportation/ Circulation 

Would the proposal result in: 

a) Incn:ued vebic1e trips or traffic congestion? 
- - ... \.,. ... . 

~ - ·- . 
b)·~ to safety from design features (e.g., sharp cmves or 
dangerous intmection) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

c) Inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses? 

d) Insufiicient parking capacity on-site or off-site? 

e) Hamds or barriers for pedestrian or bicyclists? 

f) Conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative 
transponation (e.g., bus tmnouts, bicycle racks)? 

g) Rai~ waterbome, or air traffic impacts? 

Potmtially 
. Significant 

D 
D 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

Criteria for Determining Significance 

D 

D 
D 
D 
D 
·o 

less Than 
Sipfficant . 

Impact . 

~ 

The City ofSacrmnento bas established a significance.t:breshold for traffic impacts at a level of service (LOS) 
standard of worse than C. The City bas established a five second threshold for detmm.ining significance of 
impacts to immections that already exceed the LOS C stall~ The NNCP· designates streets.to achieve the 
LOS C SlaDdard and a LOS D on freeway ramps and arterial-street intersections (NNCP, 38). 

Impact Mechanisms 

Projects.that create a significant increase in traffic, exceed adopied traffic service ~ increase traffic 
hazards, result in inadequate emergency access, or exceed plidcing capacity could result in a significant impact 

Environmental Setting 

Intersta1e 5 (1-5) and lntexstate 80 (I-80) serve the project, but are not currently accessed from the project sites. 
The nearest I-5 freeway access from the project sites is Del Paso Road and the nearest 1-80 freeway access 
from the project sites is West El Camino Avenue. Del Paso Road is an existing east-west arterial street (six 
lanes) that connects with and provides an overpass over Interstate 5 (l-5) .. Arena BouleVard is planned in the 
NNCP as an east-west arterial street {six lanes) that will proVide an overpass over 1-5. The planned Arena 
Boulevard bisects the Gateway West Business Park Project and provides the northern boundary for the 
Friedman Retail Development site. Duckhorn Boulevard is a planned north-south collector street (four lanes) 
that will border the Gateway West Business Parle Project to the west and the Friedman Retail Development site 
to the east 

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (R.T) is planned to serve the project study area. Bus roltte.S on Arena 
Boulevard will provide bus transit service to the project study area. 
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Regulatory Setting 

City of Sacramento Geneml Plan 
The following goals and policies in the Circulation Element of the SGPU DEIR. direct transportation and 
c~on plamllng decisions in the City of Sacramento and m applicable to :the proposed project 

OveralJ Goals CSGPU DER. C-43) . 
Goal A:. Create a safe, efficient surface transportation netwOrk for the movenient of people and goods. 

Goal B. Provide all citizens in all the communities of the City with access to a transportation network, which 
serves both the City and region, either by personal vehicles or by transit. 

Goal C: Maintain a desirable quality of life including good air quality while supporting planned land use and 
population growth. 

Transportation Planning CSGPU DEIR. C-43 -C-44l 
Goal A: Work toward a comprehensive transponation plan th.at identifies needs, integrates the existing 
transportation network with planned growth, and proposes n~ facilities. 

Policy 5: Review development projects for conformance with adopted transportation policies and standards, 
and require appropriate site improvements. 

Policy 6: Develop an Air Quality lmprovem~ Program, which will include strategies and specific programs 
that reduce air pollution. 

Streets and Roads CSGPU DEIR., C-44) 
Goal A; Create a major street system, which will ensure the safe and efficient movement of people and goods 
within the and through communities and to other areas in the City and region. 

Policy 1: Explore actions, which allow for the priorim.ation, planning, and construction of new facilities. 

Goal B: Maimain the quality ~f the City's S1J'eet system. 

Transponation Systems Management CSGPU DBIR. C-44) 
Goal A; Increase the commute vehicle occupancy rate by 500Aa. 

Policy 1: Encomage and support programs that increase. vehicle occupancy. 

Policy 2: Support actionslordimmces/development agreements that reduce peak hour trips. 

Goal B: Increase the capacity of the transportation system. 

Policy 1: Support programs to improve traffic.flow. 

Transit CSGPU DEIR. C-46l 
Goal A: Promote a well-designed heavily patronimi light rail and transit system. 

Policy 1: ProVide transit service in newly developing areas at locations, which will support its highest usage. 

Policy 2: Consider requiring developers of employment centers needing mitigation of negative transportation 
impacts to support light rail or bus transit ~ements. 

Goal B: Encourage some level of transit service in all commlDlities. 

Parking CSGPU DEIR.. C-46) 
Goal A: Provide adequate off-street parkiDg for new development and reduce the impact of on street parking 
in established areas. 
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.Policy 1: Continue to use parking standards, which will provide adequate off-~ pmking. 

Policy 4: Continue to use the pt efmential parking program in residential areas where traffic and on street 
parking generated from nonresidential projects would otherwise have a negative impact 

Goal B: Require the parking.program to be financially self-supporting. 

Pedestrian Wm CSGPU DEIR, €-4D 
Goal A; Increase the use of the pedestrian mode as a mode of choice for all areas of the City. 

Policy 1: Require new subdivisions and planned unit developments to have safe pedestrian walkways that 
provide direct links between smm and major destinations such as bus stops, schools, parks, and shopping 
centers. 

Policy 2: Encourage new commercial and office establishments, in suburban areas, to front directly on the 
sidewalk with pmking in the rear. 

Policy 3: Encourage new commercial and office establishments to develop and enhance pedestrian pathways 
using planting, trees, and creating pedestrian crosswalks through parking mas or over major bmiers such as 
freeways or canals. 

Policy 4: Encomage mixed use developments to generate greater pedestrian activity. 

Policy 5: Require developments to provide ~-separated pedestrian access to shopping centc:rs, business 
activity centers, and 1ra11.sit stations. · 

Bikeways CSGPU DEilt C-4D 
Goal A:. Develop bicycling as a major transportation mode. 

Policy 1: Develop bikeways to &cilities commuting to and from major trip generators . 

. Policy 2: Require major employment centers (SO or more total employees) to insalll showers, lockers, and 
: secure parking areas for bicyclists as part of any entitlement. 

; . . . 

Policy 3: Majmain public bikeways in a manner that promotes their use, by developing a continuous repair and 
maintenance program. 

North NatoDIBS Community Plan 
The following Guiding Policies direct City planning decisions in the North Natomas Community: 

Circulation CNNCP, 3Bl 
A. Link all land uses with all modes of transportation. 

B. Connect, do not isolate, neighborhoods and activity centers within a well-designed circulation system. 

c.· Encourage an orderly development pattern through phasing that provides for adequate local circulation 
resulting in completion of the community-wide circulation system. 

D. Minimize air quality impacts through direct street routing, providing a support network for zero-emission 
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians, and sizing streets suitable to the distance and speed of the traveler. :-:--

E. Provide multiple routes and connections to adjacent developments. 

VehiculaT Street System CNNCP. 39) 
A. Size and layout of the major street system should be based on traffic projections that assume successful 
implementation of trip and emission reduction programs. 
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B. Street system capacity shall be based on no greater than the 2016 traffic projections for North Natomas . 

. C. Develop street cross-sections that encourage all streets to be as pedestrian friendly as possiole. 

Transit System CNNCP. 41l 
A. Because of the interdependence of the transit and land use, transit service must be available for each 
dev~lopment phase. 

B. Provide hierarchy of transit service including light rail, express buses, local buses, and shuttle buses. The 
.light rail and express bus system serve the inter-community transit needs; the local bus system serves the inter
neighborhood needs; and the local shuttle serves the intra-neighborhood needs. 

C. Provide a concentration of density at each phase to support appropriate transit service. 

D. Design for phased implem=ntation of transit corridors to accommodate intermediate stages of land use 
development. 

E. Maxim~ze rider access to transit stops and stations. 

F. Mininaize air quality impacts of transit service by providing a support network for zero-emission transit 
vehicles. 

Pedestrian/ Bilcewavs CNNCP. 46) . 
A. Provide a system of on-street bicycle routes and off .:meet bicycle pa!bs that connect all residential 
neighborhoods with activity centers in order to increase 1hc likelihood of a person choosing.the bic)tcle as a 
commute mode. 

B. Create pedestrian circulation opportunities and avoid impeding pedestrian or bicycle circulation with 
. pri~ development 

C. Provide attractive recreational opportunities for bicyclists and pedestrians. · 

Transpar!Btion Systems Management CNNCP. 4 D 
A. Each non-residential project shall comply with the Citywide Tnmsponation Systems Management (TSM) 
OrdiDaDce and a Transportation Management Plan shall be required. 

Air Duality CNNCP. 48) 
A. Development in North Naromas shall comply with the Federal and California Clean Air Acts. 

B. The Air Quality Mitigation Strategy shall have as a goal a 35% community-wide daily reduction in vehicle 
and other related reactive orpnic compound emissions at build out. The base on-road vehicle emission level 
prior to redw;tion will be eslablished from an all single occupancy vehicle condition, 

C. Structure the community and each development to minimize the number and.length of.vehicle trips. 

Parking Management CNNCP, 491 
A. Parking standards should be set to reasonably accommodate employees and clients for whom alternate 
mode cmimiuting is not a realistic option. 

B. Parking standards must recognize the capacity of transit service and altemative mode commute options and 
the availability of off-site, on-street parking facilities. 

C. Parking standards must maintain the economic viability of the development and should not place any 
geographic area at a competitive disadvantage. 

D. Parking standards must protect residential neighborhoods. 
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PAGE //, 
E. Parking samdards should include provisions for charging electric vehicles and electric shuttle buses, as well 
as appropriately sized parking spaCes. 

F. Sufficient electric service must be provided in parking areas to support the electric transportation needed to 
be consistent with the air quality requirement of each development. 

Sacramento Citf Code 
SCC Title 17.64.020 Parking Requirrmmts By Land Use Type defines the minimum and maximum 
DUDlber of parking spaces that~ required by land use type. 

SCC Title 17 .64.0SO F. Handicap Parking Requirements requires parking facilities to comply with the 
requirements ofTitle 24 of the Uniform "Building Code (SCC Title 15.20). 

sec Title 17 .64.050 Bicycle Parking Requirements requires bicycle-parking facilities to be provided 
and maintained as specified below at a ratio of one bicycle parkitlg &cility for every 20 off-street 
vehicle parking spaces required. Fifty (50) percent of the required bicycle parking facilities shall be 
Class I. The mmaining facilities may be Class I, Class Il or Class m. 

SCC Title 17.184 Tnmspcrmtion Systems Management.Program (TSM) establishCs TSM requirements 
for employm and developers within the city in order to .meet 1he 35 percent trip n:duction goal. These 
requirements promote altmnative commute modes in order to reduce traffic congestibn, optimize use of 
the transportation system, and impnr~ air quality. Major projects (100 or more emplo~ mm 
Planned Unit Development projects) are required to prepare a Tnmsponation Management P._ 
{Please refer to die discussion of this Title under the Air Quality section above.) 

lmpaet .Aaeument 

a) 'Wo""1 the proptlllll n5l8lt in illt:rased 'llehide trips or 'irqfJic congl!Slion? 

Answer: Gateway West Business Park - Potential Impact Friedman Retail Development - Potential 
Impact 

Potential Impacts: Both the Gateway West Business Park and the Friedman R.etail Development projects 
will increase tnlffic. The City of SacramentD Public Works Department detmmined that a ttaflic and 
circu1ation Sbldy would not be required for these projects because the "Tnmsponation and Circulation 
Study for Gamway West Business Parle" ptepared by DKS Associates for the Gamway West Business 
Park PUD application adequately addressed potmtial impacts. The proposed project is consistmtt with the 
land use evaluated in the adopted Gateway West Business Parle PUD IS/ND. The project is consistent 
with land use desigDlltmi in ·the SGPU DEIR, NNCP, and the associated Traffic Impact Study. 

The proposed projects will contribm to the tmffic impacts (degradation of intmsections to a sub-LOS C) 
anticip;ed in the NNCP. EIR. and could trigger the mcessity to implement the mitigation measures 
identified in the EIR. ·These traffic mitigation measures include the iDstallation of traffic signals at 
affected intmections (e.g., signalization of ramp intersections, ramp metering, and widening of on-ramps 
for HOV bypass lanes at the Del Paso Road intm"cbange with I-5). Where signalization is constructed 
offsite, the Development Agreement betw=n the project applicant and the City of Sacramento will 
stipulate fair-share fees for such improvements. 

Because the proposed projects are consistent with the adopted planning documents and the funding 
mechanism to implement traffic mitigmion measures is in place, the contribution oftrafi;ic from the 
proposed projects is considered less than signifi=mt 

Level or Significance: Less than significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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b) Would die pToposal Te.mlt in h11%111'tls to safety from designfl!lltUres (e.g., shlll"p curves or dangerous 
intersection) or incompatible wes (e.g.!lftmn eq11ipment)? 

Answer: No. Neither_ the _Gateway_ ~est Busmess Pm Project nor the Friedman Retail Development 
Project propose sh81J> cmves, dangerous intersections, or incompatil>le uses. 

c) Would the propOSlll re.mlt in buzdelplate t!lllel'geJU:.I aa:ess or ~ID nearby ma? 

Answer: No. Existing road infrastructure provides adequate emergency access to both the Gateway West 
Business Parle and Friedman Retail Development project sites. New driveways from Duckhorn Drive and 
Arena Boulevard to the project sites will be designed to the satisfaction of the Sacramento Fire 
Department.. 

d) Would the propollll rl!!Mlll in insufjicienJ pa?king Cll]Jacity on-site or·off-site? 

Answer: No. To obtain the Special Permit for the office buildings proposed for the Gateway West 
Business Park Project, the project must provide not less than one parking space per 400 square feet (540 
spaces) and not more than one parking space per 275 square feet (785 spaces) far the office uses. The 
Gateway West Business Park Project will provide 785 parking spaces {1:275). 

To obtain the Special Permit for the shopping center proposed for the Friedman Retail Development 
Project, the project must provide one parking space per 250 square feet (396 spaces). The Friedman Retail 
Development Project will provide 457 parking spaces (1:217). 

The Planning and Building Department has detmmined that both projects· comply with SCC Title 
17 .64.0SO F. and are consistent with the handicap-parking requirement. 

e) Wo•lll the proposal l'l!Slllt in hllZJll'ds or bturias/or pm.trilm or /Jiqdisa'! 

Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Parle Project nor the Friedman Retail Development " 
Project will result in hazards or barriers for pedestrian or bicyclists. Improvements, consistmt with the 
Gateway West and Cambay West PUD Development Guidelines include sidewalks and bike lanes and 
trails. Bicycle pmking is included with each project. 

f) Wollld the propD1al l'l!Slllt in conjlict with adopteil polida Sllpporting ~ lnDlspol'llltion (e.g., 
bm lllmoua, biq1* rads)'! 

Answer: No. Both the Gateway West Business Park and the Friedman Rmil Development projects are 
consistent with the plans identified in the SGPU DEIR and NNCP. The Planning and Building 
Department has determined that the project complies with SCC Title 17 .64.050 and is consistent with the 
bicycle-parking requjrement. 

g) Would the proposal resalt in rail, waterborne, or air tnlffk bnpaca'! 

Answer: No. Neither project is located near railways, riavigable waterways, or within an airport overlay 
zone. 
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7. Biological 

Would the proposal i:esuit in impacts to: 

a) Endangered, threatened, or rare species or their habitms 
(including, but not limited to, plams, fish, insects, animals, and 
birds}? . 

b) Locally designated species (e.g., heritage trees}? 

c) Locally designated natural communities (e.g., oak forest, coastal 
habitat, etc.)? 

d) Wetland habitat (e.g., ~riparian, and vernal pool}? 

e) WUdlife dispersal or migration comdors? 

POlmd.alty 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 
D 
D 
D 

Less'Ihan 
Significant W'rth LessThan 

Mitipdan Significant 
Incmimrmion Impact 

~ D 

D ~ 

D ~ 

D ~ 

0 ~ 

The following general criteria were cons~ in detmnining whether an impact on biological resoun:es 
would be significant: 

• federal or state legal protection of the resource or species; 
o federal or state agency regulations and policies; 
• local regulations and policies; 
o documented resource scarcity and sensitivity both locally and regionally; and 
e local and regional distn"bution and exrmt of biological resources. 

Based on the State.CBQA Guidelines and the gemal criteria idmtified above, impacts on biological resources 
were considmecl significant if the proposed project would result in any of the following: 

o conflict~ local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preserwtion -policy 
or ordinance; . 

• long-term degradation of a sensitive plant community because of substam:ial alteration of land form or site 
conditions ·(e.g., alteration of wetland hydrology); 

o substantial loss of a plant community and associated wildlife hab~ 
• ftagmemarion or isolation of wildlife habitats, especially riparian and wetland communities; 
• substantial disturbance of wildlife resulting from human activities; 
• avoidance by fish of biologically imponant habitat for substantial periods, which may increase mortality 

or reduce reproductive success;· 
• disruption of natural wildlife movement corridors; 
• substmmal reduction in local population size attn"burable to direct mortality or habitat loss, lowered 

reproductive success, or habitat fragmentation of 
- species qualifying ~ me and endangered under CEQA., 
- species that are state-listed or federally listed as tbreatz:ned or end.angered, or 
- portions of local populations that are candidates for state or federal.listing and fed=ral and state 

species of concem; 
• substantial reduction or elimination of species diversity or abundance. 
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Impact Mechanisms 

Direct and indirect disturbance from project construction could ~sult in the loss or degradation of biological 
resomes through the following ground-disturbing activities: 

o grading and site preparation activities; 
• tr:mporary stockpiling of soil or construction materials and sidecasting of soil and other mnstruction 

wastes; 
• vegetation removal; 
• soil compaction, dust, and water runoff, 
o vehicle traftic and equipment and materials trmsport; 
o . noise disturbance to wildlife species ftom construction activities; and 
• temporary parking of vehicles outside the construction zone on sites that support sensitive resources (sites 

not designated as equipment staging areas). 

Environmental Setting 

. Sycamore Environmental Consultants, Inc, (Sycamo~ Environmental) conducted a field survey of the project 
study area on 18 January 2002. Jones and Stokes .Associates, Inc (Jones and Stokes) conducted biological 
studies for this project and prepared, Biological Rest1111'ces Assessment/or Gateway West Business Park LLC 
(Jones and Stokes 1997a) and.Additional l'f{fonnationSupporting Cultural and Biological Resource 
Assessment/or Gateway We.rt BusinB.rs Park(Jones and Stokes 1997b). Foothill Associates conducted a 

· jurisdictional wetland delineation of the study area (Foothill Associates 1997). The project study area of all 
four surveys and assessments included both the Gateway West Business Parle Project and the Friedman Retail 
Development Project sites. 

Elevalion of the project study area is approximately 15 ft above sea level and the topography is nearly level. 
The project site has been used .for Bgricultmal pmposes. The Gateway West Business Parle site is located west 
of lutetldate n1~S) between the northeast and southeast com~ of Arena Boulevard and Duckhorn Drive. The 
Friedman Retail Development site is located south of Arena Boulevard and west of Duckhorn Drive. 
R.esidemial development occurs west and south of die project sites. Land north and south of the Gateway West 
Business Park Project site is cummtly vacant. Land south of the Friedman Retail Development is vacant and 
north is residential. 

Plants 
The majority of the study area consists of tilled fallow fields, comprised of nonnative ruderal vegetation. Plant 
species observed~ the project study area include yellow star-thistle (Cenltlllrea solstiti.alis), milk thistle 
(Sil:y/nan marianum), common groundsel (Senecio Vlllgaris), Bermuda grass ( Cynadon dactJ!lon), cocklebur 
(Xanthium stnunariiun), and prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola). A list of plant species observed is provided in 
Table 13. ~· . 

No trees that qualify for protection under the City of Sacramento Heritage Tree Ordinance (SCC Title 12, 
chapters 12.64.10-12.64.70) occur in the study area. 
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Table 13. Plant Species Observed. 
FAMILY lSCIENTIFJC NAME . ICOMM:ONNAME * 
DICOTS 
Asteracene Cent1111na salstitialis ry ellow star-thistle I I 

Cicharium inly/nu Chicory N 
Helianthus amaau Sunflower N 
Lat:m:a serriola Prickly lettuce I 
Pir:rU et:hiailia Bristly ox-tongue I 
Senscio vulgaris lf!..:.1" .... Common groundscl I 
Silybum mariDnum Milk thistle I 
Xanlhillm ltnanariJlm Cocklebur N 

BrassicaCilae Bramaz nigra Black mustard I 
Raphtmus satmu. Radish I 

Fabacese Medicago soma Alfalfa I I 
Trifoliwn hb1um Rose clover I 
V"u:ia sp. -

Geraniaame GeraniJun ma/le Cram=sbill I 

Malvaceae Malva sp. Mallow I I 

Oaagrams~ Ludwigia peploides ssp. peplaido WatJ:r primrose N 
Oulidacee Oza/is eomiclllala I I 
Polygoaaceae Polygomun sp. Knatwe=l I I 

lbuna t:tVpus Curlydoc:k I 
Portulaca~~ Claytania sp. N 
Primalac:e.u .Anagallis anensis Scarlet pimpmlcl I 

Rosace&e ~sp. I 

Salicac:eae Salir gaaddingii Good.ding's black willow N 
MONOCOTS 
Cyperacae C.JP111.r ~ntus Nmsalge N 

St:irpmsp .. -
Jancar:ae Jruu:ll3 baltit:us Rush N 

Poamae Avena barbala Slmdc:r wild 081 I· 
Cynodan dactylon Bc:rmuda grass I 
Lolbun lllllhijlon1111 Annual rycgrass I 
Phalaris sp. : I -
Sorglrwn halepeme Jotmsaagrass I 

Typbaceae I Typha latifolia Broad-leaved catlail I N 

• N =Native to CA; I = lnttoduced 

Wildlife 
Wildlife species observed in. and near the study area include American kestrel (Falco sparverim), Northern 
hanier (Circus cyaneus), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), rock 
dove (Columba livia),-Califomia gull(Lana califomica), great egret(Casmerodius a/bus), and black-tailed 
hare (Lepus californil:us). No raptor nests were observed within or adjacent to the project study area. No 
amphibian or reptile species were observed. A list of wildlife species observed during biological surv~ is 
presented in Table 14. 
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Tabl 14 Wtldlife S . Ob e . i'pectes serve d. 
COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME 
BIRDS 
Amc:rican crow Corvus brachyrhynr:hos 

.American kestn:l Falco spanerba 
Black phoebe I Sayomis mgril:ans 
Brewcr•s blackbird Euphagm cyanocephalus 
California gull Larus c:alifomit:us 
Great egret Casmerodbls a/Ina 
Logg=rhc:ad shrike· LaniJls ludavit:ianus 
"Mouming dove Zt!naida mar:roura 
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus 

Ring-necked pheasant I Phasianus calcmt:llS 
Rock dove Calwnba lnia 

Tricolored blackbird I :Agelaius tricolor 
Turkey wlture Cathanes aJU'tl 

Wc:stcm meadowlark Stumella neglecta 

Wc:su:m scru~ay Aphelocoma califomica 

Wbi~tailcd· kite Elanus l1111C1UUS 

MAMMALS ~ 

Black-tailed hare Lepus californicus 

Special-Status Species 
A computerized search of the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB/ RareFind report, 4 April 2002) 
was conducted for the Taylor Monument quad. A RareFind Summary Report for this quad is presented m· 
Appendix C. This search was conducted to detmmine if there are any known occurrences of state- or federal
listed species recorded within the vicinity of the project study area. A leaer was sent to the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) requesting file data on special-status species that could occur on the Taylor 
MQDument USGS topographic quadrangle (quad). Their response is presented in Appendix D. 

In addition to the CNDDB/ RareFind report, Sycamore Enviromnemal rmewed the following cmrent lists 
-· prepared by the California Depanment of Fish and Game (DFG): 

• Special animals. July 2002. (DFG 2002a) 
• Special vascular plants, bryophytes, and lichens list July 2002. (DFG 2002b) 
• State m;id federally listed endangered and threatened animals of Califomia. July 2002. (DFG 2002c) 
• State and federally listed endangered., threatened, and rare plants of California July 2002. (DFG 

2002d) 

Table IS lists special-status species identified in CNDDB/ RareFind records and the USFWS file data for 
which suitable habitat is present within the project study area. Other special-stanzs species for which habitat is 
not present, or whose distributional limits preclude the possibility of their occurrence in the project study area, 
are not discussed further in this report. 

DID71 1Sl=MND DJ.Gae ICllDllUl 44 



Table 15. Snecial-status Species Evaluated. 

SpeciaJ.Statas Species Common Name FederaU State J USFWS/ DFG/ 
Statas • · Other Codes b 

Soarcei; Observed? 

Birds 
--· -· 

AtheM t:llllicuJaria Westmi burrowing owl 
_,_ I SC/CSC/- 1,2 I No 

BuJeo SVltlbuani Swainson 1s hawk I -IT : I ~= I . 1,2 I No 
Charadriu lllDnlDnlls Mountain plover PT/- I .~ICSCJ- 1 No 
ElllnllS U!ur:utm White-tailed kite 

_, __ 
L·- . -1-IFP 1,3 ,-es 

Lanba buJavidama Loggerhead shrike I SCI- ~ - . -4CSC/- 1,3 I Yes 
a Limgg Stum 

Federal samm dm:rminal from USFWS letti:r. Stat= SbD1S demmined iam DFG (2002c,d). Codes used in bible me as fi>llows: 

E = Endanpal; T ""'Thrab:ned; P =Proposed; C • Candid&le; R •California Rare; * •Possibly.extinct. 
b_USFWSIDFG/Mer Code 

Other codes deamined from USFWS Jetter; DFG (2002.a,b); and CNPS (2001 ). Codes used in bible me as mllows: 

SC= USFWS Species af'Cmm:m; CSC = DFG Species of Special Coamn; Ii?= DFG Fully Pro11:ded; Prat .. DFG Prolccted 
CNPS Lbt (plmm only): 1A-= Presunu:d Extinct in CA; lB.-= ~ ar Endangmecl (R/E) in CA lllld· dsewbf:rc; 2 • RIE in CA and more 

common cl.w:wb=; 3-= Nl:Cd ~ infimnation; 4-= Plams oflimiD:d disaibution. 
c Soanes 

1 -==from lhc USFWS Jcur:r. 2-= From CNDDB/ Ran:Fmd. 3-= C>mcm:d by Syca111CR Envimnnu:mal. 

Wetl.Q.iids ad Wcten of the United States 
Ajmisdictional wetland delineation of the project study area was conducted in 1997 (Foothill Associates 
1997). No wetlands wm deliru:ated within the Gateway West Business Parle and Friedman Retail 
Development sites. 

Sensitive Natural Communities 
Sensitive natural communities are rare communities reco~~ by tile Natural Diversity Data Base. There are 
no sensitive communities in the project study area. 

Regulatory Setting 

The following state _and federal statutes regulme the proposed project: 
• National Environmmtal Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 
• FedmalE.ndangmd Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543). 
• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661-666). 
• California Environmental Quality Act (P .R.C. 21000 et seq.). 
• CalifDmia Endangered Species Act (Califomia Fish and Game Code 2050 et seq.). 
• Native Plant Protection Act (California Fish and Game Code 1900-1913). . 
• Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-711). 
• CityofSacramemo Heritage Tree Ordinance (SCC Title 12, Chapters 12.64.10-12.64.70) 

"5"· 

Federal Eadaligend ·species Ad . 
The Fedml Endangered Species Act defines "take" (Section 9) and proln"bits "taking" of a listed endangered 
or threatened species (16 U.S.C. 1532, 50CFR17.3). If a federally listed species could be harmed by a 
project, a Section 7 or 10 consultation must be initiated, and an Incidental Take Permit must be obtained ( 16 
U.S.C. 1539, SO CFR.13). 

Federal Migratory Bini Treaty Act 
Migratory birds an: protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Al:t {MBTA)-of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-
711 ). The MBTA makes it unlawful to take, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird listed in 
SO CFR Pmt 10 including feathers or other pans, nests, eggs, or products, except as allowed by implementing 
regulations (SO CFR 21). All migratory bird species m protected by the MBTA. Any removal of active nests 
during the breeding season or any disturbance that results in the abandonment of nestlings is. considered a 
'take' of the species under federal law. 
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National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit 
Point source discharge of pollutants into "navigable watern is regulaD:d through the NPDES. All point source 
discharges must have an NPDES permit (33 U.S.C. 1311). All Corps fiu:ilities and activities that meet the 

·definition of an "industrial activity" under 40 CFR. J.27.26 are subject to the requirement to obtain storm water 
pmnits. Gmund disturbing activities, such as grading, m excess of five acres requires an NPDES _permit from 
the Regional Watm' Quality Control Board. 

California Fish and Game Code 
The California Fish and Game Code defines "1ake" (Section 86) and prolnl>m "taking" of a species listed as 
threatened or endangered under the California Endangered Species Act (Califomia Fish and Game Code 
Section 2080) or otherwise fully protected (as defined in California Fish and Game Code S~ons 3511, 4700, 
and SOSO). . 

Other Spa:ial-Status Species Classifications 
. Califonda species of special concern (CSC), species listed on California Native PJant Society lists lB and 2 
(CNPS 2001), and active raptor nests are included in tliis·classification.. 

City of Sacramento Heritage Tree Ordinance (SCC Title 12, Cbapten 12.64.10 -12.64. 70) 
Heritage 1rees are: 

1. Any tree of any species with a tnmk cin:umfermce of 100 inches or more, which is of good 
quality in tmms of ha.Ith, vigor of growth' and conformity to gmerally accepted horticultural 
5laDdards of shape and location for its species. 

2. Any native Quen:us species, Aacuhu calffamica or Platanm racemosa, having a 
circumf.erenCe of thirty-six (36) inches or grater when a single trunk, or a cumulative 
circumfmnce of thirty--six (36) inches or greaser when a multi-trunk. 

3. ADy tree thirty-six (36) inches in circumfermce or gremm- in a riparian zone. The riparian 
zone is measured from the centerline oftbe watercourse to thirty (30) feet beyond the high 
wmmline. 

4. Any tree, grove.of trees or woodland trees designated by resolution of the city council to be of 
special historical. or cmvironmemal value or of significant community benefit 

Nato1111S Basin Habitat Conservation Plaa . 
The Nmumas Basin Habitat Conservation Phm (NBHCP) ·was prepared to satisfy a mitigation 
requirement of the 1994 North Natomas Community Phm, which planned to develop North Natomas. 
The NBHCP is a conservmion plan supporting an application for a federal lncidmtal Take Pmnit (lTP) 
under Section 10 (a)(l)(B) ofFESA and a CalifomiaState l'IP under Section20Bl of1he California 
rJSh and Game Code. Developers in the Natomas Basin would participate in the NBHCP for their 
development activities and be protected by its permits 1brough development agreements, with 
enforceable conditions of approval, issued by the City of Sacramento. The City of Sacramento would 
also issue a Certificate to any recipient of an urban development permit Slating that approprime 
mitigation had been received and that such a developer is tbmefore covered by the City's ITP. USFWS 
and DFG approved the NBHCP and issued an ITP to the ~ity of Sacrammto in 1997 . 

. , The NBHCP and I'IP were subsequently challenged an NEPA and CEQA compliance, and on IS 
August 2000, 1he U.S. District Court, Eutem District ruled that the fI1> was invalid. Based on this 
ruling, the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, Reclamation District Number 1000, and Natomm 
Central Mutual Water Company an: jointly peparing a mised Environmemal Impact Report/ 
~emal Impact Statmnent (EIR/ BIS). The City of SacrameDID and Suam- County are preparing 
and will seek adoption of a revised NBHCP and the issuance of a De\Y ITP by USFWS and DFG for 
development within the Natomas Basin.. 

· On 15 May 200 l, the same court granted a motion modifying the Order of 15 August 2000 to allow incidental 
take protection for limited development within the City With 1he provision of mitigation land in specific areas 
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of the Natomas Basin. The new order was based upon a settlement agreement entered .into by all parties to the ITEM # jC 
litigation. . PA~ /?..' 

The Settlement Agreement allows a maximum of 1,668 acres of development in North and South Natomas. 
Under the agreement the City can issue grading pennits for up to 1,068 acres (Phase 1) with these requirements 
in place: 1) HCP ·mitigation fees have been paid; 2) A biological pre-coDSlrUCtio survey has been completed; 
andJ) grading must be accomplished during the grading season ofMay 1 to Sept 30th; 4) the developer must 
comply with all applicable mitigation measures; and, S) the developer must sign a Grading Agreement that 
identifies requirements of the Settlemmit Agreement to which the project must comply. After grading pcrmm 
have been issued for up to 1~068, the remaining 600 acres (phase 2) require: I) % acre of mitigation land shall 
have been acquired for each acre authorized for disturbance under Phase 2, 2) City will replace the 200 acre 
"cushion"; and 3) development under the settlement agreement shall not exceed 1,360 acres until at least 250 
acres of_mitigation land have been acquired within ·Zone 1. 

No part of the Gateway West Business Parle or Friedman Retail Development projects are included in the 1,668 
acres identified in Exln1>it A of the Agreement to Settle Litigation. Therefore, the project may not proceed 
until such time that the City obtains a revised ITP or the applicant has mitigated for the project individually. 

Impact ~sment 

a) Wollld IM proposal rt!S!Alt in impat:tr to endtmgasl, threatenal, or l'lltt speda or their luabitm 
(indluling, but not 1imJUll to, pllmtt!;,fe.'tJ, ms0 m, lllliTllM, and binls)P 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact friedman Rmil Development- Potential 
Impact. 

Potential Impaet: ·The proposed projects are not 811tic:ipatecl to adversely affect the species or habitat of 
the species listed in·Table 12 with the implementation of mitigation measures. 

Plana _ 
No habitat for special-status plant species occurs withlli the project study area. No impact is anticipated 
and no mitigation is required. . . 

~1 Wiidiife 
Swainsoa's hawk (B'*'1 P111imo111) 
HABITAT AND BIOLOGY: An llllCOIDlllDD breeding resident and mignmt in CA. Nests in open riparian habitat, 
in scaamed trees or in small groves.in sparsely vegetared flatlands. Nesting areas are usually located near 
water, but are occasionally found in arid regions. Typical habilat includes open desert, grassland, or cropland 
containing scattered, large 1rees or small groves (Zeiner et al. 1990a). 
RANGE: The summer range of this species is the California CemmI Valley. California populati011S of this 
species are believed to overwinter in Mexico. . 
CNDDB/ RARd'lND RECORDS: There are 26 records of nesting Swamson 's hawk OD the Taylor Monument 
quad. There are 71 records for nesting Swainson's hawk within a tm·mile ndius of the project study area. 
HABrrAT PRaENT IN S11JDY ~? Yes. The project site provides potmtial foraging habilat. This species 

· Wis not observed during field surveys. 
POTENTLU. IMPACI': Potential foraging habitat for S~on' s hawk occurs within the project study area. 
The ~ined Gateway West Business Park and Fnedman Relail Development projects would convert 
approximately 77.85 ~ of foraging habitat to urban land use. Conversion of foraging habitat to mban land 
use would be considered a potentially significant impact. The closest CNDDB/ Ran:Find record for nesting 
Swainson's hawk is 0.65 mile northeast of the project study ana. If any active Swainson's hawk nests occur . 
within 0.25 mile of the project area, and if construction activities cause nest abandonment or forced fledging 
during the breecling season (1 March to 15 Scptmnber), the impact would be ccmsidc:red potmDally significant. 
Implememation of mitigation measures will reduce impacts to Swainson 's hawk to less than significant 

Western burrowing owl (Athene t:lllrit:ubuia) 
BABn"AT AND BIOLOGY: This species forages day and night in open dry grassland and desert habitats, and in 

-·-· - ... ~An'> '"...... llMJIJIJl 47 



grass, forb, and open shrub siages of pinyon-juniper and ponderosa pine habitats. Suitable nest sites include 
old bmrows of ground squirrels or other small mammals. Eats mostly insects; al.So feeds on small mammals 
reptiles, birds: and cmion (Zeiner et al l 990a). It is a yearlong resident in CA It breeds from March through 
August. . 
RANGE: Central Valley, Siem Nevada, and coastal ranges (Zeiner et al. 1990a). 
CNDDB/ RAREFIND RECORDS: There are two records for this species on the Taylor Monument quad. This 
record occms adjacmt lo the southwest side of the project study area. 
BABITAT PRr.sENT IN SltJDY AREA.? Yes. Foraging habitat for this species occurs within the study area. No 
potmt:ial burrowing QWI bmrows were observed within the study area during the 18 January 2002 survey. No 
burrowing owls were observed within the.project study area. _ 
DISCUSSION/ POTENTLU. IMPAcr: T The combined Gateway West Business Park and Friedman R.etail 
Development projects would eliminate all foraging habitat for this species within the study area. Conversion 
of foraging habitat to mban land use would be considered a potentially significant impact. Implementation of 
the following mitigation measures will reduce impacts to western burrowing owl to less than significant 

Loggerhead shrike (l..lmius ludlnicianus) 
BABrrAT AND BIOLOGY: Resident in lowlands and foothills. Prefers open grmlands or scrub with shrubs or 
trees and low, sparse herbaceous cover with pertjles available {fences, posts, utility lines). Nests in densely 
foliaged shrubs or trees. Critical nesting season in California is March-August. Eats mostly insects; also takes 
birds, mammals, fish, reptiles, amphibians, canion, and small invenebndeS (Zeiner et al. 1990a). 
RANGE: Widespread throughout California except at higher elevations. Ran:Jy found in the Coastal Range 
north of Mendocino (Zeiner et al. 1990a). 
CNDDB/ RAREFIND RECORDS: There are no records for loggerhead shrike an the TaylorMonum~t quad 
BABITATPRESEN'NN STm>Y AREA? Yes. The plowed grassland within the study area provides foraging · 
habitat for this spec~es. This species was observed foraging within the study ma during the 11 January 2002 
survey. No nesting habi1at for this species occurs ~ the study ma. 
POTENTIAL IMPAcr: The combined Gateway West Business Parle and Friedman Retail Development projects 
would eliminate 77.85 acres of foraging habi1:at·fortbis species due to conversion ofthe project study area to 
urban land use. Conversion of foraging habitatto urban land use would be considered a potmtially significant 
impact. Implementation of mitigation measures will reduce impacts to loggerhead shrike to less than 
significant 

Moutain plover (Qlll'llllria 111111111DU1$) • 
ILUrrAT AND BIOLOGY: Forages in short grasslands and plowed fields of the Centtal Valley during winter. 
The plover searches the ground for large insee!S, .. especially grasshoppm {Zeiner et al. 1990a}. This species is 
not known to nest in Califomia (Zeiner et al. 1990a). 
RANGE: Cenlral V.Uey fiom Sutter and Yuba cos. southward (Zeiner et al. 1990a). 
CNDDBI RAREFIND RECORDS: There are no records for momnain plover on the Taylor Monument quad. 
JIABrrAT PllFsENT IN STIJDY AREA.? Yes. The project study area is within the known range of the ·species. 
The plowed grassland within the project study area provides potmttial foraging habitat for this species during 
winmr. 'Ibis species was not observed during field smveys. 
POTENTIAL IMPACT: The combined Gateway West Business Parle and Friedman R.elail Development projects 
would eliminate 77.85 acrs of foraging habitat for this species due tD conversion of the project study area to 
urban bmd use. Conversion of foraging habitat to urban land use would be considered a potentially significant 
impact lmplemeD1ation of mitigation measures will reduce impacts to mountain plover to less dum significant 

White-tailed kite (Elamu 1-cuna) 
BAarrAT AND BIOLOGY: This species feeds on small diumal mammals, birds, .insects, reptiles, and amplnl>ians 
in opc:n gras$lands, wetlands, and fmnlands. Nesu in trees near foraging areas. Nests usually constructed.20-
100 ft above gmunci It is a yearlong resident of California. It breeds from Febnwy to October (Zeiner et al. 
1990a) • 
.RANGE: :mhabits most open habitats in coastal and valley lowlands in California (Zeiner et al 1990a). 
CNDDB/ RAREFIND RECORDS: There are no records for this species on the Taylor Monument quad 
llABrrAT PRF.SENT IN STtJDY AREA?. yes. Foraimg habitat for this species occurs within the project study 
ma. Fallow fields comprised of nonmttive annual grassland vegetation provide foraging habitat for this 
species. No trees that could provide suitable nest sites occur within the project study area. This species was 
observed foraging· within the ·study area during the 18 January 2002 surwy. 
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POTEN11AL IMPACT: The combined Gateway West Business Parle and Friedman Retail Development projects PAO£ 12 
would eliminate '71.85 acres of foraging habitat for this species due to eonversimi of the project study area to 
urban land use. Convemion of foraging habitat to urban land use would be considered a potentially significant 
impact Implementation of mitigation measures will reduce impacts to white-tailed kite tu less than significant 

Sp~es·covered by the NBBCP'ITP 
~el of Signific:u~: ~ than significant with mitigation implemen:tarlon. 

Mitigation Measures:. The following mitigation measures will reduce potential impacts: 

.MM7-1 For previously disturbed lands where the applicable mitigation fees were paid to the 
Natomas Basin Conservancy prior to 16 August 2000 and a grading pennit obtained, no 
additional mitigation shall be required for impacts to biological resources. For all other 
lands within the Project, the following measure shall apply in order ta mitigate for 
potential impacts to the Swainson's hawk, western bmTDWing owl, mountain plover, 
loggerhead shrike, and white-tailed kite {collectively the "Covered Species"): 

. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall satisfy one of the following: 

(1) Iflegally permissible underthe NBHCP Litigation SettlementAgr=ment, as such 
Agreement may .be amended, revised, extended or modified, the applicant shall pay 
all required HCP fees under the Settlement Agreement, and otherwise observe all 
requirements of the Settlement Agreement and associated documents. 

(2) If a revised NBHCP bas been adopted by all requimi agencies, applicant will obtain 
coverage under the City's ITP and/or Section 2081 Management Authorization by 
entering into a Development Agreement with the City, by paying all required HCP 

· fees and complying with_ all requirements of the NBHCP. · 

. . 
(3) If a revised NB HCP is not in place, the applicant shall oblain and provide evidence to 

the City of a projeCt specific ITP and/or Section 2081 Management Authorization 
fi'om the California Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

~ Service as necessary for the Covered Species. · 

' 
1') WOlllll tlle proposal nSJJ in implll:IS ID lllmll.1 dl!Siflll*ll spedt!s (e.g., heritage tns)? 

Answer: No. No locally designated species occur within the study area. 
c) WouM die proposal 1'51111 in illlplll:IS tlJ locally dl!Signated 11111111111 callllllllllitUs (e.g., oak forest, coastal 

habitat, ell;.)? 

Answer: No. There are no sensitive .communities in the project study area. 

d) WouM the proposal Tmll1 in illlpaca to wdllaul habitat (e.g., llllll'Sh, riparian, and llalUllpool)? 

Answer: No. No wetlands or other waters of the U.S. were delineated in the project study area. 

e) Wolllll the proposal rmllt in bnpaca to wildJife dispersal or llligratian corrillors? 

Answer: No. No migration conidors or dispersal habitat occur within the project study area. 
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8. Huards 

Would the proposal involve: 
Lm'Iba 

Pmanially Signllicam W"db U:ssThan 
SilDificmt MitipDon Significant 

a) A risk of accidemal explosion or release of .hazardous 
substances (inclwfini ·but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals, 

-. ..i:...: )? Dr.adWAUOD. 

b) Possible interD:z ence with an emergency response plan· or 
eriiergency evacuation plan? 

c) The creation of any health haz.ard or potential health hazard? 

d) Exposure of people to existing somces ~f potential health 
hazards? 

e) Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush, grass, or 
trees? . 

Impact 

D 

D 
D 
D 
D 

Criteria for Determining Significance 

Jncorpondian lmpact 

D fZ] 

D fZ] 

D ~ 

D -~ 

D fZ] 

The evaluation of significance on hazards and halardous materials is based on the following D.ctors: 

o Potmltial hazards and/or hazardous materials mcoumered during any .subsurface excavation; 
• Proper disposal of hazardous materials encountered during trenching or any subsurilce excavation; and 
• Potcmial discharge of ham'dous materials or wast.e dming operation of the proposed Jand uses. 

Impact Mechanisms 

Potential lmpaclS associated with the proposed project could include: 
• Poiemial exposure to. existing contaminated soils, ccmD11ninared grDIDldwater, abandoned underground 

storage tanks and piping and mntaminated mall:rial iom existing undocumented dumping and landfilling; 
• Potmtial exposure to, and releases of; hazardous malmials such as oils, grease, lubricams, and solvents 

used during normal constrw:tion operations; 
• Potmtial risk of upset to the public or the environment as a result of an UDBDticipated impact involving an 

undmgmund object; and 
• Potential exposure to, and releases of; huardous marerials such as oils, grease, lubricants, and solvents 

used during normal operations of the proposed land uses. 

Environmental Setting 

Wallace-Kuhl and Associates Inc. (Wallace - Kuhl) conducted a Jlhase I Environmental Site Assessment for 
the proposed project and prepared an "Environmemal Site Assessment for Gateway West Business Parle 
Panmmhip, Vicinity of Del Paso Road. and El Centro Roads, Sacramento, Califomia" in 1996. The report was 
prepared in accordance with the American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard E 1527-97 for 
Emiranmenlal .bsessments. The scope of-the Site Assessment included (Wallace - Kuhl, 1 -2): 

• A field reconnaissance of the property to look for visual evidence of sur&ce and pou:mial subsurface 
sources of contamination; 

• A "windshield survey" in the vicinity of the propeny to identify businesses that may use or produce 
hazardous materials; · . 

• A review of Sacramento County Assessor's office records to establish currmt pmpc:rty ownership; 
• Inn:rviews with representatives · of yarious regulatory agencies and those f.am.iliar with the site history 

of the property, including discussion of past operational practices as well as review of a previous 
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asbestos smvey of.the property; . . 
o Examination of stereoscopic amial photographs of the propertytakm over the last 37 years, as well as 

re\riew of historic USGS topographic maps, archived building records and/or Sanbom. Map coverage. 
of the property, in order to develop a reasonably continuous site history over the past SO y~, -as· 
required by the ASTM standard; 

o Review of the U.S. Department of A,griculture, Soil Conservation Service Soil S'llnlf!!Y of Sacramento, 
California for soils information IDd historic crop cultivation 1reDds for the subject p1operty and 
vicinity, as well as inquiry with the Sacramento County Agri~ Commissioner's Office; 

e An evaluation of local and regional ground water conditions, including historical depths and flow 
direction; 

• A discussion of proposed municipal infrastructure for the property and vicinity, mcluding_potable 
water, wastewater, aDd stonnwater provisions, as required by the ASTM standard; 

• A review of federal, state, and county regulatory agency lists indicating any known instances of 
hazardous materials contamination and registered underground and aboveground storage tanks 
(USTs/ASTs) on or near the property; and 

e A literatureebased discussion of the Imlihood for radon t.o be problemati!= at the ptoperty. 

Laboratory testing of the existing soils and ground water for hazardous materials was not conducted. Surveys 
for asbestos and lead-based paint were not necessary because the project site is vacant (Wallace- Kuhl, 3). 

The Wallace - Kuhl Site Assesmm:nt concluded that there is DO evidmce ·of significant ~us :materials 
comaminarion an or within one-half mile of the property (Wallace-Kuhl, 20). Three irrigation water supply 
wells m located on the property. Wallace- Kuhl :recommends that if the wells will not be used in the future, 
they be properly abandoned (Wallace -Kuhl, 21). 

Wallace- Kuhl found DO persistent residual organocblorine pesticide ccmcemrations (DD1) m the surficiaI 
soils in the project sites .. Wallace - Kuhl concludes on page 21 that additional soils sampling and testing is not 
necessary. 

No Imowii regional hazardous material impairment to groundwater quality in the area of the property was : 
identified (Wallace- Kuhl, 21). Wallace- Kuhl determined that the P~ I Site Assessment revc:aled no -
evidence of Recognized Environmental Conditions in cmmection with the property (Wallace- Kuhl, 25). 

Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agent:y (U.S. EPA) enforces federal regulations pertaining to bazlrdous 
substances and wastes. The hazardous substances and waste laws are contained in the Resomce Conservation 
and Recovery Act of 1976 (R.CRA) and the Comprehensive Environmemal Response, Compensation, and 
Recovery Act of 1980 (CERCLA). These laws~ responsible parties to report any known hu.ardous 
waste contamination to the U.S. EPA. The.U.S. EPA maintains slmdards forrequiringthe responsible parties 
to clean up the hazardous substances to minimj71: threat to the public health. Code of Federal Regulations Title 
40 Section 372 (40 CFR. 372) contains sPecific guidelines for determDllng whether a waste is hazardous and 
the acceptable levels of residual ccmtmninants. The U.S. EPA delegated regulatory authority to the Department 
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) within the California Environmental Pmtection Agenc:y (CEP A). 

The Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Fed/OSHA) miforces. fedmal regulations assuring 
worlcer safety in the handling and use of chemicals. The Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 
mandates Fed/OSHA to provide rules that protect worker sa:fefy. 29 CFR. 1910 contains specific standards for 
handling hazardous materials in the work place. The Fed/OSHA delegated regulatOry authority to the 
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA). 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit 
Point source discharge of pollutants into "navigable water" is regulated through the NPDES. All point source 
discharges must have an NPDES ~ (33 U.S.C. 1311). Ground disturbing activities, sucli as grading, in 
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excess of five acres requires an NPDES permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 
The preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is a requireinent of the NPPES permit 
Hazardous material spill prevention and spill cleanup Best management practices (BMPs), set-forth by the 
California Stormwater Task Force, March 1993, are included in the SWPPP. Adbmmce to the SWPPP 
reduces the potential for accidental discharge of ~ous materials to a level of less than signi:ficant 

State Regulations 
The Califomia Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL) contains definitions of hazardous substances .and 
wastes .and requjres-n:sponsible p¢cs to report of their occurrence. Hazardous matmials mUst be reported to 
DTSC, RWQCB, and/or the City of Sacramento Public Health Department. The HWCL lists 791 hazardous 
substances and approximately 30 common materials that are poteDtiallyhazardous. It establish=s crin:ria for 
managing these substances including labeling, treatment, permit requirements, and disposal restrictions. The 
California Hazardous Substances Account Act (CHSAA) provides standards for·nquiring the msponsible 
parties to clean up the hazardous substances and allows for public funds to clean up ha7.ards where private 
funds are not available. 

The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control .Board (CVRWQCB) enforces regulations for the removal 
of existing septic tanks. The California Code ofRegulations (CCR) Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 16, Article 7 
§ 2672 defines how septic tanks are to be removed in order to protect WBtm' quality. Owners or operators of 
underground stmage tanks subject to permane_nt closure shall comply with applicable provisions of Chapter 6.5 
ofDivision 20 cf the Health md Sa.fety Code. 

CaJ/OSHA regulalions concerning the use of hazardous materials in the workplace, as detailed in Title 8· of the 
California Code of Regulations (CCR.) include requirements fQr safety tmining, availability of safety 
equipment, accident prevention programs,. hazardous subsamces exposure warnings, and mnmpncy action and 
fire prevention plan. Properties found to be contaminated with a hazardous substance are subject to special 
worker safety requirements to protect construction workers during demolition and excavation. 

Sacramento City Code 
SCC Title B.60 Hamdous Material Cleanup and 8.64 Hazardous Materials Disclosm= provide guidelines that 
ensure dJat hazardous materials are handled safely, thus reducing the risk of exposure tQ the public. 

SCC Title 15.36 Fire Code provides standards and ·5pecifications for the purpose of prescribing regulations . 
governing conditions hazardous to life and property from in or explosion. This code ensures that projects are 
planned to provide adequate safety for building occupants and to maximize the ability of the fire department to 
respond to emergencies. 

SCC Title 15.10 Personal Safety Code All prQjects.shall be reviewed to determine the levels of public and 
personal safety provided. 

Impact Assessment 

•) Wolllll the proposal bnrolve a risk of acddentlll aplosilJn or reJase of hazardom sllllstanct!S 
(indiuling, but not limited ta, oil, pt!Stil:i.llt!S, chfllllicals, or nuliation)? 

Answer: Gateway West Business Park- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development- Potential 
Impact Construction of the proposed projects could result in the accidenial spill ofham'dous materials, 
sucl;l as fuel. Grading and/or excavation activities could unearth previously unidentified haDrdous 
material(s). Operation of the residential and employment centers land uses could result in an accidental 
spill of hazardous materials or waste. 

PotentiaUmpac:t: Construction will involve gas and diesel powered equipment. The project would also 
include asphalt paving. RDadways will be delineated by reflective paint. Fuel, cl=aning solvents, paint, 
oil, or other hazardous materials could be accidc:mally spilled in the process of construction. Such a spill 
could put construction employees at risk of exposme to tlie hazardous matmials. 

The SCC md the NDPES permit program regulate both projects. The following standard practices 
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provided in sec would be incorporated into construction plans to protect cqnstruction workers and the 
public from significant haz.ards: · 

e The construction contractor will ensure proper labeling, storage, handling, and use of hazardous 
materials in accordance with best management practices and the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration's Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER.) standard 
requirements; 

o The construction comractDr will ensure that employees are properly trained in the use and handling of 
these -man:rials and that each material is accompanied by a material safety data sheet; 
All reserve fuel supplies and hazardous materials will be stored on pallets within fenced and secured 

· construction areas and protected ftom exposure to weather. Incompan'ble materials will be stored 
separately, as appropriate; 

e Equipment refueling and maintmance will take place only within staging areas. 

Level of Significance: Adherence to SCC 8.60 and 8.64 and to the conditions of the NPDES permit will 
reduce potential impacts to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

Potential lmpac:t: Both the Gateway.west Business Park Project and the Frieciii:wi Retail Development 
Project will require grading and excavation activities for site preparation and construction of roadways and 
utilities infrastructure. Grading and excavation activities could unearth previously unidentified ha7.ardous 
mmerial(s) or ccmtaminarect soils. 

These projects are subject to the sec. sec Title 8.60 Ha7ardous Malerial Cleanup indicates that if a 
hazardous lllBtmial is encountered, the Sacramento Fire Department is to be notified. The project plans 
will indicate that if a hazardous material is unearthed, then work ·in the immediate area will cease and the 
fire department will be notified. 

Level of Significance: Adherence to sec Title 8.60 reduces the potential impact to less than significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required. : 

Potential Impact: · A gas station bas been proposed for the Friedman Retail Development Project An 
accidental spill of gasoline, iii greater or lesser quantities, could expose people to significant health r'.sks 
including increased risk of-explosion and/or fire. 

The City of Sacramento will condition the gas station to be designed and constructed in accordance with 
all applicable building. fire, and safety code requirements. Furthermore, operation of the gas station is 
regulated by 29 CFR 1910 Fed/OSHA and SCC Title 8.64 HazardOus Materials Disclosure guidelines. 
SCC Title 8.64 requires that a disclosure statement be filed with the Sacramento Fire Department that 
includes a list of all the potentially hazardous materials, the maximum amounts of the materials, and how 
and where the materials would be stored. 

Level of Significance: Adherence to applicable building, fire, and safety codes and to 40 CFR. 3 72, 29 
CFR 1910, will n:duce the potential impact to less than significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

b) Would the proposal ilnla"1e possible intetference with 1111 anJ!l'll!llCY rapome plan or f!lllel'gency 
evamatian plan? 

Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Parle Project nor the Friedman Retail Development 
Project will iutetfeie with an emergency response or emergency evacuation plan. Driveways leading from 
Duckhom Drive and Arena Boulevard to the project sites will be built to the satisfaction of the Sacramento 
Fire Department. Existing road infrastructure provides adequate emergency access to both sites. 



c) Would the proposal involve the crl!lllion of any health hll%llTd or pofJ!lltial ~eallh hazmd? 

Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Park Project nor the Friedman Retail Development 
Project involves the creation of any health hazard or potential health hu.ard. 

d) Would the proposal involve l!!X}losure of' people to airting so11rt:l!!S of potentia! health hilZllrds? 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development- Potential 
Impact •. 

Potential Impact: The NNCP EIR. identified the proliferation of mosquitoes as an impact of developing 
the North Natomas area. The EIR. found that the period between rice field production Bud conversion to 
urban uses would result in a profusion of mosquitoes. To reduce the-negative impact and to protect urban 
residents ftom mosquitoes, the EIR identified the following mitigation measmi:: 

The Sacramento Yolo Mosquito Abatement District should implement a specific mosquito abatement 
program in order to provide urban standards of mosquito c~l in the project area. Additional 
revenues for the District would be necessary to pay for the increased comrol costs (NNCP EIR., B-3 7). 

The NNCP identified thepiepaaation of a mosquito abatement plan as a Community-Wide Design 
Standard under the Environmemal Design Standards (NNCP, 83). If the Sacramemo Yolo Mosquito 
Abatement and Vector Control District implements a mosquito abatement plan and an assessment district 
is delineated to deiiay the cost of the plan's implementation, the proposed projects would be required to 
participate. 

Level of Significance: Participation in the Mosquito Abatemmt Control Program .Assessment District to 
be established by the Sacramento Yolo Mosquito Abatement and Vector Control Distiict reduces the 
potential impact from mosquito profusion to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: ~one required. 

e) 'IJ'oulJl th~ proposal in.Olve increaedfn /uaJD'd in arsa with f/ID'nlnable bnah, gnm, or trea? 

Answer: No. Bcrti{ibe Gateway West Business Parle and Friedman Retail Development projects will be 
maintained and will ·iot ~ a fire hazard of flammable l;>rush, grass, or trees. 
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9 •. Noise 

Would the proposal result in: 

a) Increases in existing noise levels'? 
- Short-tarm 

-Long-term 

b) Exposure of people to severe noise levels? 
-Short-um. 

- .. ·Long-term 

Potmtially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 
D 
D 
D 

Criteria for Determining Significance 

Le:ss1ban 
Significant W'Jth LcssThan 

Mitiptian Significant 
lnmrpandian Impact 

D ~ 

D ~ 

D ~ 
[ZJ o. 

Title 24 of the California Government Code, the City of Sm:rammto Health and Safety Element, and 
the City Noise Ontinance establish the thresholds of significance. 

Title 24 of the California Government Code establishes the Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for 
development. For office building land uses an exterior L..a or CNEL of less than or equal to 65 dB is 
considered acceptable; an L.m or CNEL between 65 and 80 dB is considered conditionally accep1able 
(new construction should be undenabn only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction 
requirements is made and needed noise insulation features are inch1deci in the design); an La or CNEL 
of 80 dB and greater is considered normally umicceplable (new development should be discomaged). 
The City of Sacramento considers only outdoor congregation areas of office buildinp to be noise
sensitive. Parking lots, landscape areas, walkways, and other similar areas are not considered noise
sensitive. 

For residential land uses an exterior Day/Night Noise Level a.> or Community Noise Equivalent· 
Level (CNEL) of less than or equal to 60 decibels {dB) is considered acceptable; an Lei or CNEL 
between 60 and 70 clB is considered conditionally accep18ble (new construction should be undenaken 
only after a debiiled analysis of the noise reduction requiremems is made and needed noise insulation 
fi:amn:s are included in the design); an La or CNEL between 70 and 75 clB is considered normally 
unaccepulble (new development should be ~ouraged); and an La or CNEL of 76 dB or grea1m" is .. 
clearly unacceptable. 

The SGPU DEIR. states that an increase of 3 dB or less is considered less than significant. Increases of 
4 or S .dB is considered a significant adverse impact if the total resulting noise would exceed that 
considered normally acceptable (60 dB for residential). Incn:ases of 6 or more dB are consicien:d a 
significant adverse impact clue to the ·potential for adverse community response (SGPU DEIR, AA-48). 

Impact Mechanisms 

Noise impacts could occur to the proposed land uses fiom off-site sources, such as traffic and airport noise. -
Construction equipment could cause noise impacts t.o smrounding land uses. The project could generate noise 
that could impact surrounding land uses. 

Environmental Setting 

Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. (BBA) pn:pared an "Acoustical Analysis for Gateway West Development, 
Sacramento, California" In 1997 {BBA 1997). The purpose of the analysis was to detmmine potential noise 
impacts to the proposed single-family residential areas from Inte1state 5 (1-5). The results of the analysis were 

n1m1 IUMND m.aac IOIOIJIZ2 55 



1-lliaJ Sadyt-1Utif'*ll NeplM Da:lai'miOlrjor 
Gaf Vaf .._,PtriJJarinar Jlrri (P~) and 

" F,--.Rllllll IJewiopment (POI-JD-I} 
Cil)lof~.CA 

used to support the Initial Study for the Gateway West PUD IS/ND. BBA determined that the office uses 
would occur within the 65 dB L.m contour (BBA 1997 5). · 

BBA prepared an" Acoustical Analysis for Gateway West Lots A, B; K, L, and Min Sacramento, California7$ 
in 2002 (BBA 2002). The pmpose of the second study was to evaluate the existing noise impacts on the office 
btiildings on Lots A, B, L, and M of the Gateway West Business Parle Project and noise resulting from the · 
supermarket land use proposed for Lot K of 1he Friedman R.elail Development Project. The acoustical analysis 
is provided as an attachnient to this IS (Appendix E). Since the completion of the· BBA 2002 report, the design 
of the Gateway West Business Parle project changed. The City sent copies oftbe changed project design to 
BBA to determine if a revised acoustical analysis would need to be prepared. After comparing the original 
design with the cummt design, it was BB~ 7 s professional opinion that additional analysis is not required 
(personal communication, Bill Thiessen, BBA). 

The major noise source affecting the proposed office building is traffic on I-5. The FHW A llig:hway Traffic 
Noise Pmiiction Model was used to calculate future (2015) traffic noise levels (BBA 2002 I). The traffic data 
used in BBA 1997 was used to calculate traffic noise levels. Figure 1 in BBA 2002 (Appendix D) shows the 
Year 2015 65 dB Lm. traffic noise contour on unimproved (without structures) Lots A, B, L, and M (BBA 2002 
2). 

The project site is withiil the 60 dB CNEL noise contour of the Sacramento International Allport as shown in 
Exhibit 4.6-3 of the 1994 NNCP SEIR. Based upon the distances to the predicted light rail Lan contours shown 
in Table 4.6-6 of the 1994 NNCP SEIR, the project site would not be significantly effecied by noise generated 
from ligbtrail. AccordingtoExhibit4.6-S oftbe 1994NNCP SEIR, theprojectsiteoccurs outside ofthe 65 
dB for the PA system and outside of the _55 dB for outdoor concerts at .Arco Arena. 

City of Sacramento General Plan 
The following goals and policies in the SGPU DEIR Health and Safety Element direct City planning decisions 
and are applicable to the proposed project {SGPU DEIR; C-65): 

Goal k Future development should be compm"ble with-the projected year ·20 IS noise environment. 

Policy 1: Require an acoustical report for any project, which would be exposed ta noise levels in excess of 
those shown as normally acceptable. The contents of the acoustical report shall be as described in Section IV. 
No acoustical report shall be required where City staff has an existing acoustical report on file, which is 
accepllble. 

Policy 2: Require mitigation measures to reduce noise exposure to "No~:y Acceptable Levels" except 
where such ~easures are not feasible. 

Policy 3: Land uses proposed where the exterior noise level would be below the "normally acceptable" limit 
may be approved without any requirement for interior or exterior mitigation measures. 

North Natomas Commmdty Plan . 
The following Environmental Design Standards direct City planning decisions in the North Natomas 
Community (NNCP, SS): 

Acoustical Studv: A detailed acoustical study shall be requir=d for any land use which potemially would b~ 
incompatI"ble with outdoor noise limits specified by requirements of the Noise Element of1he General Plan, or 
which is located within the Noise Impact Areas shown in the NNCP BIR. 

M"rtimtte Surface Transportation Noise: Development exposed to surface tnmsportatiQD noise should be 
designed to be consistent with the goals ofthe City General Plan. Residential land uses should be developed 
such that there is come usable outdoor space associated with the development that provides an exterior no~e 
level that does not exceed an L. of 45 dB. Indoor noise levels shall not exceed an L.m of 45 dB. 
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Sacramento City Code- Noise Ordilumce 
sec Title 8.68 Noise Control provides regulations controlling noise from SOurceS other than traffic. 
SCC Title 8.68.080 provides an exemption for construction related noise sources. Constnlction may 
ocCLtr between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m., Monday through Saturday, and between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m. on Sunday. 
Jntemal combustion engines must be equipped with suitable exhaust and imake silencers in good 
working order. · 

Impact .Asselsment 

a) Woald the prapOMI. rt:mlt in increasa in muing noise loels? 

~er. Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development - Potential 
Impact The proposed projeclS will contribute short-term and long-term noise to the existing Community 
Noise Environment. 

Pomtial Impact: Construction ofhoth projects will generate noise ~than the current ambient 
noise levels. Construction noise will be temporary and is regulated by SCC Title 8.68 Noise Control. The 
ordinance provides regulations controlling noise from somces other than traffic. Construction related 
noise so1D"Ces would be permitted Monday- Saturday 7 a.m. - 6 p.m. mm Sunday 9 a.m. - 6 p.m. Table 
16 shows the noise standards that apply during the construction phase of the project Immnal combustion 
engines will be equipped with suitable exhaust and intake silencers in good working order. 

Allowable Decibels 
Cumulative +o 
Cumulative. +5 
Cumulative +10 

+15 
hour +20 

Level of Significaac:e: Adherence to tbe City noise ordinance reduces potcDtial impacts to less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures: None requin=d. 

Potential Impact: The supermmtetproposed for the Friedman Rmil Development Project will generate 
noise that could impact the single-fimilly residential units adjacent to the southern boundary of~ project 
study area. No specific data about the type of supmmarket, ttuck delivery information, and data 
concerning the type and number of mechanical equipment noise sources were available to BBA for the 
preparation of its acoustical analysis. BBA assumed that the proposed supermarket would be similar to a 
SaveMart Supermarkm in Clovis, CA that it had previously analyzed (BBA 2002 S). TbF location of the 
proposed supermarket in relation to the adjacent residential area is shown on Figure 3 in BBA 2002 
(Appendix E.) 

Truck deliveries could result in.noise impacts to the residential dwelling units adjacent to the project site. 
The truck loading dock will be located on the south side of the mamt. About 11 truck deliveries were 
assumed for a typical day. B~A emmated that six tractorltrailm.(inch1ding one n:frigeration truck) and 
five light trucks would make deliveries to the supermarket at any hour per day (BBA 2002 S). Ea.ch truck 
would travel to the loading dock area, tum around, and them mum the same way. Each truck would 
therefore pass the single-family homes. Table 17 shows refi:nmce noise levels for typical passbys of 
trucks in terms of the Sound Exposure Level (SEL) at a reference distance of 100 feet (BBA 2002 5). The 
approximate distance from trucks to 1he nearest homes is appt oximarely 40 feet (BBA 2002 S). 
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Table 17. Reference Noise Levels for Slowly Moving Trucks 
' Truck Type SEL, dB at 100 feet 

Heavy Truck 80.0 
Heavy Truck w/Refiigemtion Unit 81.0 
Light Truck 67 .4 __ 
Source: Measurements conducted by BBA at locations in Ceres, Fresno, and Visalia, CA (BBA 2002 5) 

To detmnine truck noise levels in terms of the La, BBA used the mllowing standard formula: L.m ~mean 
.sEL+lO logNcq-49Awhmthe mean SEL's are shown on Table 10at100 feet. N111 is the equivalent 
number of truck trips during a typical busy day deterinined by adding 10 times the number of nighttime 
trips (10 P.M. - 7 A.M.}, md the number 49.4 is a time constant equal to 10 log the number of seconds in 
the day. 

The noise level in terms ofL.m at 100 feet is approximately 48 dB (BBA 2002 7). BBA assumed that 
. noise from slowly moving trucks would diminish at the standard rate of 6 dB/doubling of distance. At 40 

feet, which represents the nearest homes, the L.m would be about 56 dB (BBA 2002 7). This level is less 
than the City's 60 dB Lm compatl"bility standard. 

Level of Signific:aace: Less than significant. 

Mitigation Meesuns: None required. . 

Potential Impact: The loading dock of the supermarket proposed for the Friedman Retail Development 
Project could result in noise impacts on the single-family resi.dmtial units adjacent to the southem 
bolDldary of the project study area. The loading dock will be located near the southeast comer ·of the store, 
approximately 70 feet from the nearest residences. Noise iources at the loading .dOck could ~lude 
banging and clanging of metal doors and other equipment, hmvy trucks and step vans coming and going, 
refUse trucks i-.sing by, talking andjoking employees, and P.A. systems (BBA 2002 7). For a typical day 
that assumes two heavy trucks arriving, unloading and Ihm depmtiDg, the hourly average CI.a.> noise level 
is approJtjmately 64 dBA at 90 feet (BBA 2002 7). : . 

To determine loading dock noise in terms of the t., BBA assumed one truck delivery per hour for six 
hours per day (BBA 2002 7). BBA assumed filrther that tbc: loading docks would be used for tine hours 
during the daytime (7:00 A.M. - 10:00 P .M.) and three hams at night (10:00 P .M. - 7:00 A.M) (BBA 
2002 7). For one of the nighttime deliveries it was assumed that one of the trucks would be a refrigerated 
truck. BBA determin~ that the loading dock La is approximately 61 dB (BBA 2002 I). At 70 feet, the 
i.. is about 63 dB (BBA 2002· 8). 1bis level exceeds the City's 60 dB t. compatibility standard. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant with mitigation. incorporation. 

Mitigation Measures: 

MM9-l The project applicant shall provide for the design and construction of an eight-foot-high 
sound wall along the south perimeter of the project site. -

Level of Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant. Implementation of an eight-foot-high 
sound wall would reduce truck and lo~g dock noise levels to approximamly 59 dB (BBA 2002 8). 

Potential Impact: Air conditioning units and other rooftop mechanical equipment planned for the 
supermarket proposed for the Friedman Retail Development Project is not expected to result in noise 
impacts to the residmtial units adjacent tO the project site (BBA 2002 8). Rooftop mechanical equipment 
will be shielded from view at the nearest residences. 
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Level of Significance: Less than significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

b) Woulll 'llaeproposal remit in o:pomre of peaple to severe noise /l!Peb? 

Answer: Neither project would expose people to severe noise·levels in the short term. However, the 
Gateway West Business Parle Project could expose people to severe noise levels in the long term. 

Potential Impact: Noise generated by I-5 could impact outdoor congregation areas (plazas) of the three 
northern most .office buildings seeking a Special Permit with the Gateway West Business Parle Project 
The plam are identified as Plaz.a A, Plaza B, and Plaza C on Figure 2 of BBA 2002 (Appendix D). BBA 
determined that the location of the plazaS between the office buildings would provide partial shielding of 
traffic noise (BBA 2002 2). The resulting future noise exposure at plazas A, B, and C will be 68, 69, and 
69 dB Lm., respectively (BBA 2002 2). These noise levels exceed the City1 s 65 dB L.m compatibility 
standard. . 

Level of Significance: Incorporation of the following mitigation measure would reduce potentially 
significant impam to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measans: 

MM9-2 The project applicant shall provide for the design and construction of six-foot-high sound 
walls located along the n011h, east, and west sides of plazas ~ B, and C. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant. Table 18 lists the resulting noise level in 
plam A, B, and. C fiom implementation of the minimum wall heights. 

Table 18. Resulting Noise Levels from Minimum Wall Heights 

Pim Location Noise Level W"Jtbout Wall 

A Between Buildings A and B 
B Between Buildings B and C 
C Between Buildings B and· C 

Somce: (BBA 2002 2) 

68 dB L.e:: 
69dBL... 
69dBL... 

Required Wall Height
Resulting Noise Level 

6f=t-62 dB r... 
6f=t-64 dB L.m 
6 feet- 64 dB L.m 
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10. Public· Semces 

Would the proposal have an effect upon, or result in a need for 
new or altmd government service in any of the following areas: 

LessThan 
Parzmially Signifiamt W'lth ~Than 
Signjfielnt f4.iPpdan Significant 

lmJtact lncaqmdion Impact 
a) Fire protection? D D ~ 
b) Police protection? D D ~ 
c) Schools? D D ~ 
dJ Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? D D ~ 

. e) Other governmental services? D D ~ 
Criteria for Determining Significance 

The evaluation of significance on public services is bised on question 10. (a}(e) in the environmental 
checklist. 

Environmental Setting 
f 

The Gateway West Business Parle site is located west of Interstate S (I-5) between ·the northeast and southeast 
comers of Arena Boulevard and Duckhom Drive. The Friedman Retail Development site is located south of 
Anna Boulevard and west of Duckhorn Drive. The projects are locmed within the Gateway West Business 
Parle and Cambay West PUD. The proposed project does not change the land use designated by the City 
approved·G~y West Business Park: and Cambay West PUD . 

. 
Fire Protection Service: 
The Sacramento Fire Department Engine Company 15 serves the project study area (SGPU DEIR, M-3). 
Engine Company 15 is comprised of 4 penonnel. 1be nearest Haz.ardous Material Unit is located. on 
Challenge Way, off of Exposition Boulevard (SGPU DEIR, M-2). The service radius for Engine Company 15 
is 2 miles and its average response time is 4 minuaes (SGPU J;>EIR, M-1 ). 

Police Protection Services 
The Sacramento City Police Department serves the project study area. The average response time to first 
priority calls is 7.5 - 8 minutes. Response times for priority two and three calls averages between 12 minutes 
and can 1ake as long as 35 miniltes (SGPU DEIR, L-1). ·Police Department n:co~ standards for 
officers per capita is two per 1,000 residents (SGPU DEIR, L-S). The proposed project would not be 
considered a special generator (land uses requiring additional secmity). 

Regulatory Setting 

City of Sacramento General Plan 
The goals and policies in the SGPU DEIR Public Facilities and Services Element direct City plamllng 
decisions for fire and police protection and schools (SGPU DEIR, C-56 - C-60). 

North Natomas Community Plan 
The Fmancing Approach_outlined in the NNCP defines tbe public and privare responsibilities to provide 
community facilities (NNCP, 90). The Private sector provides necessary capital improvements, which provide 
benefit to (or mitigate the development impact of) the North Natomas Community Plan. All property owners 
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in the NNCP .area are required to participate equitably in the financing mechanisms necessary to finance the 
design, engineering, ·and construction of improvemem provided for in the NNCP. Guarantees for this shall be 
via development agreements or other means acceptable to the City staff {NNCP, 92). 

Fire Protection Services· 
Prior to development, the City Fire Department must verify that adequate fire protection services, including 
equipment and peJJ()DDe~ exists tO serve the project, ar will be provided, to achieve and maimain a fire 
insurance rating of2.0, either through a ~program or as a condition of approval for the project. 

-· -#~i~·Prote~~ SerVice 
Prior to developmem,··.the· City Police Department must verify adequate police protection &cilities and services, 
including equipment and personne~ exists to serve the project, or will be provided, to maintain a police 
protection service standard of 1.6 police officers per 1,000 residents and 1.0 non-sworn personnel for every 1.6 
police officers added ~er though a funded program, or as a condition of approval for the project. 

Sacramento City Code 
SCC Title lS.36 Fire Code provides standards and specifications for the pmpose ofprescn"bing regulations 
governing conditions hazardous to life and property ftom fire or explosion. This code ensures that projects are 
planned to provide adequate safety for building occupants and to maximize the ability of the fire department to 
respond to emergencies. Llbwise, SCC Title IS.SO Personal Safety Code states that all projects shall be 
reviewed to determine that levels of public and personal safety are provided. 

Impact Mechanisms 

Proposed projects that create a demand for public services may necessitate the construction of public facilities. 

Impact Assessment 

a) Would die propoml hne an effea apon, or ralllt in a 11«11/or new or altered flWD'llllll!lll 81!111ice in 
fire protection? 

Aaswer: Gaieway West Business Parle- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development - Potential 
Impact. . 

Potential Impact: The proposed projects are not expected to significantly inipact fire services. The 
public sen.ices needed for the NNCP area have been plamied for within the NNCP and the costs of these 
services will be fimded through the North Natomas Financing Plan. The proposed projects participate in 
the North Natomas Financing Plan as a planning condition of development of the Gateway West Business 
Parle and Cambay West PUD. 

Impact Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

b) Wolllll the prop0$/ll have an effea upo~ or ralllt in 11 nel!ll/or new or llltl!reJl gD11t!rllllll!llt service in 
police protet:lion'! 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development- Potential 
Impact. 

Potential Impact: The proposed projects are not expected to significantly impact police services. The 
public services needed for the NNCP area have been planned for within the NNCP and the costs of these 
services will be funded through the North Natomas Financing Plan. The proposed projects participate in 
the North Natomas Financing Plan as a plarming condition of development of the Gateway West Business 
Pm and Cambay WestPUD. . 

Impact Significance: Less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measures: . None required. 

c) Wolllll the proposal have an t!ffer:t upon, or result in a need for new or altereJl government 1erv~e ·in 
sdaools? 

Amwer: No. Nether the Gateway West Business Parle Project ~or the Friedman Retail ~elopment 
Project provides housing. -''· . . . . . ··' _ ...... . .:-:: .. . 

#• ': .. 
d) Woul.d the proposal have 1111 effs:t 14po"7 or result in a need for new or altereJl gfn;'U/4ment service in 

mllilltenance of public/aciJtlia.1 in.c:blding roads, or 

e) otller gt1Vl!l'lllllDlt sewiats? 

Al.mer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact Friedman Retail Development - Potential 
Impact 

Potential Impact: As discussed above under questions (a) and (b), both projects are subject to 
participation in the North Natomas Fmancing Pl.an, which outlines a program for financing improvement 
to and expansion of public services. 

Impact Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: None Required. 
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11. Utilities/ Service Systems 

Would the proposal result in a need for new systems or supplies, 
or substantial alterations to the following utilities: 

a) Local or regional water tteannent or distn"bution facilities? 

b) Sewer or.septic tanks? 

c) Storm water drainage? 

d} Solid waste disposal? 

e) Local or regional water supplies? 

D 
D 
.D 
D 

Criteria for D~rmining Signifi~ce 

D 
D 
D 
D 

The evaluation of significance on utilities/ service systems is based on questions 11. (a)-(g) in the 
environmental checklist. 

Impact Mechanisms 

Projects that cn:atc a demand for public utilities and service systems inay necessitate the construction or 
expansion of public facilities such as storm drainage systems and wastewaU:r treatment filcilities. 

Environmental~ Settiag 

,!lg 
'lbe City_ of Sacramento Department of Utilities, provides water to the project~- The North Natomas area is 
served primarily by sur&ce sources such as the American and Sacramemo Rivers (personal communication, D. 
Scbamher, City of Sacramento Department of Utilities). 

Sewer 
The County Sanitation District Number 1 (CSD - 1) and Sacramento Regional Comtty Sanitation District 
provides sewer service to North Natomas (SGPU DEIR., 1-1). The County of Sacramento bas indicated that 
that sanitary sewer service is available to the project site after payment of applicable connection fees. The cost 
of sewer lateml extension and sewer service installation to the propeey line is the responsibility of the 
developer (SGPU DEIR, I-7). 

Dninap 
The Friedman Retail Development Project study area occurs within the Detention Basin #7a watershed and the 
Gateway West Business Parle Project study area occurs within the Detention Basin #Be watershed of the North 
Natomas drainage system. The applicant is required to provide adequate storm water drainage to the 
satisfaction of the City Utilities Director. 

City of Sacramento General Plan 
~ 

Regulatory Setting 

The capital costs of the distribution system are borne by the developer.· Developers must directly pay for 12-
inch and smaller lines. Financing of new tram;mission lines and water treaUDent and storage facilities is 
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ftAGf J5· 
accomplished through imposition of development fees. Higher fees are charged for larger service connections 
such as commercial and industrial uses. Placement and sizing of water tnmsmisslon and distribution lines are 
detmnined by City smtt After the water cfistn"bution facilities have been installed, the City operates and · 
maintains the system (SGPU DEIR, H-7). 

Sewer 
The costs of major facility requiremmts are bome by tlie developers who benefit from them in th~ most 
equitable means possible (SGPU DEIR, I-9). 

Drninamz. 
The City of Sacramento requires developers t6 provide some or all of the drainage facilities needed to suppon 
development (SGPU DEIR, J-4). 

North Natomas Commmaity Plan 
The Financing Approach outlined in the NNCP defines the public and private responsibilities to provide 
community &cilities (NNCP, 90) .. 

o The Private sector shall provide necessary capital improvcmems, which provide benefit to (or mitigate 
· development impact of) the North Natomas Community Plan. Exceptions to this requirement shall be 
limited to those improvements (if any), which are subject to a formal agreement with· the City that 
specifically provides an altmiative fimdin.g arrangement. 

• Where a particular capital improvement will prove specific and special benefit to 1md beyond the 
North Natomas Community Plan area, the City will idem:ify available fimding soun:es to defray the 
regional component of the east of the improvement. · 

• The City of SacramemD will provide traditional maintemmce and operation services to the North 
Natomas Community Plan area·after capital improvements are installed and development occms, 
consistent with all the crimria and standards delailed in the adopted North Natomas Community Plan. 

All propc:ny owners in the NNCP area are required to participate equitably in the financing mechanisms 
necessaryto·finance the design, engineering, and construction of all Ubrary, fire, police, street, traffic, water, 
sewer, drainage improvements and all monitoring programs provided for in the NNCP. Guarantees for this 
shall be via development~ or other means acceptable ~the City Slaff (NNCP, 92). 

Water 
Prior to any development occurring, the City Department of Utilities must verify that adequate water supply 
system capacity exists to serve the specific project or will be provided through a fimded progiaw and/or a 
condition of approval of the project (NNCP, 74). 

Sewer 
Prior to development occurring, 1be Sacnmento Regional County Sanitation District, CSD - 1, and the City 
Departmmt of Utilities must verify that adequate sanitary sewer system capacity exists to serve the speci:.fic 
project or will be provided through a funded program and/or a condition of approval of the project (NNCP, 
73). 

Drainage . 
To ensure that adequate drainage &cilities are in place prior to development occurring, and to ensure that 
fimding is available to implement the e~ compi:ehensive drainage plan when development is complete, all 
drainage agreemem needed to accomplish the Comprehensive Drainage Plan must be executed prior to 
approval of any incremental development Drainage agreemems have been executed that are consistent with 
the Comprehensive Drainage Plan and are legally sufficient to ensure its Completion {NNCP, 70). Funding for 
the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of all the facilities constructed or improved under the 
Comprehensive Drainage Plan ~ being proportioned among those users that benefit by the facilities and with 
the purpose of the facility (NNCP, 71). 

Solid Waste 
Prior to any development occuning, the City County Solid Waste Joint Powers Authority must verify that 
waste removal service and disposal facilities exist to serve the project or will be provided through a fimdcd 
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program. A curbside recycling program shall be required as part of th~ ·collectioi:i service (NNCP, 74) . 
.,.: 

-Sacramento City Code 
SCC Title 13.04 Water Services provides that the Department ofUtilities will famish safe and potable 
water meeting the standards of the California Management and Safety Code. The Department of 
Utilities is entitled to design plan review. 

SCC Title 13.08 Sewer Service System provides that the City of Sacramento will provide a public 
sewer system. The Department ofUtilities is entitled to design plan review. 

SCC Title 13. 10 Garbage Collection and Disposal provides that it shall be the duty of the Division of 
Solid Waste ofthe Public Works Department to gather, collect, recycle, reconstitute, recover and 
dispose of by landfilling or sale all garbage, rubbish and waste matter within the city. The Public 
Works Department is entitled to design plan review. 

SCC Title 17. 72 Zoning Recycling and Solid Waste Disposal Regulations regulates the location, size, 
and design features of recycling and trash enclosures in order to provide adeqmm:, convenient space for 
the collection, storage, and loading of recyclable and solid w~ material for existing and new 
development; increases recycling ofused materials; and reduces litter. This chapter requires that all 
non-residential (commercial, office, industrial, and public/quasi-public) and residential (multifamily of 
five or more units) development prepare and submit a recycling program with the planning application 
before~ of a building permit. 

Califonia Integrated Waste Management Ad of 1989 (AB 939) 
AB 939 mandates that Cities develop source reduction and recycling plans. The goal of AB 939 is to 
require cities to divert 25% of the waste stream from going to landfiJJs by 1996 and to divert 500/a of 
the waste stream from going to landfills by the year 2000. The SCC Zoning Ordinance has provisions 
pertaining to solid waste recycling that satisfy the requirements of AB 939. 

Impact Assessment 

a) Wolllll the proposOI l'Slllt in a natl/or new .ry.rmns or mpplia, or mbstantial alterations ID local or 
regionol watB tl'l!lltlnl!llt or ~tionftU:ilitil,s1 

Answer: Gateway West Business Park- Potmtial Impact. Friedman Retail Development- Potential 
lmpaCt. 

Potential Impacts: Both the Gateway West Business Parle Project and the Friedman Retail Development 
Project would result in an increased demand for potable water, irrigm:ion water, and water for fire fighting. 
The City of Sacramento Department of Utilities detmmined that water supply is sufficient to serve the 
project sites. If improvements to the infrastructure are needed, such improvements will be provided .. 
through a funded program proportionate to the project's demand. The participation of the applicant in the 
North Natomas Financing P.lan will guarantee financing for improvement to and expansion of water 

treatment and distn"bution facilities. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant 

· Mitigation Measures: None required. 

b) Would the proposal result in a need/or new systsns or S"Jlplies, or substantial alteratiom to sewer or 
septiC tllnk.t? 

Answer: Gateway West BU.siness Parle- Pon:ntial Impact. Friedman Retail Development - Potential 
Impact . 

Potential Impact .Both the Gateway West Business Park Project and the Friedman Retail Development 
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Project would result in an increased demand for sew~ service. The Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District, CSD- 1, and the City Department ofUtilities determined that adeciwtte sewer system 
capacity exists to serve the project sites. If the capacity of the sewer service iDfi'astructure requires 
improvement, such capital improvements would be made through a funded program proportionate to the 
prcject's demmid. The participation of the applicant in the North Natomas Financing Plan will guarantee 
financing for improvement to and expansion of sewer systmns. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required 

c) Would the proposal rsult in a nail/or new qsmm or supplies, or sl4bltantial a.ltenrJiom to storm 
Willer drainage? 

Answer: Gateway West Business Pmk - Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development - Potential 
Impact. 

Potential IJDpac:t: Both the Gateway \llest Business Parle Project and the Friedman Retail Development 
Project would result in increased stormwater nmoff and greater demand on existing drainage capacity. A 
drainage agreement (proportional funding program) between all property owners within the Detention 
Basin #7a and #Sc watersheds has been executed to coordinate design and construction of improvements 
to obtain ~acity required by the Comprehensive Drainage Plan. The project applicant· will provide 
adequate stormwater .drainage to the sa:tis&.ction· of the City of Sacramento Department of Utilities. 

Impact Significance: Less than significant 

MitiptioQ Measures: None required. 

. . 
d) W8""1 the proposal l'l!f.fult in a nadfor 11n1 qstsm or mppliG, or s11bdantial llilalllions ts solid w/Ut2 

: disposal? 

Answer: Gateway West Business Park- Potmtial Impact. Friedman Retail Development- Potential 
Impact. 

· Potential Impact: Both the Gateway West Business Park Project and the Friedman Retail Development 
Project would lead to an increase in solid waste production that needs to be handled by the City solid 
waste system. The applicant bas prepared a recycling program for the three office buildings and four retail 
buildings. The City of Sacrament has detmnined, pursuant to sec 17. 72, that the proposed project 
complies with City standards. The project is not anticipated to result in a Significant ~act on solid waste 
~a y 

Impact Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

e) W11"'4 the proposal. rem/I ill a neillfar new qstelm or Sllpplil!S, or sllbmmtial alterations to /Deal or 
regional Wllll!r mppli#!.t1 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development - Potential 
Impact. 

Potential Impacts: Both the Gateway West Business Parle and the Friedman Retail Development Project 
would result in an increased demand for potable water, irrigation water, and water for fire fighting. The 
City of Sacramento Department of Utilities determined that water supply is sufiiciem to serve the project 
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sites. If improvements to the infrastructure are needed, such improvements ~ be provided through a 
funded program proportionate to the project's demand. The participation of the applicant in the North 
Natomas Financing Plan will guarantee financing for improvement to and expansion of water treatment 
and distribution facilities. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant. .... . ,.-...... 
., .•.... 

Mitigation Measures: None required. .. ·--_ ~ .. -
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12. Aesthetics, Light and Glare 

Would the proposal: 

a) Affect a scenic vista or scenic highway? 

b) Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect? 

c) Create light and glare? ' 

1~·1.oJ.s.+-'Ml....,NqotWe ~for 
~. 'd .Bmilar /Wk.._ Pork (POIJ.IJ6.l) ond 
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LcssTbam 
Polallially Sipificant With Less Than 
Significant Mitiptian · Significant 

Impact .lncorpanltion hDJHl~t 

0 D ~ 

D D ~ 

D D ~ 

Projects that result in substantial changes to landforms, remove or add significant structures, result in visual 
clutter or disorder, or substantially disrupt the visual context with their smroundings would be considered to 
have a significant visual impact 

Impact Mechanisms 

Structures and changes in landforms have an impact on the visual environment. The extent of the impact is 
baSed on several factors, such as the existing visual character of the area, tbC expectations of individuals 
viewing the area, and the location oftbe impact (foreground, middle ground, and background). 

Environmental Setting 
-

The Gateway West Business Parle site is located west of Interslam 5 (I-S) between the northeast and southeast 
comers of Arena Boulevard and Duckhorn Drive. The Friedman Retail Development site is located south of 
Arena Boulevard and west ofDuckhom Drive. The projects are located wilhin the Gateway West Business 
Park and Cambay West PUD. The Gateway West and Cambay West PUD Development Guidelines set design 
standards for the comm=r"Cia! and employment centers development and established a design review committee 
to review potmtial develop~ 

Regulatory Setting 

City of Sacramento General Plan 
The SGPti DEIR descn"bes the primary aesthetic review mechanism fur residential and mixed-use 
development in the Ciiy of Sacramento is the 7.Dlling ordinance (SGPU DEIR, S-3). The PUD concept is one 
subsection of the zoning ordinance that encourages the design of well-planm:d facilities through creative and 
imagD>ative planning (SGPU DEIR, S-3 ). The PUD designation is uDliml for large acreage developments 
capable of achieving distinct characb:ristics. 

North Natomas Community Plan 
The Environmental Design Standards in the NNCP sets three basic levels of standards (NNCP, 82): 1) 
Comniunity-Wide Design Standards, 2) System Design Standards, and 3) Project Design Standards .. The 
Project Design Standards apply to specific PUDs and projects (NNCP, 87). The Gateway West aiid Cambay 
West PUO Development Guidelines follow the framework of the North Natomas Model Development 
Guidelines (City of Sacnunento 1994). The following Project Design Standards apply to the proposed project 
{NNCP, 87 - 89): 

PUP Requirement 

PUD Requirement All development in North Natomas will be developed within a PUD. 
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Subject to Section 8 of the Zoning Ordinaru:e: The PUD designation appearing on the official zoning map 
indicates that the property so classified is subject to the requirements and restrictions of Section 8 of the 
Zoning Ordinance in addition to the underlying :zone. 

Special Permit Required: A special Permit shall be required for any development in a PUD. 

Design Review Process: The City's Design Review process shall apply to all residential and non-residential 
projects within all PUDs in North Natomas. 

Open Space: Encourage developers to incorporate private open space/ recreation8I uses in medium and high 
density residential projecu and employment centers. 

Building Design 

Building Heights: All building heights in North Natomas should be regulated. ·Primarily low scale 
development should be done to maintain the visibility and identifiability of the Downtown when ~ from 
within North Natomas or long major transportation comdors. . 

Mitigate Light and Gian: Impacts: Buildings will need to mitigate light and glare impacts project by project, 
depending on building materials, orientation, and proximity to sensitive light receptors. 

· Landsgme Guidelines 

Landscape Plan.: Landscape plans shall be required for all projects. at the special permit stage and the phasing 
of the landscape and irrigation installation should be descn"bed. 

--
Early Phasing I .andscaping: Where proposed projects abut major thoroughfares and tnmsporbltion corridors, 
applicants showd be required as a condition of project approval to plant Jandscaping arolDld the periphery of 
their siD:s as an initial or early phase of project implementation. 

Choose App1opiia!e Tree Si>=ies for Building Areas: Provide appropriate tree species in appropriare locations 
around buildings to reduce summer cooling loads and allow solar gain during winter. · 

Landscaped Berms with.in Parking Lots: ·Use of landscaped berms should be encouraged in and around 
parking l01s. Care should be taken not to create baniers to Pedestrian travel or to waste water due to sprinkJer 
wau:r. 

Choose Appropriate Shade Trees for Parking Lots: I.andscape guidelines should emphasize the planting of 
trees with large spreads to help shade parking lots and with branches which gr~w or are pruned well up trunks 
so that there is an ample canopy of vegetation while maimaining visibility and safety for~ 
bicyclists, and drivers. -

Sacramento City Code 
SCC Title 17.180 Planned Unit Developments (PUDS) Regulations and Maps: The pmpose of this chapter is 
to provide for greater flexi'bility in the design of integrated developmem than otherwise possible through strict 
application of zoning regulations. It is th~-intent of this chapter to encomage the design of well-planned 
facilities, which offer .a· variety of housing or other land Use5 ~ creative and imaginative pbmning. 

Except as otherwise provided in the special permit or in the resolution to designate ~ PUD, no building 
pennit shall be issued for any building or sttucture within the bouildaries of a P.UD until the plans submitted 
for the building permit have been reviewed by the planning director to determine that said plans conform to a 
valid special permit issued for a Pt.JD under this chapter. No building or structure unit within a PUD may be 
occupied until an inspection of the project has been made by the planning director to see that all conditions of 
the special permit have been complied with. 
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SCC Title 17 212 Special Permits: A special permit may be granted at the discretion of the zoning 
administrator, planning commission or city council and is not the automatic right-of any applicant In 
considering an application for a special permit, the following guidelines shall be observed: ' 

A. Sound Principles of Land Use. A special permit shall be grant:d upon sormd principles of land use. 
B. Not Injurious. A special permit shall not be granted if it will be detrimemal to the public health, safety or 
welfare, or if it results in the creation of a nuisance. · 
C. Must Relate to a Plan. A special permit use must comply with the objectives of the general or specific 

· plan for the area in which it is to be located. 

sec Title 17.68.010 Landscaping Requirements, Part A.3 requires 'that all minimum front and street side set 
backs shall be landscaped, irrigated and maintained with primarily low ground cover or tort: Only living · 
vegetation may be used as ground cover. Part C of the .same chapter requires that trees shall be planted and 
maintained throughout any srice parking lot to ensure that, within IS years after establishment of the parking 
lot, at least 50% of the parking lot will be shaded. 

sec Title 17.68.030 Other Site Rapllrements, Part B smes that exterior lighting shall reflect away from 
residential area and public streets. 

Impact Assessment 

a) Wolll4 the proposal affect a scmic vista or scmic hifhway? 

Answer: No. No scenic ~ or scenic highways occur in the ~cinity of the project study area. 

b) Jlf11uld tlte proposal 1111111! a dt!mal&dnlble nqatille IU.dlldic ej/1f:C11 

Answer: Gateway West Business Pmk..;, Potmtial lmpact Friedman Retail Development- Potential 
Impact. 

Potential Impact: The Gateway West Busineu Park and Friedman Retail Development projects 
combined would develop 77.85 acres of currently vacant land with commercial and employment center 
land uses. The development would be a significant change in the existing landscape. Initial phases of the 
project would involve site preparation, road construction, installation of utility linm, and construction of 
houses, office buildings and institutional uses. Ho\vever, ccmsuuction of the project would not have a 
demonstrable negative effect because the sunvumting Janel uses are pJamu:d for similar development. 
Urban development is a common and acc:epmd part of the landscape in the City of SacramentD. 

The three office buildings and commercial buildings proposed with this application comply with the 
design crmma in the approved Gateway West and Cambay West PUD Development Guidelines, which is 
consistent with the North Natomas Model Development Guidelines (City of Sacramento 1994). 

Impact Signific:aace: Less than sigrdfic:ant 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

c) Would the propOSlll crate light ·111111 glare? 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle: - Potential Impact Friedman Retail Development- Potential 
Impact. . 

Potential Impact: Implementation of the Gateway West Business Park and Friedman Retail 
Development projects could result in the creal:ion of new somces of light and/or glare. However, 
compliance with sc·c Titles 17 24 and 17.68.030 Part B will ensure that exterior lighting is appropriate 
and will be reflected away neighboring land uses. 

The three office buildings.and commercial buildings proposed With this application have been designed to 
comply with the design criteria in the Gateway West and Cambay West PUD Development Guidelines. 
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The proposed construction will not cause significant light and glare impacts~ sensitive light receptors. 

Impact Significance: Less than significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 
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13. Cultural 

Would~ proposal: 
LmThan 

Palmtially Sipificmt With Less Than 
Sipificant Mitipdaa Si_gnific:ant 

a) Disturb paleontological resources? 

b) Disturb archeological resources? 

c) Afi'r:ct historical resources? 

d) Have the potential to cause a physical change, which would 
affect unique ethnic cultural values? 

e) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential 
impact area? . 

Impact 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

Criteria for Determining Significance. 

~ lmpact 

~ D 
~ D 
D fX] 

D fX] 

D ~ 

According to CEQA, an·· impact is considered significant if it would disrupt or adversely affect a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site or property ofhistoric or cultm'al significance to a community or ethnic or social 
group. A project may have an adverse dfei:t on a historic property if the effect djmjnishes the integrity of the 
property's location, design, setting, mmrials, workmanship, feeling, or association.. A project bas an adverse 
effect on a historic property if it alters the characteristics of the propmy that may qualify the property for 
inclusion in the Natiolaj Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or California Register of Historical ResoW'Ces 
(CRHR.), including ~on of location, setting, or use. 

Environmental Setting 

The Gateway West Buiiiiess Park and Friedman Rmil Development sites are located in an area identified as a 
Primary Impact Area in the SGPU DEIR (V-5). The project sites are iJidicmld to be within a high sensitivity 
ma on the Archeological Sensitivity Map prepared by David Chavez and Associates (NNCP BIR. 0-3) 

In 1997, Jom:s and Stokes Associates, Inc. (Jones and Stokes) prepared a Cultural and Biological Resource 
Assemnent for the Gateway West Business Parle PUD entitlements phase of the project Jones and Stokes 
conducted the cultural resources in accordance with the North Natomas Processing Protocols for 
Developers/Property Owners of October 20, 1994 and in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation. The adopted IS/ND identified the one 
Cultural Resource within the project sin:: the Reclamation District 1000 1t.ural Historic Landscape District. 
The project study area ~f the Jones and Stokes study included both the Gateway West Business Parle and 
Friedman Retail Development sites. 

Regulatory Setting 

Cultural resources are treated mdertwo areas of code: CEQA Section21083.2 and Section21084.I and ·· 
California Public Resources Code (PR.C) Section 5024.1 a-i and Section 5097.Sa. CEQA Section 21083 .2 
defines a 'imique archeological resource" as: 

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is a 
demonstratile public interest in that information. 

2 Has a special and particular ~ such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of 
its types. 
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3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prchisto~c or historic event or person. 

CEQA Section 21084.1 defines a significant historical resource as a resource listed or eligible for listing in the 
CRHR. Any resource that is eligible for mclusion in the NRHP will be considered eligible for the CPJIR.. 
Any resource included in a local register of historical resources, or that has been identified in a historical 
reso~ survey that meets the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1 (g) is considered a historical resource. 

The PRC Section 509.7.S.a protects prehistoric and historical rasources, geologic, and paleontological resources. 
PRC Section 5097 ~~reads, in part, "No person shall knowingly and willfu.lly excavate upon, or remove, 
destroy, injur;,:·~ ~ any histOric or prehistoric ruim, burial grounds, irehaeological or vertebrate 
paleontclogicaI sit'ei .iiacliiiling fossili7.ed ~ inscriptions made by human agency, rock art, or any other 
archaeological, paleontological or historical feature." · 

City of &tcr.amento Ge111enl Plan 
The SGPU DEIR determined that the following mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to cultural 
resources to level of less than significant (SGPU DEIR, V-7 - V-8): 

1. Required consultation with the North Centtal In:formation Center to identify .known cultural resources 
and potential cultural resources that could be found on hmd proposed for development 

2. Require an archeological field survey if development area is sensitive. 
3. hDplement specific preservation measures recommended by the survey archeologist 
4. Cease construction activities and consult qualified archeologisls upon discovery of potential cultural 

resources. 
5. Maintain confidentiality of significant prehistoric resource locations. 
6. Adopt cultural resource policies as part of the SGPU DEIR. 

North Natomas Community Plan 
The NNCP provides community-wide design staDdards for the protection of archeological and historical 
resources (NNCP, 85): 

I. Field Reconnaissance Required: A comprehensive field SID'Vey should be completed for any 
development planned in the vicinity of a n:corded archeological site in full consultation with the Native 
American community and the State Historic Preservation Office. 

2. Halt Work if Arri:facts Found: If artifacts are found, work will stop and a qualified arcbeologist ~ 
be consulted. 

3. In-Place Pn:servation Preferred: In-place preservation ifarcheological sites would likely require the 
redesign of the development to incorporate the site into an open space an:a. 

Impact Assessment 

a) Wolllll the proposal dimlrb paleantologiml rao11n:a? 

Answer: Gateway West Business Park - Potential Impact Friedman Retail Development- Potential 
Impact 

Potential Impact: Although DO paleontological indicators were identified within the APE, grading 
activities could reveal paleontological resources not previously idemified. Pursuant to PRC 5097.Sa 
(knowingly and willfully excavate upon historic, prehistoric, or paleontological resources), the Jiroject 
may not affect such resources. 

No cemeteries were identified in the APE in the historical archival record search. The soil on the project 
sites has been disturbed and DO human remains have been previously identified. Pursuant to State Health. 
and Safety Code Section 7050.S, ifbuman remains are unearthed during ccmsauction, the construction 
contractor will cease work within 100 feet of the discovery and notify the City of Sacramento of the find. 
The City shall notify the Collllty Coroner and no further disturbance shall occur until the Coroner has 
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made the necessary :findings as to the origins and disposition of the body purswmt to Public Resource, • ...: -_: :-· ·. 
Code Section 5097 .98. · • ·· 

Level of Significance: Less than significant with the implementation of mitigation mea.mres. 

Mitigation Measures: 

MM 13-1 H subsuriice paleontological resources arc discovered during excavation or construction of 
the site, worlc within 100 feet of the affected area shall stop immediately and a qualified 
paleontologist shall be consulted to develop, if necesSary, further mitigation measures to 
reduce any .impact to a less than significant level before consttw:tion continues. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant 

b) Wo111d the proposal distllrb archeological resources? 

Answer: Gateway West Business Parle - Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development - Potential 
Impact. 

Potential Impact: Although no archeological indicators were identified within the APE, grading 
activities could reveal archeological resources not previously identified. Pursuant to PRC 5097.Sa, the 
project may not affect such resources. 

Level or Significance: Less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measuns: 

MM 13·2 If subsurface archaeological or historical remains (including, but not limited tc, tmusual 
amoums of bones, stones, or shells) arc discovered during excavation or construction of 
the site, work within 100 feet of the aff'ected area shall stop hnmediare)y and a ·qualified 
archaeologist and a represcm:ative of the Native American Heritage Commission shall be 
consulted to develop, if necessary, 1Urther mitigation measures to reduce any 
archaeological impact to a less-than-significant level before construction continues. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant. 

c) Woubl the proposal afl«t lli.ltorical raourt:l!S1 

Answer: GateWay West Business Park- Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development - Potential 
Impact. 

Potential Impact: Construction and development will directly affect the llm:grity of property included 
within the Reclamation District l 000 .Rural Historic Landscape. However, the North Natomas 
Comprehensive Drainage Plan BIR. (CDP; City of Sacramento 1996) identified that construction activities 
within the North Natomas Community Plan area would cause significant and unavoidable impacts to the 
Historic I .andscape. The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency is conducting mitigation (photographic 
and written documentation) for the loss of the resomce. 

Level of Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: None required. 

ti) Would the proposal h1111e the potential to CllllSe a physical t:h1111ge, which would affect unitple ethnic 
mllllral vabla'! 
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Answer: No. No unique ethnic cultmal values were identified in the proj~ study area. 

e) Would the proposal restrict msting religious or sacred uses within the potm'lial impact llrelJ.? 

Answer: No. No known religious or sacred uses have occur?ed within the project study area. 
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14. Recreation · 

Would the proposal: 
~n.n 

PmmtiaUy Sipificant With Less Than 
SipifiCIDt Mmgmian Significant 

a) Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or other 
recreational :facilities? 

b) Affect existing recreation opportunities? 

Impact 

D 
D 

Criteria for Determining Significance 

An impact on recreation would be considered significant if it would: 

lncarpmldon Impact 

D ~ 

D ~ 

• increse the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
subsamtml physical deterioration of the facility would ~ccur or be accelerated, or 

• include the loss or degradation of existing recreational facilities. 

Impact Mechannms 

Projects that create a demand for recreation may necessitare the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities. Projects that change land use designated for park to another iand use causes a loss of recreational 
facilities. 

Environmen1al Setting 

The Gateway West Business Parle site is located west of Interstate 5 (l-S) between the northeast and southeast 
comers of Arena Boulevard and Duckhom Drive. The Friedman Remil Development site is located south of 
Arena Boulevard and west of Duckhorn Drive. The City of Sacramento determined that the Gateway West and 
Cambay West PUD satisfied the parks, recreation, and open space requirements during the PUD approval 
phase. The proposed project does not change the acres ~ignated for the approved land uses, merely identifies 
what specific land Uses will be developed within the commercial and employment center portions of the PUD. 

Regulatory Setting 

City ofSacra•ato General Plan 
In the Public Facilities and Services :Element ofthe SGPU DEIR, the City set the goal of providing adequate 
parks and recreational services by achieving the park acreage samdards in the Parks and ~on Master 
Plan (SGPU DEIR., C-61). The park acreage standard in the Parks and Recreation Master Plan is s· acres per 
1,000 residents or approximately 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents for Neighborhood Parks and 2.5 acres for 
Community Parks per 1,000 residents. 

North Natomas Community Plan 
The NNCP sets 1he following Guiding Policies for parks in North Natomas (NNCP, 56): 

A. Every resident and worker shall have convenient access to active and passive recreational opportunities. 

B. Parks should be evenly disinouted throughout residential neighborhoods based on population. 

C. Develop parks with a joint use agreement with other compatible. users where possible to provide :financial 
savings, . 

Sac:rammto City Code 
SCC 16.64 Parks and Recreational Facilities requires a developer to dedicate land, pay a fee in lieu, or both as 
a condition of approval of a final subdivision map or parcel map. The City found that the public interest, 
convenience, health, welfare and safety require that five acres of property for each 1,000 persons residing · 
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within the City be devoted to local recreation and park purposes. According to ~e standards and fomiula in 
this chapter, the City determines the amount of real property to be dedicated or amount of the in lieu fee. 

Impact Assessment 

a) Would the proposal int::nlue the delilmulfor neighborhood or rqional para or other recreational 
#'. MYli ' ,IL. e:r. 

Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Park Project nor the Friedman Retail Development 
Project creates any new demand for parks and recreational facilities beyond the demnd identified in the 
Gateway West and Cambay West PUD. By approving the PUD, the City of Sacramento determined that 
the PUD satisfies the City's recreation goals and policies. 

b) Would 'llae proposm affect eDsting recreation opportunities? 

Answer: No. Neither project changes the 23.4 acres of park designated for the Gateway West Business 
Parle and Cambay West PUD. 
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15. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, subsramially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self· 
sustaining levels, threaten to eUminate a plant or animal 
comnumity, 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? 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumlllatively considerable" means 
that the incrememal effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projeeiS, 1he effects 
of other cunmt projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects?) 

c) Does the project have environmental efi'ects, which will cause 
substanDal adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

Poimdally 
Sipificmt 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 
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D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

lmpact 

D 

a) Dao the proposed projet:I h1111e the po'ISltilll to tl~tule lhe 1p1ality of the 1!1111irollllll!lll, SllbstanJially 
rt!!lblt% Ille lallbitllt of a.fish or wildlife sps:ia, t:llllU afi.rh or wiJlllJfe popllllltian ID bop /Mlow self-
mstaining loSs, lhl't!lllSI ID eJbnbu8 a plant of llllinull t:Dlmllllllil.y, l't!llllu 'lh lllllnba- or ratrid the 
rage of a nue or aulan6ad planl or llllbnal or~ illlporllllll t!mlllJllG of 11111jor paiads of 
Cld¥onlia hi.rtozy or ptthistory '! 

Alinver: Yes. However, all pobmtial projc~ impacts will either be avoided or reduced to Jess than . 
significant through project design, compliance with applicable regulations, or by the implementation of 
mitigation measures as descn"bed in this document. · 

b) Doer the propoull projm have impacts that ore indiPidllaBy lilnilsl, blll t:llllllllllti1 considerable? 

Answer: No cumulative impacts were identified. 

c) Doa the propos8! projm htwe envirolllllatlll l!ffem, which will t:llllSI! substantial advene effet:Js on 
Juaun beings, f!ilber directJ.y or indint:tly? 

Answer: No. 
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APPENDIX.A. 

Gateway West Business Park Figures: A-1 through A-10 

Gateway West Business Park(P00-064) and 
Friedman Retail Development (POl-104) 

City of Sacramento, CA 

Figure A-1. Project Location Map 
Figure A-2. Gateway West Business Park PUD Schematic Site Plan 
Figure A-3. Gateway West Business Park Tentatjve Subdivision Map 
Figure A-4. Gateway West Business Park Special Permit Overall Site Plan 
Figure A-5. Gateway West Business Parle Special Permit Site Plan 
Figure A-6. Gateway West Business Park Special Permit Landscape Plan 
Figure A-7. Gateway West Business Park Exterior Elevations - Two story building 
Figure A-8. Gateway West Business Park Pedestrian Circulation Diagram 
Figme A-9. Gateway West Business Park Conceptual Landscape Plan 
Figure .A.-10. Gateway West Business Park Buildable Area Zone Plan 
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ATTACHMENT D 
UNIVERSAL TECHNICAL INSTITUTE ADDENDUM 

 
 
 
 
  





















































































































































































































































































































 

 
 

 

ATTACHMENT E 
AINOR SIGNS INC. HIGHWAY SIGN RECOMMENDATIONS  

  



www.ainorsigns.com  | 5443 Stationers Way, Sacramento, CA | 916.348.4370 

 

12/9/19 

 

Attn: John Margowski, 

We are recommending an 80’ pylon sign for Gateway West for the following reasons: 

• Increased visibility from both directions of travel. 

• Improved public safety for the following reasons: 

o 70 MPH speed limit reduces reaction time for travelers to merge and safely 

exit the freeway.  

o The height will ensure the signage is visible above low-lying fog for both 

northbound and southbound travelers. 

o The sign is designed to ensure the best line-of-sight for both north and 

southbound travelers due to the slope of the off-ramp, and height of the 

over-pass.   
• If height was reduced, the over-pass would block the line of sight from the traffic 

heading northbound. 
 

Delta Shores, Natomas Crossings, and Natomas Marketplace are all roughly 70’ pylons 

within 25 miles of Gateway West. All of these existing signs are directly off I-80 & I-5 with 

no slopes or obstructions to the visibility, making the added height to Gateway West’s 

pylon necessary.  

 

All aspects of this proposed signage package are designed to ensure maximum visibility 

and safety of the public traveling near, and too, the Gateway West center. 
 

Sincerely, 

Joseph Bergh 

President 

Ainor Signs, Inc. 



 

 
 

 

ATTACHMENT F 
CALEEMOD OUTPUTS  

 
 
 
 
 



Sacramento County, Mitigation Report

Gateway West

Construction Mitigation Summary

Phase 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

Building Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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

Site Preparation 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

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 2/19/2020 3:45 PMPage 1 of 11



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

Air Compressors Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Excavators Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Cranes Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Forklifts Diesel No Change 0 3 No Change 0.00

Graders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Pavers 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 4 No Change 0.00

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Diesel No Change 0 10 No Change 0.00

Generator Sets Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Paving Equipment Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Welders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 2/19/2020 3:45 PMPage 2 of 11



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

Air Compressors 2.13300E-002 1.48500E-001 1.78970E-001 2.90000E-004 9.07000E-003 9.07000E-003 0.00000E+000 2.51496E+001 2.51496E+001 1.71000E-003 0.00000E+000 2.51923E+001

Cranes 3.52000E-002 4.11550E-001 1.70030E-001 5.00000E-004 1.67500E-002 1.54100E-002 0.00000E+000 4.36875E+001 4.36875E+001 1.41300E-002 0.00000E+000 4.40407E+001

Excavators 2.29000E-003 2.15300E-002 3.27200E-002 5.00000E-005 1.04000E-003 9.60000E-004 0.00000E+000 4.53767E+000 4.53767E+000 1.47000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.57435E+000

Forklifts 3.77000E-002 3.44330E-001 3.44630E-001 4.50000E-004 2.42800E-002 2.23300E-002 0.00000E+000 3.96831E+001 3.96831E+001 1.28300E-002 0.00000E+000 4.00039E+001

Generator Sets 3.49000E-002 3.09250E-001 3.62850E-001 6.50000E-004 1.62900E-002 1.62900E-002 0.00000E+000 5.56729E+001 5.56729E+001 2.82000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.57434E+001

Graders 4.53000E-003 5.92500E-002 1.76700E-002 7.00000E-005 1.88000E-003 1.73000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.82126E+000 5.82126E+000 1.88000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.86833E+000

Pavers 4.92000E-003 5.19000E-002 5.81000E-002 9.00000E-005 2.51000E-003 2.31000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.25649E+000 8.25649E+000 2.67000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.32324E+000

Paving Equipment 3.84000E-003 3.88100E-002 5.08300E-002 8.00000E-005 1.92000E-003 1.76000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.15688E+000 7.15688E+000 2.31000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.21475E+000

Rollers 3.79000E-003 3.84800E-002 3.76100E-002 5.00000E-005 2.35000E-003 2.16000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.61011E+000 4.61011E+000 1.49000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.64739E+000

Rubber Tired 
Dozers

1.83100E-002 1.92000E-001 7.06600E-002 1.50000E-004 9.32000E-003 8.57000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.31348E+001 1.31348E+001 4.25000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.32410E+001

Tractors/Loaders/
Backhoes

5.52600E-002 5.59660E-001 6.74180E-001 9.30000E-004 3.27500E-002 3.01300E-002 0.00000E+000 8.15081E+001 8.15081E+001 2.63600E-002 0.00000E+000 8.21671E+001

Welders 2.95300E-002 1.48120E-001 1.69050E-001 2.50000E-004 7.19000E-003 7.19000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.85397E+001 1.85397E+001 2.39000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.85995E+001
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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

Air Compressors 2.13300E-002 1.48500E-001 1.78970E-001 2.90000E-004 9.07000E-003 9.07000E-003 0.00000E+000 2.51495E+001 2.51495E+001 1.71000E-003 0.00000E+000 2.51923E+001

Cranes 3.52000E-002 4.11550E-001 1.70030E-001 5.00000E-004 1.67500E-002 1.54100E-002 0.00000E+000 4.36874E+001 4.36874E+001 1.41300E-002 0.00000E+000 4.40406E+001

Excavators 2.29000E-003 2.15300E-002 3.27200E-002 5.00000E-005 1.04000E-003 9.60000E-004 0.00000E+000 4.53766E+000 4.53766E+000 1.47000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.57435E+000

Forklifts 3.77000E-002 3.44330E-001 3.44630E-001 4.50000E-004 2.42800E-002 2.23300E-002 0.00000E+000 3.96830E+001 3.96830E+001 1.28300E-002 0.00000E+000 4.00039E+001

Generator Sets 3.49000E-002 3.09250E-001 3.62850E-001 6.50000E-004 1.62900E-002 1.62900E-002 0.00000E+000 5.56729E+001 5.56729E+001 2.82000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.57433E+001

Graders 4.53000E-003 5.92500E-002 1.76700E-002 7.00000E-005 1.88000E-003 1.73000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.82125E+000 5.82125E+000 1.88000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.86832E+000

Pavers 4.92000E-003 5.19000E-002 5.81000E-002 9.00000E-005 2.51000E-003 2.31000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.25648E+000 8.25648E+000 2.67000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.32323E+000

Paving Equipment 3.84000E-003 3.88100E-002 5.08300E-002 8.00000E-005 1.92000E-003 1.76000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.15688E+000 7.15688E+000 2.31000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.21474E+000

Rollers 3.79000E-003 3.84800E-002 3.76100E-002 5.00000E-005 2.35000E-003 2.16000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.61011E+000 4.61011E+000 1.49000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.64738E+000

Rubber Tired Dozers 1.83100E-002 1.92000E-001 7.06600E-002 1.50000E-004 9.32000E-003 8.57000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.31348E+001 1.31348E+001 4.25000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.32410E+001

Tractors/Loaders/Ba
ckhoes

5.52600E-002 5.59660E-001 6.74180E-001 9.30000E-004 3.27500E-002 3.01300E-002 0.00000E+000 8.15080E+001 8.15080E+001 2.63600E-002 0.00000E+000 8.21670E+001

Welders 2.95300E-002 1.48120E-001 1.69050E-001 2.50000E-004 7.19000E-003 7.19000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.85397E+001 1.85397E+001 2.39000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.85995E+001
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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)

0.00

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

Percent Reduction

Air Compressors 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.19286E-006 1.19286E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.19084E-006

Cranes 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.14449E-006 1.14449E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.13531E-006

Excavators 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 2.20377E-006 2.20377E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Forklifts 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.00799E-006 1.00799E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.24988E-006

Generator Sets 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.07772E-006 1.07772E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.25575E-006

Graders 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.71784E-006 1.71784E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.70406E-006

Pavers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.21117E-006 1.21117E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.20146E-006

Paving Equipment 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.38605E-006

Rollers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 2.15175E-006

Rubber Tired Dozers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 7.61335E-007 7.61335E-007 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 7.55229E-007

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 1.22687E-006 1.22687E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.21703E-006

Welders 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.07876E-006 1.07876E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.07530E-006

Yes/No Mitigation InputMitigation InputMitigation InputMitigation Measure
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No Clean Paved Road % PM Reduction 0.00

Operational Percent Reduction Summary

Unmitigated Mitigated Percent Reduction

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

Architectural Coating Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural Coating Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Building Construction Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Building Construction Roads 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00

Grading Fugitive Dust 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.03 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

Site Preparation Fugitive Dust 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.00 0.00

Site Preparation Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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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 2.30 4.04 7.75 12.20 9.92 9.99 0.00 12.20 12.20 8.31 0.00 12.20

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 0.00

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

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Category

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

% Reduction

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.18

0.00

0.00

0.13

Input Value 1

0.37

0.20

Input Value 2 Input Value 
3

Measure

Increase Diversity

Land Use SubTotal

Integrate Below Market Rate Housing

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Destination Accessibility

Improve Walkability Design

Increase Density

Project Setting: Suburban Center
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Yes

Yes

No Neighborhood Enhancements

Neighborhood Enhancements

Neighborhood Enhancements

0.00

2.00 Project Site and 
Connecting Off-
Site

25.00

Implement NEV Network

Provide Traffic Calming Measures

Improve Pedestrian Network

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 0.05

0.15

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

No

No

No

No

No

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

0.00

10.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

4.50

2.00

Transit Subsidy

Commute Subtotal

Provide Ride Sharing Program

Employee Vanpool/Shuttle

Market Commute Trip Reduction Option

Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative 
Work Schedules

Workplace Parking Charge

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

100.00

100.00

100.00

100.00

Energy Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented

No

No

No

Mitigation Measure

Install High Efficiency Lighting

On-site Renewable

Exceed Title 24

Input Value 1 Input Value 2

No School Trip 0.00Implement School Bus Program

0.15Total VMT Reduction

No Use Low VOC Paint (Parking) 100.00
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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

Solid Waste Mitigation

Mitigation Measures Input Value
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Institute Recycling and Composting Services
Percent Reduction in Waste Disposed
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Hotel 111.00 Room 3.70 50.00 0

Convenience Market With Gas Pumps 16.00 Pump 0.05 3.70 0

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Thru 2.60 1000sqft 0.06 2,600.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2.67 1000sqft 0.06 2,668.00 0

Strip Mall 2.67 1000sqft 0.06 2,668.00 0

Strip Mall 2.67 1000sqft 0.06 2,668.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 3.95 1000sqft 0.09 3,954.00 0

Other Asphalt Surfaces 50.00 1000sqft 1.15 50,000.00 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

2023Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

387.0987 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Gateway West
Sacramento County, Annual
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Project Characteristics - SMUD CO2 Intenisty adjusted based on RPS requirements

Land Use - Land Uses based on proejct application

Construction Phase - Construction schedule based on applicant provided information and assumptions for off-site improvements

Grading - Based on size of site and off-site improvement areas

Vehicle Trips - Weekday trip rates based on trip generation analysis prepared by DKS

Energy Use - Energy intensity adjusted per 2019 CBSC

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 197.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 197.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 4/22/2022 2/15/2022

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 2/25/2022 2/1/2022

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 4/9/2021 4/2/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/25/2022 4/30/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/12/2021 3/5/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 3/26/2022 5/15/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 4/10/2021 5/1/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 3/13/2021 3/6/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 2/26/2022 4/3/2021

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.26 2.28

tblEnergyUse T24E 8.80 6.16

tblEnergyUse T24E 8.80 6.16

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.59 2.51

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.26 2.28

tblEnergyUse T24NG 4.49 3.14
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblEnergyUse T24NG 59.66 41.76

tblEnergyUse T24NG 59.66 41.76

tblEnergyUse T24NG 33.04 23.13

tblEnergyUse T24NG 4.49 3.14

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 10.00 6.77

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 200.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 50.00

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 800.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 161,172.00 50.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,258.80 3.70

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,670.00 2,668.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,670.00 2,668.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,670.00 2,668.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 3,950.00 3,954.00

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 590.31 387.0987

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 542.60 61.54

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 496.12 179.22

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 51.22

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 13.59

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 44.32 69.39
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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

2021 0.3079 2.2519 2.0675 3.7200e-
003

0.1387 0.1156 0.2544 0.0664 0.1087 0.1751 0.0000 325.3326 325.3326 0.0700 0.0000 327.0837

2022 0.0358 0.2068 0.2208 4.0000e-
004

3.4800e-
003

0.0103 0.0137 9.4000e-
004

9.7300e-
003

0.0107 0.0000 34.6741 34.6741 6.5900e-
003

0.0000 34.8387

Maximum 0.3079 2.2519 2.0675 3.7200e-
003

0.1387 0.1156 0.2544 0.0664 0.1087 0.1751 0.0000 325.3326 325.3326 0.0700 0.0000 327.0837

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

2021 0.3079 2.2519 2.0675 3.7200e-
003

0.1387 0.1156 0.2544 0.0664 0.1087 0.1751 0.0000 325.3323 325.3323 0.0700 0.0000 327.0833

2022 0.0357 0.2068 0.2208 4.0000e-
004

3.4800e-
003

0.0103 0.0137 9.4000e-
004

9.7300e-
003

0.0107 0.0000 34.6741 34.6741 6.5900e-
003

0.0000 34.8387

Maximum 0.3079 2.2519 2.0675 3.7200e-
003

0.1387 0.1156 0.2544 0.0664 0.1087 0.1751 0.0000 325.3323 325.3323 0.0700 0.0000 327.0833

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 0.0680 2.0000e-
005

2.4400e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.7500e-
003

4.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0700e-
003

Energy 8.0700e-
003

0.0734 0.0616 4.4000e-
004

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

0.0000 153.1502 153.1502 7.0200e-
003

2.6000e-
003

154.1006

Mobile 0.9308 3.2633 7.1351 0.0185 1.4971 0.0163 1.5135 0.4013 0.0152 0.4165 0.0000 1,705.732
7

1,705.732
7

0.0952 0.0000 1,708.1137

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 35.5458 0.0000 35.5458 2.1007 0.0000 88.0631

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1855 5.9183 8.1037 7.9700e-
003

4.8400e-
003

9.7465

Total 1.0068 3.3367 7.1992 0.0190 1.4971 0.0219 1.5191 0.4013 0.0208 0.4221 37.7312 1,864.805
9

1,902.537
1

2.2109 7.4400e-
003

1,960.029
0

Unmitigated Operational

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 3-1-2021 5-31-2021 0.7562 0.7562

2 6-1-2021 8-31-2021 0.7613 0.7613

3 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 0.7536 0.7536

4 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 0.5085 0.5085

Highest 0.7613 0.7613
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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 0.0680 2.0000e-
005

2.4400e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.7500e-
003

4.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0700e-
003

Energy 8.0700e-
003

0.0734 0.0616 4.4000e-
004

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

0.0000 153.1502 153.1502 7.0200e-
003

2.6000e-
003

154.1006

Mobile 0.9093 3.1315 6.5818 0.0163 1.2801 0.0147 1.2948 0.3431 0.0137 0.3568 0.0000 1,497.552
5

1,497.552
5

0.0873 0.0000 1,499.735
7

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 35.5458 0.0000 35.5458 2.1007 0.0000 88.0631

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1855 5.9183 8.1037 7.9700e-
003

4.8400e-
003

9.7465

Total 0.9854 3.2049 6.6459 0.0167 1.2801 0.0203 1.3004 0.3431 0.0193 0.3624 37.7312 1,656.625
8

1,694.357
0

2.2030 7.4400e-
003

1,751.651
0

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

2.13 3.95 7.69 11.92 14.50 7.39 14.40 14.50 7.31 14.15 0.00 11.16 10.94 0.36 0.00 10.63
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 3/1/2021 3/5/2021 5 5

2 Grading Grading 3/6/2021 4/2/2021 5 20

3 Paving Paving 4/3/2021 4/30/2021 5 20

4 Building Construction Building Construction 5/1/2021 2/1/2022 5 197

5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 5/15/2021 2/15/2022 5 197

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 21,918; Non-Residential Outdoor: 7,306; Striped Parking Area: 3,000 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 6.77

Acres of Paving: 1.15
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

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

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

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

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 6.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 6 15.00 0.00 125.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 27.00 11.00 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

Architectural Coating 1 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2021

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 0.0452 0.0000 0.0452 0.0248 0.0000 0.0248 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 9.7200e-
003

0.1012 0.0529 1.0000e-
004

5.1100e-
003

5.1100e-
003

4.7000e-
003

4.7000e-
003

0.0000 8.3589 8.3589 2.7000e-
003

0.0000 8.4265

Total 9.7200e-
003

0.1012 0.0529 1.0000e-
004

0.0452 5.1100e-
003

0.0503 0.0248 4.7000e-
003

0.0295 0.0000 8.3589 8.3589 2.7000e-
003

0.0000 8.4265

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 2.0000e-
005

7.9000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2269 0.2269 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2272

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 1.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 3.3000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2829 0.2829 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2831

Total 1.8000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

1.3200e-
003

0.0000 3.8000e-
004

0.0000 3.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.5097 0.5097 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5103

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2021

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 0.0452 0.0000 0.0452 0.0248 0.0000 0.0248 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 9.7200e-
003

0.1012 0.0529 1.0000e-
004

5.1100e-
003

5.1100e-
003

4.7000e-
003

4.7000e-
003

0.0000 8.3589 8.3589 2.7000e-
003

0.0000 8.4265

Total 9.7200e-
003

0.1012 0.0529 1.0000e-
004

0.0452 5.1100e-
003

0.0503 0.0248 4.7000e-
003

0.0295 0.0000 8.3589 8.3589 2.7000e-
003

0.0000 8.4265

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 2.0000e-
005

7.9000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2269 0.2269 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2272

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 1.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 3.3000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2829 0.2829 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2831

Total 1.8000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

1.3200e-
003

0.0000 3.8000e-
004

0.0000 3.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.5097 0.5097 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5103

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2021

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 0.0639 0.0000 0.0639 0.0335 0.0000 0.0335 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0229 0.2474 0.1586 3.0000e-
004

0.0116 0.0116 0.0107 0.0107 0.0000 26.0537 26.0537 8.4300e-
003

0.0000 26.2644

Total 0.0229 0.2474 0.1586 3.0000e-
004

0.0639 0.0116 0.0755 0.0335 0.0107 0.0442 0.0000 26.0537 26.0537 8.4300e-
003

0.0000 26.2644

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 4.5000e-
004

0.0165 3.7700e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.0500e-
003

6.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.7265 4.7265 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 4.7333

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 5.2000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.8000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9429 0.9429 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9435

Total 9.7000e-
004

0.0168 7.5700e-
003

6.0000e-
005

2.1500e-
003

7.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.8000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

6.4000e-
004

0.0000 5.6693 5.6693 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.6768

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2021

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 0.0639 0.0000 0.0639 0.0335 0.0000 0.0335 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0229 0.2474 0.1586 3.0000e-
004

0.0116 0.0116 0.0107 0.0107 0.0000 26.0537 26.0537 8.4300e-
003

0.0000 26.2643

Total 0.0229 0.2474 0.1586 3.0000e-
004

0.0639 0.0116 0.0755 0.0335 0.0107 0.0442 0.0000 26.0537 26.0537 8.4300e-
003

0.0000 26.2643

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 4.5000e-
004

0.0165 3.7700e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.0500e-
003

6.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.7265 4.7265 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 4.7333

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 5.2000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.8000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9429 0.9429 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9435

Total 9.7000e-
004

0.0168 7.5700e-
003

6.0000e-
005

2.1500e-
003

7.0000e-
005

2.2200e-
003

5.8000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

6.4000e-
004

0.0000 5.6693 5.6693 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.6768

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2021

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 0.0126 0.1292 0.1465 2.3000e-
004

6.7800e-
003

6.7800e-
003

6.2400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

0.0000 20.0235 20.0235 6.4800e-
003

0.0000 20.1854

Paving 1.5100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0141 0.1292 0.1465 2.3000e-
004

6.7800e-
003

6.7800e-
003

6.2400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

0.0000 20.0235 20.0235 6.4800e-
003

0.0000 20.1854

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 5.2000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.8000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9429 0.9429 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9435

Total 5.2000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.8000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9429 0.9429 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9435

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2021

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 0.0126 0.1292 0.1465 2.3000e-
004

6.7800e-
003

6.7800e-
003

6.2400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

0.0000 20.0235 20.0235 6.4800e-
003

0.0000 20.1854

Paving 1.5100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0141 0.1292 0.1465 2.3000e-
004

6.7800e-
003

6.7800e-
003

6.2400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

0.0000 20.0235 20.0235 6.4800e-
003

0.0000 20.1854

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 5.2000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.8000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9429 0.9429 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9435

Total 5.2000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.8000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9429 0.9429 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9435

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2021

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 0.1663 1.5253 1.4503 2.3600e-
003

0.0839 0.0839 0.0789 0.0789 0.0000 202.6826 202.6826 0.0489 0.0000 203.9051

Total 0.1663 1.5253 1.4503 2.3600e-
003

0.0839 0.0839 0.0789 0.0789 0.0000 202.6826 202.6826 0.0489 0.0000 203.9051

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 3.0300e-
003

0.0985 0.0263 2.3000e-
004

5.6300e-
003

2.7000e-
004

5.9000e-
003

1.6300e-
003

2.6000e-
004

1.8900e-
003

0.0000 22.5845 22.5845 1.2900e-
003

0.0000 22.6168

Worker 8.1800e-
003

5.3500e-
003

0.0598 1.6000e-
004

0.0174 1.2000e-
004

0.0175 4.6100e-
003

1.1000e-
004

4.7300e-
003

0.0000 14.8502 14.8502 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 14.8599

Total 0.0112 0.1038 0.0861 3.9000e-
004

0.0230 3.9000e-
004

0.0234 6.2400e-
003

3.7000e-
004

6.6200e-
003

0.0000 37.4347 37.4347 1.6800e-
003

0.0000 37.4767

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2021

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 0.1663 1.5253 1.4503 2.3600e-
003

0.0839 0.0839 0.0789 0.0789 0.0000 202.6824 202.6824 0.0489 0.0000 203.9048

Total 0.1663 1.5253 1.4503 2.3600e-
003

0.0839 0.0839 0.0789 0.0789 0.0000 202.6824 202.6824 0.0489 0.0000 203.9048

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 3.0300e-
003

0.0985 0.0263 2.3000e-
004

5.6300e-
003

2.7000e-
004

5.9000e-
003

1.6300e-
003

2.6000e-
004

1.8900e-
003

0.0000 22.5845 22.5845 1.2900e-
003

0.0000 22.6168

Worker 8.1800e-
003

5.3500e-
003

0.0598 1.6000e-
004

0.0174 1.2000e-
004

0.0175 4.6100e-
003

1.1000e-
004

4.7300e-
003

0.0000 14.8502 14.8502 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 14.8599

Total 0.0112 0.1038 0.0861 3.9000e-
004

0.0230 3.9000e-
004

0.0234 6.2400e-
003

3.7000e-
004

6.6200e-
003

0.0000 37.4347 37.4347 1.6800e-
003

0.0000 37.4767

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

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 0.0188 0.1718 0.1800 3.0000e-
004

8.9000e-
003

8.9000e-
003

8.3700e-
003

8.3700e-
003

0.0000 25.4898 25.4898 6.1100e-
003

0.0000 25.6424

Total 0.0188 0.1718 0.1800 3.0000e-
004

8.9000e-
003

8.9000e-
003

8.3700e-
003

8.3700e-
003

0.0000 25.4898 25.4898 6.1100e-
003

0.0000 25.6424

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 3.5000e-
004

0.0118 3.0500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

7.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

7.4000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.8142 2.8142 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.8182

Worker 9.6000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.9100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.1800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

5.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.8000 1.8000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.8011

Total 1.3100e-
003

0.0124 9.9600e-
003

5.0000e-
005

2.8900e-
003

4.0000e-
005

2.9400e-
003

7.8000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

8.2000e-
004

0.0000 4.6143 4.6143 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 4.6193

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

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 0.0188 0.1718 0.1800 3.0000e-
004

8.9000e-
003

8.9000e-
003

8.3700e-
003

8.3700e-
003

0.0000 25.4898 25.4898 6.1100e-
003

0.0000 25.6424

Total 0.0188 0.1718 0.1800 3.0000e-
004

8.9000e-
003

8.9000e-
003

8.3700e-
003

8.3700e-
003

0.0000 25.4898 25.4898 6.1100e-
003

0.0000 25.6424

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 3.5000e-
004

0.0118 3.0500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

7.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

7.4000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.8142 2.8142 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.8182

Worker 9.6000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.9100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.1800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
003

5.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.8000 1.8000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.8011

Total 1.3100e-
003

0.0124 9.9600e-
003

5.0000e-
005

2.8900e-
003

4.0000e-
005

2.9400e-
003

7.8000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

8.2000e-
004

0.0000 4.6143 4.6143 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 4.6193

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2021

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

Archit. Coating 0.0626 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0181 0.1260 0.1500 2.5000e-
004

7.7600e-
003

7.7600e-
003

7.7600e-
003

7.7600e-
003

0.0000 21.0643 21.0643 1.4500e-
003

0.0000 21.1005

Total 0.0806 0.1260 0.1500 2.5000e-
004

7.7600e-
003

7.7600e-
003

7.7600e-
003

7.7600e-
003

0.0000 21.0643 21.0643 1.4500e-
003

0.0000 21.1005

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 1.4300e-
003

9.3000e-
004

0.0104 3.0000e-
005

3.0300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.0500e-
003

8.1000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.5929 2.5929 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5946

Total 1.4300e-
003

9.3000e-
004

0.0104 3.0000e-
005

3.0300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.0500e-
003

8.1000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.5929 2.5929 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5946

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2021

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

Archit. Coating 0.0626 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0181 0.1260 0.1500 2.5000e-
004

7.7600e-
003

7.7600e-
003

7.7600e-
003

7.7600e-
003

0.0000 21.0643 21.0643 1.4500e-
003

0.0000 21.1005

Total 0.0806 0.1260 0.1500 2.5000e-
004

7.7600e-
003

7.7600e-
003

7.7600e-
003

7.7600e-
003

0.0000 21.0643 21.0643 1.4500e-
003

0.0000 21.1005

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 1.4300e-
003

9.3000e-
004

0.0104 3.0000e-
005

3.0300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.0500e-
003

8.1000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.5929 2.5929 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5946

Total 1.4300e-
003

9.3000e-
004

0.0104 3.0000e-
005

3.0300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.0500e-
003

8.1000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.5929 2.5929 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5946

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2022

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

Archit. Coating 0.0121 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.2700e-
003

0.0225 0.0290 5.0000e-
005

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

0.0000 4.0852 4.0852 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 4.0919

Total 0.0154 0.0225 0.0290 5.0000e-
005

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

0.0000 4.0852 4.0852 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 4.0919

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 2.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.8600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.4849 0.4849 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4852

Total 2.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.8600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.4849 0.4849 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4852

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2022

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

Archit. Coating 0.0121 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.2700e-
003

0.0225 0.0290 5.0000e-
005

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

0.0000 4.0852 4.0852 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 4.0919

Total 0.0154 0.0225 0.0290 5.0000e-
005

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

0.0000 4.0852 4.0852 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 4.0919

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 2.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.8600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.4849 0.4849 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4852

Total 2.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.8600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.4849 0.4849 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4852

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 0.9093 3.1315 6.5818 0.0163 1.2801 0.0147 1.2948 0.3431 0.0137 0.3568 0.0000 1,497.552
5

1,497.552
5

0.0873 0.0000 1,499.735
7

Unmitigated 0.9308 3.2633 7.1351 0.0185 1.4971 0.0163 1.5135 0.4013 0.0152 0.4165 0.0000 1,705.732
7

1,705.732
7

0.0952 0.0000 1,708.1137

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Convenience Market With Gas Pumps 984.64 3,271.52 2670.08 615,852 526,554

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Thru 465.97 1,877.28 1411.07 554,433 474,040

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 136.76 422.85 352.01 185,164 158,315

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 202.32 625.56 520.77 273,932 234,212

Hotel 1,508.49 909.09 660.45 2,002,437 1,712,084

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

Strip Mall 185.27 112.25 54.55 192,033 164,188

Strip Mall 185.27 112.25 54.55 192,033 164,188

Total 3,668.72 7,330.79 5,723.48 4,015,884 3,433,581

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Pedestrian Network

Provide Traffic Calming Measures
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4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Convenience Market With Gas 
Pumps

10.00 5.00 6.50 0.80 80.20 19.00 14 21 65

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive 
Thru

10.00 5.00 6.50 2.20 78.80 19.00 29 21 50

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

10.00 5.00 6.50 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

10.00 5.00 6.50 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 10.00 5.00 6.50 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Other Asphalt Surfaces 10.00 5.00 6.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Strip Mall 10.00 5.00 6.50 16.60 64.40 19.00 45 40 15

Strip Mall 10.00 5.00 6.50 16.60 64.40 19.00 45 40 15

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

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

Convenience Market With Gas 
Pumps

0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive 
Thru

0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

Hotel 0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

Strip Mall 0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

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 73.2712 73.2712 5.4900e-
003

1.1400e-
003

73.7469

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 73.2712 73.2712 5.4900e-
003

1.1400e-
003

73.7469

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

8.0700e-
003

0.0734 0.0616 4.4000e-
004

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

0.0000 79.8790 79.8790 1.5300e-
003

1.4600e-
003

80.3537

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

8.0700e-
003

0.0734 0.0616 4.4000e-
004

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

0.0000 79.8790 79.8790 1.5300e-
003

1.4600e-
003

80.3537
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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

Convenience 
Market With Gas 

Pumps

15.0701 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
004

8.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 8.1000e-
004

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

415485 2.2400e-
003

0.0204 0.0171 1.2000e-
004

1.5500e-
003

1.5500e-
003

1.5500e-
003

1.5500e-
003

0.0000 22.1719 22.1719 4.2000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

22.3036

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

426352 2.3000e-
003

0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004

1.5900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

0.0000 22.7518 22.7518 4.4000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

22.8870

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

631857 3.4100e-
003

0.0310 0.0260 1.9000e-
004

2.3500e-
003

2.3500e-
003

2.3500e-
003

2.3500e-
003

0.0000 33.7183 33.7183 6.5000e-
004

6.2000e-
004

33.9187

Hotel 1432.9 1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0765 0.0765 0.0000 0.0000 0.0769

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

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

Strip Mall 10866.8 1.2000e-
004

1.0700e-
003

8.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.1598 1.1598 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.1667

Total 8.0800e-
003

0.0734 0.0616 4.5000e-
004

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

0.0000 79.8790 79.8790 1.5300e-
003

1.4700e-
003

80.3537

Unmitigated
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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

Convenience 
Market With Gas 

Pumps

15.0701 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
004

8.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 8.1000e-
004

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

415485 2.2400e-
003

0.0204 0.0171 1.2000e-
004

1.5500e-
003

1.5500e-
003

1.5500e-
003

1.5500e-
003

0.0000 22.1719 22.1719 4.2000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

22.3036

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

426352 2.3000e-
003

0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004

1.5900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

0.0000 22.7518 22.7518 4.4000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

22.8870

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

631857 3.4100e-
003

0.0310 0.0260 1.9000e-
004

2.3500e-
003

2.3500e-
003

2.3500e-
003

2.3500e-
003

0.0000 33.7183 33.7183 6.5000e-
004

6.2000e-
004

33.9187

Hotel 1432.9 1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0765 0.0765 0.0000 0.0000 0.0769

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

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

Strip Mall 10866.8 1.2000e-
004

1.0700e-
003

8.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.1598 1.1598 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.1667

Total 8.0800e-
003

0.0734 0.0616 4.5000e-
004

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

5.5800e-
003

0.0000 79.8790 79.8790 1.5300e-
003

1.4700e-
003

80.3537

Mitigated
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Convenience 
Market With Gas 

Pumps

39.1904 6.8800e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 6.9300e-
003

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

101582 17.8363 1.3400e-
003

2.8000e-
004

17.9521

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

104239 18.3028 1.3700e-
003

2.8000e-
004

18.4216

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

154483 27.1249 2.0300e-
003

4.2000e-
004

27.3010

Hotel 436.15 0.0766 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0771

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Strip Mall 28259.5 9.9239 7.4000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

9.9883

Total 73.2712 5.4900e-
003

1.1300e-
003

73.7469

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Convenience 
Market With Gas 

Pumps

39.1904 6.8800e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 6.9300e-
003

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

101582 17.8363 1.3400e-
003

2.8000e-
004

17.9521

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

104239 18.3028 1.3700e-
003

2.8000e-
004

18.4216

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

154483 27.1249 2.0300e-
003

4.2000e-
004

27.3010

Hotel 436.15 0.0766 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0771

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Strip Mall 28259.5 9.9239 7.4000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

9.9883

Total 73.2712 5.4900e-
003

1.1300e-
003

73.7469

Mitigated
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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 0.0680 2.0000e-
005

2.4400e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.7500e-
003

4.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0700e-
003

Unmitigated 0.0680 2.0000e-
005

2.4400e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.7500e-
003

4.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0700e-
003

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

7.4700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0603 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.3000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

2.4400e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.7500e-
003

4.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0700e-
003

Total 0.0680 2.0000e-
005

2.4400e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.7500e-
003

4.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0700e-
003

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

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

7.4700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0603 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.3000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

2.4400e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.7500e-
003

4.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0700e-
003

Total 0.0680 2.0000e-
005

2.4400e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.7500e-
003

4.7500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0700e-
003

Mitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 2/19/2020 3:39 PMPage 31 of 37

Gateway West - Sacramento County, Annual



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 8.1037 7.9700e-
003

4.8400e-
003

9.7465

Unmitigated 8.1037 7.9700e-
003

4.8400e-
003

9.7465
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Convenience 
Market With Gas 

Pumps

0.167315 / 
0.102548

0.2686 2.2000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3134

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

0.789188 / 
0.0503737

1.0006 1.0200e-
003

6.2000e-
004

1.2103

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

2.00939 / 
0.128259

2.5477 2.5800e-
003

1.5700e-
003

3.0815

Hotel 2.81571 / 
0.312857

3.6519 3.6300e-
003

2.2100e-
003

4.4004

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Strip Mall 0.395547 / 
0.242432

0.6350 5.2000e-
004

3.1000e-
004

0.7409

Total 8.1038 7.9700e-
003

4.8400e-
003

9.7465

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

Convenience 
Market With Gas 

Pumps

0.167315 / 
0.102548

0.2686 2.2000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

0.3134

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

0.789188 / 
0.0503737

1.0006 1.0200e-
003

6.2000e-
004

1.2103

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

2.00939 / 
0.128259

2.5477 2.5800e-
003

1.5700e-
003

3.0815

Hotel 2.81571 / 
0.312857

3.6519 3.6300e-
003

2.2100e-
003

4.4004

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Strip Mall 0.395547 / 
0.242432

0.6350 5.2000e-
004

3.1000e-
004

0.7409

Total 8.1038 7.9700e-
003

4.8400e-
003

9.7465

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 35.5458 2.1007 0.0000 88.0631

 Unmitigated 35.5458 2.1007 0.0000 88.0631

Category/Year

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

29.95 6.0796 0.3593 0.0000 15.0619

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

78.78 15.9916 0.9451 0.0000 39.6186

Hotel 60.77 12.3358 0.7290 0.0000 30.5613

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Strip Mall 5.61 1.1388 0.0673 0.0000 2.8213

Total 35.5458 2.1007 0.0000 88.0631

Unmitigated
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

29.95 6.0796 0.3593 0.0000 15.0619

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

78.78 15.9916 0.9451 0.0000 39.6186

Hotel 60.77 12.3358 0.7290 0.0000 30.5613

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Strip Mall 5.61 1.1388 0.0673 0.0000 2.8213

Total 35.5458 2.1007 0.0000 88.0631

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

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

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

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

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Hotel 111.00 Room 3.70 50.00 0

Convenience Market With Gas Pumps 16.00 Pump 0.05 3.70 0

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Thru 2.60 1000sqft 0.06 2,600.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2.67 1000sqft 0.06 2,668.00 0

Strip Mall 2.67 1000sqft 0.06 2,668.00 0

Strip Mall 2.67 1000sqft 0.06 2,668.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 3.95 1000sqft 0.09 3,954.00 0

Other Asphalt Surfaces 50.00 1000sqft 1.15 50,000.00 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

2023Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

387.0987 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Gateway West
Sacramento County, Summer
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Project Characteristics - SMUD CO2 Intenisty adjusted based on RPS requirements

Land Use - Land Uses based on proejct application

Construction Phase - Construction schedule based on applicant provided information and assumptions for off-site improvements

Grading - Based on size of site and off-site improvement areas

Vehicle Trips - Weekday trip rates based on trip generation analysis prepared by DKS

Energy Use - Energy intensity adjusted per 2019 CBSC

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 197.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 197.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 4/22/2022 2/15/2022

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 2/25/2022 2/1/2022

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 4/9/2021 4/2/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/25/2022 4/30/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/12/2021 3/5/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 3/26/2022 5/15/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 4/10/2021 5/1/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 3/13/2021 3/6/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 2/26/2022 4/3/2021

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.26 2.28

tblEnergyUse T24E 8.80 6.16

tblEnergyUse T24E 8.80 6.16

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.59 2.51

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.26 2.28

tblEnergyUse T24NG 4.49 3.14
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblEnergyUse T24NG 59.66 41.76

tblEnergyUse T24NG 59.66 41.76

tblEnergyUse T24NG 33.04 23.13

tblEnergyUse T24NG 4.49 3.14

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 10.00 6.77

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 200.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 50.00

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 800.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 161,172.00 50.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,258.80 3.70

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,670.00 2,668.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,670.00 2,668.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,670.00 2,668.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 3,950.00 3,954.00

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 590.31 387.0987

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 542.60 61.54

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 496.12 179.22

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 51.22

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 13.59

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 44.32 69.39
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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

2021 3.9688 40.8403 21.7632 0.0404 18.2261 2.0465 20.2726 9.9730 1.8828 11.8558 0.0000 3,924.3113 3,924.3113 1.2014 0.0000 3,954.345
0

2022 2.8202 18.1336 19.3185 0.0350 0.3096 0.8950 1.2046 0.0836 0.8469 0.9305 0.0000 3,357.375
5

3,357.375
5

0.6514 0.0000 3,373.660
6

Maximum 3.9688 40.8403 21.7632 0.0404 18.2261 2.0465 20.2726 9.9730 1.8828 11.8558 0.0000 3,924.311
3

3,924.311
3

1.2014 0.0000 3,954.345
0

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

2021 3.9688 40.8403 21.7632 0.0404 18.2261 2.0465 20.2726 9.9730 1.8828 11.8558 0.0000 3,924.3113 3,924.3113 1.2014 0.0000 3,954.345
0

2022 2.8202 18.1336 19.3185 0.0350 0.3096 0.8950 1.2046 0.0836 0.8469 0.9305 0.0000 3,357.375
5

3,357.375
5

0.6514 0.0000 3,373.660
6

Maximum 3.9688 40.8403 21.7632 0.0404 18.2261 2.0465 20.2726 9.9730 1.8828 11.8558 0.0000 3,924.311
3

3,924.311
3

1.2014 0.0000 3,954.345
0

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 0.3731 1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Energy 0.0442 0.4021 0.3377 2.4100e-
003

0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 482.4740 482.4740 9.2500e-
003

8.8500e-
003

485.3411

Mobile 12.0671 30.6343 67.4581 0.1759 13.3650 0.1459 13.5109 3.5722 0.1358 3.7080 17,846.69
78

17,846.69
78

0.9503 17,870.45
49

Total 12.4844 31.0365 67.8154 0.1783 13.3650 0.1765 13.5415 3.5722 0.1664 3.7386 18,329.21
37

18,329.21
37

0.9596 8.8500e-
003

18,355.84
06

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 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 0.3731 1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Energy 0.0442 0.4021 0.3377 2.4100e-
003

0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 482.4740 482.4740 9.2500e-
003

8.8500e-
003

485.3411

Mobile 11.8728 29.5854 61.6494 0.1547 11.4271 0.1319 11.5589 3.0542 0.1227 3.1769 15,701.74
92

15,701.74
92

0.8706 15,723.51
39

Total 12.2902 29.9876 62.0067 0.1572 11.4271 0.1625 11.5896 3.0542 0.1533 3.2076 16,184.26
51

16,184.26
51

0.8800 8.8500e-
003

16,208.89
97

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 3/1/2021 3/5/2021 5 5

2 Grading Grading 3/6/2021 4/2/2021 5 20

3 Paving Paving 4/3/2021 4/30/2021 5 20

4 Building Construction Building Construction 5/1/2021 2/1/2022 5 197

5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 5/15/2021 2/15/2022 5 197

OffRoad Equipment

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

1.56 3.38 8.57 11.88 14.50 7.96 14.41 14.50 7.87 14.20 0.00 11.70 11.70 8.30 0.00 11.70

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 21,918; Non-Residential Outdoor: 7,306; Striped Parking Area: 3,000 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 6.77

Acres of Paving: 1.15
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

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

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

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

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 6.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 6 15.00 0.00 125.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 27.00 11.00 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

Architectural Coating 1 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2021

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 18.0683 0.0000 18.0683 9.9310 0.0000 9.9310 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0683 2.0445 20.1128 9.9310 1.8809 11.8119 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

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 8.4400e-
003

0.3062 0.0705 9.4000e-
004

0.0209 1.0700e-
003

0.0219 5.7100e-
003

1.0200e-
003

6.7300e-
003

100.6881 100.6881 5.6600e-
003

100.8297

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 0.0721 0.0369 0.5385 1.3900e-
003

0.1369 9.2000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 8.5000e-
004

0.0372 137.9662 137.9662 3.6700e-
003

138.0580

Total 0.0806 0.3432 0.6089 2.3300e-
003

0.1578 1.9900e-
003

0.1598 0.0420 1.8700e-
003

0.0439 238.6544 238.6544 9.3300e-
003

238.8878

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2021

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 18.0683 0.0000 18.0683 9.9310 0.0000 9.9310 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0683 2.0445 20.1128 9.9310 1.8809 11.8119 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

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 8.4400e-
003

0.3062 0.0705 9.4000e-
004

0.0209 1.0700e-
003

0.0219 5.7100e-
003

1.0200e-
003

6.7300e-
003

100.6881 100.6881 5.6600e-
003

100.8297

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 0.0721 0.0369 0.5385 1.3900e-
003

0.1369 9.2000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 8.5000e-
004

0.0372 137.9662 137.9662 3.6700e-
003

138.0580

Total 0.0806 0.3432 0.6089 2.3300e-
003

0.1578 1.9900e-
003

0.1598 0.0420 1.8700e-
003

0.0439 238.6544 238.6544 9.3300e-
003

238.8878

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2021

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 6.3914 0.0000 6.3914 3.3506 0.0000 3.3506 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.2903 24.7367 15.8575 0.0296 1.1599 1.1599 1.0671 1.0671 2,871.928
5

2,871.928
5

0.9288 2,895.149
5

Total 2.2903 24.7367 15.8575 0.0296 6.3914 1.1599 7.5513 3.3506 1.0671 4.4177 2,871.928
5

2,871.928
5

0.9288 2,895.149
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 0.0440 1.5950 0.3670 4.8900e-
003

0.1087 5.5700e-
003

0.1143 0.0298 5.3300e-
003

0.0351 524.4174 524.4174 0.0295 525.1549

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 0.0308 0.4487 1.1500e-
003

0.1141 7.7000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.1000e-
004

0.0310 114.9719 114.9719 3.0600e-
003

115.0483

Total 0.1041 1.6258 0.8157 6.0400e-
003

0.2228 6.3400e-
003

0.2292 0.0600 6.0400e-
003

0.0661 639.3893 639.3893 0.0326 640.2033

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2021

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 6.3914 0.0000 6.3914 3.3506 0.0000 3.3506 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.2903 24.7367 15.8575 0.0296 1.1599 1.1599 1.0671 1.0671 0.0000 2,871.928
5

2,871.928
5

0.9288 2,895.149
5

Total 2.2903 24.7367 15.8575 0.0296 6.3914 1.1599 7.5513 3.3506 1.0671 4.4177 0.0000 2,871.928
5

2,871.928
5

0.9288 2,895.149
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 0.0440 1.5950 0.3670 4.8900e-
003

0.1087 5.5700e-
003

0.1143 0.0298 5.3300e-
003

0.0351 524.4174 524.4174 0.0295 525.1549

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 0.0308 0.4487 1.1500e-
003

0.1141 7.7000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.1000e-
004

0.0310 114.9719 114.9719 3.0600e-
003

115.0483

Total 0.1041 1.6258 0.8157 6.0400e-
003

0.2228 6.3400e-
003

0.2292 0.0600 6.0400e-
003

0.0661 639.3893 639.3893 0.0326 640.2033

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2021

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 1.2556 12.9191 14.6532 0.0228 0.6777 0.6777 0.6235 0.6235 2,207.210
9

2,207.210
9

0.7139 2,225.057
3

Paving 0.1507 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.4062 12.9191 14.6532 0.0228 0.6777 0.6777 0.6235 0.6235 2,207.210
9

2,207.210
9

0.7139 2,225.057
3

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 0.0308 0.4487 1.1500e-
003

0.1141 7.7000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.1000e-
004

0.0310 114.9719 114.9719 3.0600e-
003

115.0483

Total 0.0601 0.0308 0.4487 1.1500e-
003

0.1141 7.7000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.1000e-
004

0.0310 114.9719 114.9719 3.0600e-
003

115.0483

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2021

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 1.2556 12.9191 14.6532 0.0228 0.6777 0.6777 0.6235 0.6235 0.0000 2,207.210
9

2,207.210
9

0.7139 2,225.057
3

Paving 0.1507 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.4062 12.9191 14.6532 0.0228 0.6777 0.6777 0.6235 0.6235 0.0000 2,207.210
9

2,207.210
9

0.7139 2,225.057
3

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 0.0308 0.4487 1.1500e-
003

0.1141 7.7000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.1000e-
004

0.0310 114.9719 114.9719 3.0600e-
003

115.0483

Total 0.0601 0.0308 0.4487 1.1500e-
003

0.1141 7.7000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.1000e-
004

0.0310 114.9719 114.9719 3.0600e-
003

115.0483

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2021

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 1.9009 17.4321 16.5752 0.0269 0.9586 0.9586 0.9013 0.9013 2,553.363
9

2,553.363
9

0.6160 2,568.764
3

Total 1.9009 17.4321 16.5752 0.0269 0.9586 0.9586 0.9013 0.9013 2,553.363
9

2,553.363
9

0.6160 2,568.764
3

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 0.0340 1.1048 0.2821 2.7100e-
003

0.0662 3.0300e-
003

0.0692 0.0191 2.9000e-
003

0.0219 287.6257 287.6257 0.0157 288.0187

Worker 0.1082 0.0554 0.8077 2.0800e-
003

0.2054 1.3900e-
003

0.2068 0.0545 1.2800e-
003

0.0558 206.9493 206.9493 5.5100e-
003

207.0870

Total 0.1422 1.1602 1.0898 4.7900e-
003

0.2716 4.4200e-
003

0.2760 0.0735 4.1800e-
003

0.0777 494.5750 494.5750 0.0212 495.1057

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2021

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 1.9009 17.4321 16.5752 0.0269 0.9586 0.9586 0.9013 0.9013 0.0000 2,553.363
9

2,553.363
9

0.6160 2,568.764
3

Total 1.9009 17.4321 16.5752 0.0269 0.9586 0.9586 0.9013 0.9013 0.0000 2,553.363
9

2,553.363
9

0.6160 2,568.764
3

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 0.0340 1.1048 0.2821 2.7100e-
003

0.0662 3.0300e-
003

0.0692 0.0191 2.9000e-
003

0.0219 287.6257 287.6257 0.0157 288.0187

Worker 0.1082 0.0554 0.8077 2.0800e-
003

0.2054 1.3900e-
003

0.2068 0.0545 1.2800e-
003

0.0558 206.9493 206.9493 5.5100e-
003

207.0870

Total 0.1422 1.1602 1.0898 4.7900e-
003

0.2716 4.4200e-
003

0.2760 0.0735 4.1800e-
003

0.0777 494.5750 494.5750 0.0212 495.1057

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

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 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

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 0.0315 1.0504 0.2599 2.6900e-
003

0.0662 2.6500e-
003

0.0688 0.0190 2.5400e-
003

0.0216 285.1167 285.1167 0.0153 285.4984

Worker 0.1010 0.0498 0.7439 2.0000e-
003

0.2054 1.3500e-
003

0.2067 0.0545 1.2400e-
003

0.0557 199.5276 199.5276 4.9500e-
003

199.6514

Total 0.1326 1.1002 1.0038 4.6900e-
003

0.2716 4.0000e-
003

0.2756 0.0735 3.7800e-
003

0.0773 484.6443 484.6443 0.0202 485.1498

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

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 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

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 0.0315 1.0504 0.2599 2.6900e-
003

0.0662 2.6500e-
003

0.0688 0.0190 2.5400e-
003

0.0216 285.1167 285.1167 0.0153 285.4984

Worker 0.1010 0.0498 0.7439 2.0000e-
003

0.2054 1.3500e-
003

0.2067 0.0545 1.2400e-
003

0.0557 199.5276 199.5276 4.9500e-
003

199.6514

Total 0.1326 1.1002 1.0038 4.6900e-
003

0.2716 4.0000e-
003

0.2756 0.0735 3.7800e-
003

0.0773 484.6443 484.6443 0.0202 485.1498

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 2/19/2020 3:40 PMPage 17 of 29

Gateway West - Sacramento County, Summer



3.6 Architectural Coating - 2021

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

Archit. Coating 0.7582 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2189 1.5268 1.8176 2.9700e-
003

0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 281.4481 281.4481 0.0193 281.9309

Total 0.9771 1.5268 1.8176 2.9700e-
003

0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 281.4481 281.4481 0.0193 281.9309

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 0.0200 0.0103 0.1496 3.8000e-
004

0.0380 2.6000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.4000e-
004

0.0103 38.3240 38.3240 1.0200e-
003

38.3495

Total 0.0200 0.0103 0.1496 3.8000e-
004

0.0380 2.6000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.4000e-
004

0.0103 38.3240 38.3240 1.0200e-
003

38.3495

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2021

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

Archit. Coating 0.7582 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2189 1.5268 1.8176 2.9700e-
003

0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0193 281.9309

Total 0.9771 1.5268 1.8176 2.9700e-
003

0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0193 281.9309

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 0.0200 0.0103 0.1496 3.8000e-
004

0.0380 2.6000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.4000e-
004

0.0103 38.3240 38.3240 1.0200e-
003

38.3495

Total 0.0200 0.0103 0.1496 3.8000e-
004

0.0380 2.6000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.4000e-
004

0.0103 38.3240 38.3240 1.0200e-
003

38.3495

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2022

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

Archit. Coating 0.7582 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2045 1.4085 1.8136 2.9700e-
003

0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 281.4481 281.4481 0.0183 281.9062

Total 0.9627 1.4085 1.8136 2.9700e-
003

0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 281.4481 281.4481 0.0183 281.9062

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 0.0187 9.2300e-
003

0.1378 3.7000e-
004

0.0380 2.5000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.3000e-
004

0.0103 36.9496 36.9496 9.2000e-
004

36.9725

Total 0.0187 9.2300e-
003

0.1378 3.7000e-
004

0.0380 2.5000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.3000e-
004

0.0103 36.9496 36.9496 9.2000e-
004

36.9725

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2022

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

Archit. Coating 0.7582 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2045 1.4085 1.8136 2.9700e-
003

0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0183 281.9062

Total 0.9627 1.4085 1.8136 2.9700e-
003

0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0183 281.9062

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 0.0187 9.2300e-
003

0.1378 3.7000e-
004

0.0380 2.5000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.3000e-
004

0.0103 36.9496 36.9496 9.2000e-
004

36.9725

Total 0.0187 9.2300e-
003

0.1378 3.7000e-
004

0.0380 2.5000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.3000e-
004

0.0103 36.9496 36.9496 9.2000e-
004

36.9725

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 11.8728 29.5854 61.6494 0.1547 11.4271 0.1319 11.5589 3.0542 0.1227 3.1769 15,701.74
92

15,701.74
92

0.8706 15,723.51
39

Unmitigated 12.0671 30.6343 67.4581 0.1759 13.3650 0.1459 13.5109 3.5722 0.1358 3.7080 17,846.69
78

17,846.69
78

0.9503 17,870.45
49

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Convenience Market With Gas Pumps 984.64 3,271.52 2670.08 615,852 526,554

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Thru 465.97 1,877.28 1411.07 554,433 474,040

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 136.76 422.85 352.01 185,164 158,315

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 202.32 625.56 520.77 273,932 234,212

Hotel 1,508.49 909.09 660.45 2,002,437 1,712,084

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

Strip Mall 185.27 112.25 54.55 192,033 164,188

Strip Mall 185.27 112.25 54.55 192,033 164,188

Total 3,668.72 7,330.79 5,723.48 4,015,884 3,433,581

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Pedestrian Network

Provide Traffic Calming Measures
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4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Convenience Market With Gas 
Pumps

10.00 5.00 6.50 0.80 80.20 19.00 14 21 65

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive 
Thru

10.00 5.00 6.50 2.20 78.80 19.00 29 21 50

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

10.00 5.00 6.50 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

10.00 5.00 6.50 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 10.00 5.00 6.50 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Other Asphalt Surfaces 10.00 5.00 6.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Strip Mall 10.00 5.00 6.50 16.60 64.40 19.00 45 40 15

Strip Mall 10.00 5.00 6.50 16.60 64.40 19.00 45 40 15

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

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

Convenience Market With Gas 
Pumps

0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive 
Thru

0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

Hotel 0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

Strip Mall 0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

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

0.0442 0.4021 0.3377 2.4100e-
003

0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 482.4740 482.4740 9.2500e-
003

8.8500e-
003

485.3411

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0442 0.4021 0.3377 2.4100e-
003

0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 482.4740 482.4740 9.2500e-
003

8.8500e-
003

485.3411
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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 lb/day lb/day

Convenience 
Market With Gas 

Pumps

0.0412879 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.8600e-
003

4.8600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 4.8900e-
003

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

1138.32 0.0123 0.1116 0.0937 6.7000e-
004

8.4800e-
003

8.4800e-
003

8.4800e-
003

8.4800e-
003

133.9195 133.9195 2.5700e-
003

2.4600e-
003

134.7153

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1168.09 0.0126 0.1145 0.0962 6.9000e-
004

8.7000e-
003

8.7000e-
003

8.7000e-
003

8.7000e-
003

137.4220 137.4220 2.6300e-
003

2.5200e-
003

138.2386

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1731.12 0.0187 0.1697 0.1426 1.0200e-
003

0.0129 0.0129 0.0129 0.0129 203.6606 203.6606 3.9000e-
003

3.7300e-
003

204.8709

Hotel 3.92575 4.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.4619 0.4619 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.4646

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

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

Strip Mall 29.772 6.4000e-
004

5.8400e-
003

4.9000e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

7.0052 7.0052 1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

7.0468

Total 0.0442 0.4021 0.3377 2.4200e-
003

0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 482.4740 482.4740 9.2400e-
003

8.8500e-
003

485.3411

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

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

Convenience 
Market With Gas 

Pumps

4.12879e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.8600e-
003

4.8600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 4.8900e-
003

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

1.13832 0.0123 0.1116 0.0937 6.7000e-
004

8.4800e-
003

8.4800e-
003

8.4800e-
003

8.4800e-
003

133.9195 133.9195 2.5700e-
003

2.4600e-
003

134.7153

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.16809 0.0126 0.1145 0.0962 6.9000e-
004

8.7000e-
003

8.7000e-
003

8.7000e-
003

8.7000e-
003

137.4220 137.4220 2.6300e-
003

2.5200e-
003

138.2386

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.73112 0.0187 0.1697 0.1426 1.0200e-
003

0.0129 0.0129 0.0129 0.0129 203.6606 203.6606 3.9000e-
003

3.7300e-
003

204.8709

Hotel 0.0039257
5

4.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.4619 0.4619 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.4646

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

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

Strip Mall 0.029772 6.4000e-
004

5.8400e-
003

4.9000e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

7.0052 7.0052 1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

7.0468

Total 0.0442 0.4021 0.3377 2.4200e-
003

0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 482.4740 482.4740 9.2400e-
003

8.8500e-
003

485.3411

Mitigated
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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 0.3731 1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Unmitigated 0.3731 1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

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

0.0409 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.3304 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.8100e-
003

1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Total 0.3731 1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Unmitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 2/19/2020 3:40 PMPage 27 of 29

Gateway West - Sacramento County, Summer



8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste 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

0.0409 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.3304 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.8100e-
003

1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Total 0.3731 1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

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

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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11.0 Vegetation

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

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Hotel 111.00 Room 3.70 50.00 0

Convenience Market With Gas Pumps 16.00 Pump 0.05 3.70 0

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Thru 2.60 1000sqft 0.06 2,600.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2.67 1000sqft 0.06 2,668.00 0

Strip Mall 2.67 1000sqft 0.06 2,668.00 0

Strip Mall 2.67 1000sqft 0.06 2,668.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 3.95 1000sqft 0.09 3,954.00 0

Other Asphalt Surfaces 50.00 1000sqft 1.15 50,000.00 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

2023Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

387.0987 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Gateway West
Sacramento County, Winter
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Project Characteristics - SMUD CO2 Intenisty adjusted based on RPS requirements

Land Use - Land Uses based on proejct application

Construction Phase - Construction schedule based on applicant provided information and assumptions for off-site improvements

Grading - Based on size of site and off-site improvement areas

Vehicle Trips - Weekday trip rates based on trip generation analysis prepared by DKS

Energy Use - Energy intensity adjusted per 2019 CBSC

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 197.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 197.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 4/22/2022 2/15/2022

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 2/25/2022 2/1/2022

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 4/9/2021 4/2/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/25/2022 4/30/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/12/2021 3/5/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 3/26/2022 5/15/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 4/10/2021 5/1/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 3/13/2021 3/6/2021

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 2/26/2022 4/3/2021

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.26 2.28

tblEnergyUse T24E 8.80 6.16

tblEnergyUse T24E 8.80 6.16

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.59 2.51

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.26 2.28

tblEnergyUse T24NG 4.49 3.14
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblEnergyUse T24NG 59.66 41.76

tblEnergyUse T24NG 59.66 41.76

tblEnergyUse T24NG 33.04 23.13

tblEnergyUse T24NG 4.49 3.14

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 10.00 6.77

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 200.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 50.00

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 800.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 161,172.00 50.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,258.80 3.70

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,670.00 2,668.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,670.00 2,668.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 2,670.00 2,668.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 3,950.00 3,954.00

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 590.31 387.0987

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 542.60 61.54

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 496.12 179.22

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 51.22

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 13.59

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 44.32 69.39
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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

2021 3.9633 40.8608 21.6889 0.0402 18.2261 2.0465 20.2726 9.9730 1.8828 11.8558 0.0000 3,905.954
2

3,905.954
2

1.2012 0.0000 3,935.983
4

2022 2.8128 18.1628 19.2275 0.0346 0.3096 0.8952 1.2048 0.0836 0.8471 0.9307 0.0000 3,321.218
7

3,321.218
7

0.6520 0.0000 3,337.517
6

Maximum 3.9633 40.8608 21.6889 0.0402 18.2261 2.0465 20.2726 9.9730 1.8828 11.8558 0.0000 3,905.954
2

3,905.954
2

1.2012 0.0000 3,935.983
4

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

2021 3.9633 40.8608 21.6889 0.0402 18.2261 2.0465 20.2726 9.9730 1.8828 11.8558 0.0000 3,905.954
2

3,905.954
2

1.2012 0.0000 3,935.983
4

2022 2.8128 18.1628 19.2275 0.0346 0.3096 0.8952 1.2048 0.0836 0.8471 0.9307 0.0000 3,321.218
7

3,321.218
7

0.6520 0.0000 3,337.517
6

Maximum 3.9633 40.8608 21.6889 0.0402 18.2261 2.0465 20.2726 9.9730 1.8828 11.8558 0.0000 3,905.954
2

3,905.954
2

1.2012 0.0000 3,935.983
4

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 0.3731 1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Energy 0.0442 0.4021 0.3377 2.4100e-
003

0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 482.4740 482.4740 9.2500e-
003

8.8500e-
003

485.3411

Mobile 8.3228 31.5326 72.4840 0.1594 13.3650 0.1497 13.5147 3.5722 0.1395 3.7117 16,162.83
55

16,162.83
55

1.0107 16,188.10
21

Total 8.7401 31.9348 72.8413 0.1618 13.3650 0.1804 13.5454 3.5722 0.1701 3.7423 16,645.35
14

16,645.35
14

1.0200 8.8500e-
003

16,673.48
79

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 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 0.3731 1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Energy 0.0442 0.4021 0.3377 2.4100e-
003

0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 482.4740 482.4740 9.2500e-
003

8.8500e-
003

485.3411

Mobile 8.1371 30.3336 67.8403 0.1403 11.4271 0.1357 11.5628 3.0542 0.1264 3.1806 14,225.49
84

14,225.49
84

0.9362 14,248.90
23

Total 8.5545 30.7359 68.1975 0.1427 11.4271 0.1663 11.5934 3.0542 0.1570 3.2112 14,708.01
44

14,708.01
44

0.9455 8.8500e-
003

14,734.28
81

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 3/1/2021 3/5/2021 5 5

2 Grading Grading 3/6/2021 4/2/2021 5 20

3 Paving Paving 4/3/2021 4/30/2021 5 20

4 Building Construction Building Construction 5/1/2021 2/1/2022 5 197

5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 5/15/2021 2/15/2022 5 197

OffRoad Equipment

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

2.12 3.75 6.38 11.80 14.50 7.78 14.41 14.50 7.71 14.19 0.00 11.64 11.64 7.30 0.00 11.63

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 21,918; Non-Residential Outdoor: 7,306; Striped Parking Area: 3,000 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 6.77

Acres of Paving: 1.15
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

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

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

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

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 6.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 6 15.00 0.00 125.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 27.00 11.00 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

Architectural Coating 1 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2021

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 18.0683 0.0000 18.0683 9.9310 0.0000 9.9310 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0683 2.0445 20.1128 9.9310 1.8809 11.8119 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

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 8.7000e-
003

0.3181 0.0753 9.2000e-
004

0.0209 1.1100e-
003

0.0220 5.7100e-
003

1.0600e-
003

6.7700e-
003

99.1278 99.1278 5.9200e-
003

99.2758

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 0.0664 0.0456 0.4593 1.2200e-
003

0.1369 9.2000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 8.5000e-
004

0.0372 121.1696 121.1696 3.2300e-
003

121.2503

Total 0.0751 0.3637 0.5346 2.1400e-
003

0.1578 2.0300e-
003

0.1598 0.0420 1.9100e-
003

0.0439 220.2973 220.2973 9.1500e-
003

220.5261

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2021

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 18.0683 0.0000 18.0683 9.9310 0.0000 9.9310 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0683 2.0445 20.1128 9.9310 1.8809 11.8119 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

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 8.7000e-
003

0.3181 0.0753 9.2000e-
004

0.0209 1.1100e-
003

0.0220 5.7100e-
003

1.0600e-
003

6.7700e-
003

99.1278 99.1278 5.9200e-
003

99.2758

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 0.0664 0.0456 0.4593 1.2200e-
003

0.1369 9.2000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 8.5000e-
004

0.0372 121.1696 121.1696 3.2300e-
003

121.2503

Total 0.0751 0.3637 0.5346 2.1400e-
003

0.1578 2.0300e-
003

0.1598 0.0420 1.9100e-
003

0.0439 220.2973 220.2973 9.1500e-
003

220.5261

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2021

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 6.3914 0.0000 6.3914 3.3506 0.0000 3.3506 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.2903 24.7367 15.8575 0.0296 1.1599 1.1599 1.0671 1.0671 2,871.928
5

2,871.928
5

0.9288 2,895.149
5

Total 2.2903 24.7367 15.8575 0.0296 6.3914 1.1599 7.5513 3.3506 1.0671 4.4177 2,871.928
5

2,871.928
5

0.9288 2,895.149
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 0.0453 1.6565 0.3923 4.8100e-
003

0.1087 5.7600e-
003

0.1145 0.0298 5.5100e-
003

0.0353 516.2904 516.2904 0.0308 517.0613

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 0.0554 0.0380 0.3827 1.0100e-
003

0.1141 7.7000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.1000e-
004

0.0310 100.9746 100.9746 2.6900e-
003

101.0419

Total 0.1007 1.6945 0.7750 5.8200e-
003

0.2228 6.5300e-
003

0.2294 0.0600 6.2200e-
003

0.0662 617.2650 617.2650 0.0335 618.1033

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2021

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 6.3914 0.0000 6.3914 3.3506 0.0000 3.3506 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.2903 24.7367 15.8575 0.0296 1.1599 1.1599 1.0671 1.0671 0.0000 2,871.928
5

2,871.928
5

0.9288 2,895.149
5

Total 2.2903 24.7367 15.8575 0.0296 6.3914 1.1599 7.5513 3.3506 1.0671 4.4177 0.0000 2,871.928
5

2,871.928
5

0.9288 2,895.149
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 0.0453 1.6565 0.3923 4.8100e-
003

0.1087 5.7600e-
003

0.1145 0.0298 5.5100e-
003

0.0353 516.2904 516.2904 0.0308 517.0613

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 0.0554 0.0380 0.3827 1.0100e-
003

0.1141 7.7000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.1000e-
004

0.0310 100.9746 100.9746 2.6900e-
003

101.0419

Total 0.1007 1.6945 0.7750 5.8200e-
003

0.2228 6.5300e-
003

0.2294 0.0600 6.2200e-
003

0.0662 617.2650 617.2650 0.0335 618.1033

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2021

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 1.2556 12.9191 14.6532 0.0228 0.6777 0.6777 0.6235 0.6235 2,207.210
9

2,207.210
9

0.7139 2,225.057
3

Paving 0.1507 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.4062 12.9191 14.6532 0.0228 0.6777 0.6777 0.6235 0.6235 2,207.210
9

2,207.210
9

0.7139 2,225.057
3

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 0.0554 0.0380 0.3827 1.0100e-
003

0.1141 7.7000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.1000e-
004

0.0310 100.9746 100.9746 2.6900e-
003

101.0419

Total 0.0554 0.0380 0.3827 1.0100e-
003

0.1141 7.7000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.1000e-
004

0.0310 100.9746 100.9746 2.6900e-
003

101.0419

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Paving - 2021

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 1.2556 12.9191 14.6532 0.0228 0.6777 0.6777 0.6235 0.6235 0.0000 2,207.210
9

2,207.210
9

0.7139 2,225.057
3

Paving 0.1507 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.4062 12.9191 14.6532 0.0228 0.6777 0.6777 0.6235 0.6235 0.0000 2,207.210
9

2,207.210
9

0.7139 2,225.057
3

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 0.0554 0.0380 0.3827 1.0100e-
003

0.1141 7.7000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.1000e-
004

0.0310 100.9746 100.9746 2.6900e-
003

101.0419

Total 0.0554 0.0380 0.3827 1.0100e-
003

0.1141 7.7000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.1000e-
004

0.0310 100.9746 100.9746 2.6900e-
003

101.0419

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2021

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 1.9009 17.4321 16.5752 0.0269 0.9586 0.9586 0.9013 0.9013 2,553.363
9

2,553.363
9

0.6160 2,568.764
3

Total 1.9009 17.4321 16.5752 0.0269 0.9586 0.9586 0.9013 0.9013 2,553.363
9

2,553.363
9

0.6160 2,568.764
3

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 0.0360 1.1230 0.3272 2.6500e-
003

0.0662 3.2200e-
003

0.0694 0.0191 3.0800e-
003

0.0221 280.2273 280.2273 0.0170 280.6529

Worker 0.0997 0.0684 0.6889 1.8300e-
003

0.2054 1.3900e-
003

0.2068 0.0545 1.2800e-
003

0.0558 181.7544 181.7544 4.8400e-
003

181.8754

Total 0.1357 1.1914 1.0161 4.4800e-
003

0.2716 4.6100e-
003

0.2762 0.0735 4.3600e-
003

0.0779 461.9816 461.9816 0.0219 462.5283

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2021

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 1.9009 17.4321 16.5752 0.0269 0.9586 0.9586 0.9013 0.9013 0.0000 2,553.363
9

2,553.363
9

0.6160 2,568.764
3

Total 1.9009 17.4321 16.5752 0.0269 0.9586 0.9586 0.9013 0.9013 0.0000 2,553.363
9

2,553.363
9

0.6160 2,568.764
3

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 0.0360 1.1230 0.3272 2.6500e-
003

0.0662 3.2200e-
003

0.0694 0.0191 3.0800e-
003

0.0221 280.2273 280.2273 0.0170 280.6529

Worker 0.0997 0.0684 0.6889 1.8300e-
003

0.2054 1.3900e-
003

0.2068 0.0545 1.2800e-
003

0.0558 181.7544 181.7544 4.8400e-
003

181.8754

Total 0.1357 1.1914 1.0161 4.4800e-
003

0.2716 4.6100e-
003

0.2762 0.0735 4.3600e-
003

0.0779 461.9816 461.9816 0.0219 462.5283

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

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 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

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 0.0334 1.0658 0.3018 2.6200e-
003

0.0662 2.8300e-
003

0.0690 0.0190 2.7100e-
003

0.0218 277.7373 277.7373 0.0165 278.1509

Worker 0.0932 0.0615 0.6318 1.7600e-
003

0.2054 1.3500e-
003

0.2067 0.0545 1.2400e-
003

0.0557 175.2466 175.2466 4.3400e-
003

175.3552

Total 0.1266 1.1273 0.9335 4.3800e-
003

0.2716 4.1800e-
003

0.2758 0.0735 3.9500e-
003

0.0775 452.9840 452.9840 0.0209 453.5061

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

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 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

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 0.0334 1.0658 0.3018 2.6200e-
003

0.0662 2.8300e-
003

0.0690 0.0190 2.7100e-
003

0.0218 277.7373 277.7373 0.0165 278.1509

Worker 0.0932 0.0615 0.6318 1.7600e-
003

0.2054 1.3500e-
003

0.2067 0.0545 1.2400e-
003

0.0557 175.2466 175.2466 4.3400e-
003

175.3552

Total 0.1266 1.1273 0.9335 4.3800e-
003

0.2716 4.1800e-
003

0.2758 0.0735 3.9500e-
003

0.0775 452.9840 452.9840 0.0209 453.5061

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2021

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

Archit. Coating 0.7582 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2189 1.5268 1.8176 2.9700e-
003

0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 281.4481 281.4481 0.0193 281.9309

Total 0.9771 1.5268 1.8176 2.9700e-
003

0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 281.4481 281.4481 0.0193 281.9309

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 0.0185 0.0127 0.1276 3.4000e-
004

0.0380 2.6000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.4000e-
004

0.0103 33.6582 33.6582 9.0000e-
004

33.6806

Total 0.0185 0.0127 0.1276 3.4000e-
004

0.0380 2.6000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.4000e-
004

0.0103 33.6582 33.6582 9.0000e-
004

33.6806

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2021

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

Archit. Coating 0.7582 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2189 1.5268 1.8176 2.9700e-
003

0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0193 281.9309

Total 0.9771 1.5268 1.8176 2.9700e-
003

0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0193 281.9309

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 0.0185 0.0127 0.1276 3.4000e-
004

0.0380 2.6000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.4000e-
004

0.0103 33.6582 33.6582 9.0000e-
004

33.6806

Total 0.0185 0.0127 0.1276 3.4000e-
004

0.0380 2.6000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.4000e-
004

0.0103 33.6582 33.6582 9.0000e-
004

33.6806

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2022

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

Archit. Coating 0.7582 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2045 1.4085 1.8136 2.9700e-
003

0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 281.4481 281.4481 0.0183 281.9062

Total 0.9627 1.4085 1.8136 2.9700e-
003

0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 281.4481 281.4481 0.0183 281.9062

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 0.0173 0.0114 0.1170 3.3000e-
004

0.0380 2.5000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.3000e-
004

0.0103 32.4531 32.4531 8.0000e-
004

32.4732

Total 0.0173 0.0114 0.1170 3.3000e-
004

0.0380 2.5000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.3000e-
004

0.0103 32.4531 32.4531 8.0000e-
004

32.4732

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2022

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

Archit. Coating 0.7582 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2045 1.4085 1.8136 2.9700e-
003

0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0183 281.9062

Total 0.9627 1.4085 1.8136 2.9700e-
003

0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0183 281.9062

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 0.0173 0.0114 0.1170 3.3000e-
004

0.0380 2.5000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.3000e-
004

0.0103 32.4531 32.4531 8.0000e-
004

32.4732

Total 0.0173 0.0114 0.1170 3.3000e-
004

0.0380 2.5000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.3000e-
004

0.0103 32.4531 32.4531 8.0000e-
004

32.4732

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 8.1371 30.3336 67.8403 0.1403 11.4271 0.1357 11.5628 3.0542 0.1264 3.1806 14,225.49
84

14,225.49
84

0.9362 14,248.90
23

Unmitigated 8.3228 31.5326 72.4840 0.1594 13.3650 0.1497 13.5147 3.5722 0.1395 3.7117 16,162.83
55

16,162.83
55

1.0107 16,188.10
21

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Convenience Market With Gas Pumps 984.64 3,271.52 2670.08 615,852 526,554

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Thru 465.97 1,877.28 1411.07 554,433 474,040

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 136.76 422.85 352.01 185,164 158,315

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 202.32 625.56 520.77 273,932 234,212

Hotel 1,508.49 909.09 660.45 2,002,437 1,712,084

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

Strip Mall 185.27 112.25 54.55 192,033 164,188

Strip Mall 185.27 112.25 54.55 192,033 164,188

Total 3,668.72 7,330.79 5,723.48 4,015,884 3,433,581

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Pedestrian Network

Provide Traffic Calming Measures
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4.3 Trip Type Information

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

Convenience Market With Gas 
Pumps

10.00 5.00 6.50 0.80 80.20 19.00 14 21 65

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive 
Thru

10.00 5.00 6.50 2.20 78.80 19.00 29 21 50

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

10.00 5.00 6.50 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

10.00 5.00 6.50 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 10.00 5.00 6.50 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Other Asphalt Surfaces 10.00 5.00 6.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Strip Mall 10.00 5.00 6.50 16.60 64.40 19.00 45 40 15

Strip Mall 10.00 5.00 6.50 16.60 64.40 19.00 45 40 15

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

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

Convenience Market With Gas 
Pumps

0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive 
Thru

0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

Hotel 0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

Strip Mall 0.562895 0.037862 0.207220 0.115570 0.017815 0.005092 0.018559 0.023754 0.002009 0.001969 0.005819 0.000618 0.000817

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

0.0442 0.4021 0.3377 2.4100e-
003

0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 482.4740 482.4740 9.2500e-
003

8.8500e-
003

485.3411

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0442 0.4021 0.3377 2.4100e-
003

0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 482.4740 482.4740 9.2500e-
003

8.8500e-
003

485.3411
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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 lb/day lb/day

Convenience 
Market With Gas 

Pumps

0.0412879 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.8600e-
003

4.8600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 4.8900e-
003

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

1138.32 0.0123 0.1116 0.0937 6.7000e-
004

8.4800e-
003

8.4800e-
003

8.4800e-
003

8.4800e-
003

133.9195 133.9195 2.5700e-
003

2.4600e-
003

134.7153

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1168.09 0.0126 0.1145 0.0962 6.9000e-
004

8.7000e-
003

8.7000e-
003

8.7000e-
003

8.7000e-
003

137.4220 137.4220 2.6300e-
003

2.5200e-
003

138.2386

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1731.12 0.0187 0.1697 0.1426 1.0200e-
003

0.0129 0.0129 0.0129 0.0129 203.6606 203.6606 3.9000e-
003

3.7300e-
003

204.8709

Hotel 3.92575 4.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.4619 0.4619 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.4646

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

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

Strip Mall 29.772 6.4000e-
004

5.8400e-
003

4.9000e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

7.0052 7.0052 1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

7.0468

Total 0.0442 0.4021 0.3377 2.4200e-
003

0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 482.4740 482.4740 9.2400e-
003

8.8500e-
003

485.3411

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

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

Convenience 
Market With Gas 

Pumps

4.12879e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.8600e-
003

4.8600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 4.8900e-
003

Fast Food 
Restaurant with 

Drive Thru

1.13832 0.0123 0.1116 0.0937 6.7000e-
004

8.4800e-
003

8.4800e-
003

8.4800e-
003

8.4800e-
003

133.9195 133.9195 2.5700e-
003

2.4600e-
003

134.7153

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.16809 0.0126 0.1145 0.0962 6.9000e-
004

8.7000e-
003

8.7000e-
003

8.7000e-
003

8.7000e-
003

137.4220 137.4220 2.6300e-
003

2.5200e-
003

138.2386

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.73112 0.0187 0.1697 0.1426 1.0200e-
003

0.0129 0.0129 0.0129 0.0129 203.6606 203.6606 3.9000e-
003

3.7300e-
003

204.8709

Hotel 0.0039257
5

4.0000e-
005

3.8000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.4619 0.4619 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.4646

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

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

Strip Mall 0.029772 6.4000e-
004

5.8400e-
003

4.9000e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

4.4000e-
004

7.0052 7.0052 1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

7.0468

Total 0.0442 0.4021 0.3377 2.4200e-
003

0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 0.0306 482.4740 482.4740 9.2400e-
003

8.8500e-
003

485.3411

Mitigated
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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 0.3731 1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Unmitigated 0.3731 1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

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

0.0409 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.3304 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.8100e-
003

1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Total 0.3731 1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste 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

0.0409 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.3304 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.8100e-
003

1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Total 0.3731 1.8000e-
004

0.0196 0.0000 7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0419 0.0419 1.1000e-
004

0.0447

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

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

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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11.0 Vegetation

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

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT MODELING 

 
 
 
 
 



HARP2 ‐ HRACalc (dated 16088) 10/5/2017 3:25:07 PM ‐ Output Log

GLCs loaded successfully
Pollutants loaded successfully
**********************************
RISK SCENARIO SETTINGS

Receptor Type: Resident
Scenario: All
Calculation Method: Derived

**********************************
EXPOSURE DURATION PARAMETERS FOR CANCER

Start Age: ‐0.25
Total Exposure Duration: 30

Exposure Duration Bin Distribution
3rd Trimester Bin: 0.25
0<2 Years Bin: 2
2<9 Years Bin: 0
2<16 Years Bin: 14
16<30 Years Bin: 14
16 to 70 Years Bin: 0

**********************************
PATHWAYS ENABLED

NOTE: Inhalation is always enabled and used for all assessments.  The remaining 
pathways are only used for cancer and noncancer chronic assessments.

Inhalation: True
Soil: False
Dermal: False
Mother's milk: False
Water: False
Fish: False
Homegrown crops: False
Beef: False
Dairy: False
Pig: False
Chicken: False
Egg: False

**********************************
INHALATION

Daily breathing rate: LongTerm24HR

**Worker Adjustment Factors**
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Worker adjustment factors enabled: NO

**Fraction at time at home**
3rd Trimester to 16 years: OFF
16 years to 70 years: ON

**********************************
TIER 2 SETTINGS
Tier2 not used.

**********************************

Calculating cancer risk
Cancer risk saved to: C:\Users\jbyrne\Desktop\Other AQ software\HARP2\Gateway 
West\Resident\GatewayWest_Resident_CancerRisk.csv
Calculating chronic risk
Chronic risk saved to: C:\Users\jbyrne\Desktop\Other AQ software\HARP2\Gateway 
West\Resident\GatewayWest_Resident_NCChronicRisk.csv
Calculating acute risk
Acute risk saved to: C:\Users\jbyrne\Desktop\Other AQ software\HARP2\Gateway 
West\Resident\GatewayWest_Resident_NCAcuteRisk.csv
HRA ran successfully
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*HARP ‐ HRACalc v16088 10/5/2017 3:25:07 PM ‐ Cancer Risk
INDEX GRP1 GRP2 POLID POLABBREV CONC RISK_SUM SCENARIO DETAILS INH_RISK SOIL_RISK DERMAL_RISK

1 Resident Benzene 71432 Benzene 0.07694 6.05E‐06 30YrCancerDerived * 6.05E‐06 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
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MMILK_RISK WATER_RISK FISH_RISK CROP_RISK BEEF_RISK DAIRY_RISK PIG_RISK CHICKEN_RISK EGG_RISK 1ST_DRIVER 2ND_DRIVER
0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 INHALATION
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PASTURE_CONC FISH_CONC WATER_CONC
0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
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*HARP ‐ HRACalc v16088 10/5/2017 3:25:07 PM ‐ Chronic Risk
INDEX GRP1 GRP2 POLID POLABBREV CONC SCENARIO CV CNS IMMUN KIDNEY GILV REPRO/DEVEL

1 Resident Benzene 71432 Benzene 0.07694 NonCancerChronicDerived 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
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RESP SKIN EYE BONE/TEETH ENDO BLOOD ODOR GENERAL DETAILS INH_CONC SOIL_DOSE DERMAL_DOSE MMILK_DOSE
0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 2.56E‐02 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 * 7.69E‐02 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
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WATER_DOSE FISH_DOSE CROP_DOSE BEEF_DOSE DAIRY_DOSE PIG_DOSE CHICKEN_DOSE EGG_DOSE 1ST_DRIVER 2ND_DRIVER 3RD_DRIVER
0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 INHALATION
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PASTURE_CONC FISH_CONC WATER_CONC
0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
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*HARP ‐ HRACalc v16088 10/5/2017 3:25:07 PM ‐ Acute Risk
INDEX GRP1 GRP2 POLID POLABBREV CONC SCENARIO CV CNS IMMUN KIDNEY GILV REPRO/DEVEL

1 Resident Benzene 71432 Benzene 1.92942 NonCancerAcute 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 7.15E‐02 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 7.15E‐02
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RESP SKIN EYE BONE/TEETH ENDO BLOOD ODOR GENERAL
0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 7.15E‐02 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
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HARP2 ‐ HRACalc (dated 16088) 10/5/2017 3:27:31 PM ‐ Output Log

GLCs loaded successfully
Pollutants loaded successfully
**********************************
RISK SCENARIO SETTINGS

Receptor Type: Worker
Scenario: All
Calculation Method: Derived

**********************************
EXPOSURE DURATION PARAMETERS FOR CANCER

Start Age: 16
Total Exposure Duration: 25

Exposure Duration Bin Distribution
3rd Trimester Bin: 0
0<2 Years Bin: 0
2<9 Years Bin: 0
2<16 Years Bin: 0
16<30 Years Bin: 0
16 to 70 Years Bin: 25

**********************************
PATHWAYS ENABLED

NOTE: Inhalation is always enabled and used for all assessments.  The remaining 
pathways are only used for cancer and noncancer chronic assessments.

Inhalation: True
Soil: True
Dermal: True
Mother's milk: False
Water: False
Fish: False
Homegrown crops: False
Beef: False
Dairy: False
Pig: False
Chicken: False
Egg: False

**********************************
INHALATION

Daily breathing rate: Moderate8HR

**Worker Adjustment Factors**

HRA Results - Worker Attachment G - Page 12



Worker adjustment factors enabled: NO

**Fraction at time at home**
3rd Trimester to 16 years: OFF
16 years to 70 years: OFF

**********************************
SOIL & DERMAL PATHWAY SETTINGS

Deposition rate (m/s): 0.05
Soil mixing depth (m): 0.01
Dermal climate: Mixed

**********************************
TIER 2 SETTINGS

Tier2 adjustments were used in this assessment.  Please see the input file for 
details.
Calculating cancer risk
Cancer risk saved to: C:\Users\jbyrne\Desktop\Other AQ software\HARP2\Gateway 
West\Worker\GatewayWest_Worker_CancerRisk.csv
Calculating chronic risk
Chronic risk saved to: C:\Users\jbyrne\Desktop\Other AQ software\HARP2\Gateway 
West\Worker\GatewayWest_Worker_NCChronicRisk.csv
Calculating acute risk
Acute risk saved to: C:\Users\jbyrne\Desktop\Other AQ software\HARP2\Gateway 
West\Worker\GatewayWest_Worker_NCAcuteRisk.csv
HRA ran successfully
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*HARP ‐ HRACalc v16088 10/5/2017 3:27:31 PM ‐ Cancer Risk
INDEX GRP1 GRP2 POLID POLABBREV CONC RISK_SUM SCENARIO DETAILS INH_RISK SOIL_RISK DERMAL_RISK MMILK_RISK

1 Worker Benzene 71432 Benzene 0.22688 1.28E‐06 25YrCancerDerived * 1.28E‐06 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
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WATER_RISK FISH_RISK CROP_RISK BEEF_RISK DAIRY_RISK PIG_RISK CHICKEN_RISK EGG_RISK 1ST_DRIVER 2ND_DRIVER PASTURE_CONC
0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 INHALATION 0.00E+00
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FISH_CONC WATER_CONC
0.00E+00 0.00E+00
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*HARP ‐ HRACalc v16088 10/5/2017 3:27:31 PM ‐ Chronic Risk
INDEX GRP1 GRP2 POLID POLABBREV CONC SCENARIO CV CNS IMMUN KIDNEY GILV

1 Worker Benzene 71432 Benzene 0.22688 NonCancerChronicDerived 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00

HRA Results - Worker Attachment G - Page 17



REPRO/DEVEL RESP SKIN EYE BONE/TEETH ENDO BLOOD ODOR GENERAL DETAILS INH_CONC SOIL_DOSE
0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 7.56E‐02 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 * 2.27E‐01 0.00E+00
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DERMAL_DOSE MMILK_DOSE WATER_DOSE FISH_DOSE CROP_DOSE BEEF_DOSE DAIRY_DOSE PIG_DOSE CHICKEN_DOSE EGG_DOSE
0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
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1ST_DRIVER 2ND_DRIVER 3RD_DRIVER PASTURE_CONC FISH_CONC WATER_CONC
INHALATION 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
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*HARP ‐ HRACalc v16088 10/5/2017 3:27:31 PM ‐ Acute Risk
INDEX GRP1 GRP2 POLID POLABBREV CONC SCENARIO CV CNS IMMUN KIDNEY GILV REPRO/DEVEL

1 Worker Benzene 71432 Benzene 2.15717 NonCancerAcute 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 7.99E‐02 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 7.99E‐02
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RESP SKIN EYE BONE/TEETH ENDO BLOOD ODOR GENERAL
0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 7.99E‐02 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
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