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8151 SHELDON ROAD APARTMENTS [P16-007] 
 

INITIAL STUDY/ MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR ANTICIPATED 
SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MASTER EIR 

This Initial Study has been prepared by the City of Sacramento, Community Development 
Department, 300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 95811, pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), CEQA 
Guidelines (Title 14, Section 15000 et seq. of the California Code of Regulations) and the 
Sacramento Local Environmental Regulations (Resolution 91-892) adopted by the City of 
Sacramento. 

 

ORGANIZATION OF THE INITIAL STUDY 

This Initial Study is organized into the following sections: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Figures 

Appendix B: Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist and CalEEMod Results 

Appendix C: Biological Resources Assessment 

Appendix D: Jurisdictional Determination/Wetland Delineation 

Appendix E: Hazardous Materials Site Assessment (Phase 1) 

Appendix F: Noise Analysis 

Appendix G: Transportation Analysis and Caltrans Response Memorandum 

Appendix H: Errata and Response to Comments 
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SECTION I – BACKGROUND 

Project Name and File Number: 8151 Sheldon Road Apartments (P16-007)   
  
Project Location:  8151 Sheldon Road (APNs 117-0220-023, -024, -038, -039, 

-040) 

Project Applicant: Rich Alexander 
985 Pearce Street 
Folsom, CA 95630 

Project Planner:   Garrett Norman, Assistant Planner 

Environmental Planner:  Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner 

Environmental Consultant:  HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. 

Date Initial Study Completed:  June 2016 

This Initial Study was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) (Public Resources Code Sections 1500 et seq.). The Lead Agency is the City of 
Sacramento.  

The City of Sacramento, Community Development Department, has reviewed the proposed 
project and, on the basis of the whole record before it, has determined that the proposed project 
is an anticipated subsequent project identified and described in the 2035 General Plan Master 
Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) and is consistent with the land use designation and the 
permissible densities and intensities of use for the project site as set forth in the 2035 General 
Plan. See CEQA Guidelines Section 15176 (b) and (d). 

The City has prepared the attached Initial Study to: (a) review the discussions of cumulative 
impacts, growth inducing impacts, and irreversible significant effects in the 2035 General Plan 
MEIR to determine their adequacy for the project (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15178(b),(c)); 
and, (b) identify any potential new or additional project-specific significant environmental effects  
that were not analyzed in the Master EIR and any mitigation measures or alternatives that may 
avoid or mitigate the identified effects to a level of insignificance, if any.  

As part of the MEIR process, the City is required to incorporate all feasible mitigation measures 
or feasible alternatives appropriate to the project as set forth in the MEIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15177(d)). The MEIR mitigation measures that are identified as appropriate are set forth 
in the applicable technical sections below. Policies included in the 2035 General Plan that 
reduce significant impacts identified in the MEIR are identified and discussed in the MEIR.  

This analysis incorporates by reference the general discussion portions of the 2035 General 
Plan MEIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15150(a)). The MEIR is available for public review at the 
City of Sacramento, Community Development Department, 300 Richards Boulevard, Third 
Floor, Sacramento, CA 95811, and on the City’s web site at:  

[http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-
Reports].  

The City solicited views of interested persons and agencies on the content of the environmental 
information presented in this document from April 18, 2016 to May 17, 2016, as stated on the 
Notice of Completion (NOC). All comments received during this time period are addressed in 
the Errata and Response to Comments. 

PREVIOUSLY APPROVED DOCUMENTS 

An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration were issued for the 8151 Sheldon 
Subdivision Project (P05-044) on December 26, 2006.  The project footprint for the previously 

http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-Reports
http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-Reports


8 1 5 1  S H E L D O N  R O A D  A P A R T M E N T S  
I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  

 

C I T Y  O F  S A C R A M E N T O   P A G E  3  
 

approved project was 18.7 acres (the currently proposed project has been expanded to 
19.7 acres).  The approved initial study identified potentially significant impacts associated with 
biological resources, cultural resources, hazardous materials, noise, and traffic and circulation.  
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SECTION II – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PROJECT LOCATION 

The proposed project is located at the northwest corner of Sheldon Road with West Stockton 
Boulevard at the southern City of Sacramento boundary. The project site is located at 
8151 Sheldon Road, and the parcels are identified as Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 117-
0220-023, -024, -038, -039, -040.  Refer to Figure 1 for the project location and Figure 2 for the 
APNs and lot boundaries on an aerial image (both included in Appendix A). 

PROJECT SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES 

The project site is within a partially urbanized, mixed-use area of the community, consisting of 
patchy residential developments, commercial business centers, industrial uses, and 
undeveloped parcels.  The project site is bound by Sheldon Road to the south; West Stockton 
Boulevard, undeveloped land, commercial businesses, and a recreational vehicle park to the 
east; commercial businesses and single-family residential development to the north, and single-
family residential development to the west.  A retail center is located across Sheldon Road from 
the project site, with various shops and restaurants, including a grocery store.   

The project site is currently vacant with remnant features associated with past land uses 
(described below).  State Route 99 (SR 99; South Sacramento Freeway) is located east of West 
Stockton Boulevard.  Masters Street is a local east-west residential street northwest of the 
project site which currently terminates at Melville Drive at the western site boundary.  It provides 
access to Bruceville Road indirectly via Damascas Drive.  Melville Drive, a residential street 
northwest of the project site, begins at Masters Street and continues north and then east to 
West Stockton Boulevard.  Additional residential streets that terminate at the western edge of 
the project site include Splendid Way and Praline Way.  These streets provide local pedestrian 
access to the residential neighborhood west of the project site.  

Terrain in the immediate vicinity and the project site is primarily flat.  Elevations on the project 
site range from approximately 25 to 30 feet above mean sea level (amsl).  

Foundation remnants and a concrete slab-on-grade driveway associated with a former 
residential structure are present in the southern portion of the site, adjacent to Sheldon Road.  
Evidence of a backfilled swimming pool is located north of the previous structure.  Remnant 
landscaping (i.e., palm trees) are located north of the backfilled swimming pool.   

Stockpiles containing soil, vegetation, concrete piping, and other debris were observed in the 
southwestern portion of the site.  Two wood power poles and two above-ground tanks with 
associated water wells are located in the central portion of the property.  An unpaved gravel 
road originating from Sheldon Road, and other gravel paved areas were observed in the 
southeastern portion of the site.  Encroachments from the adjacent commercial uses include 
vehicle and scrap metal storage in the northeastern portion of the project site.   

The far eastern portion of the project site contains foundation remnants and a concrete slab-on-
grade associated with a previously removed commercial building located adjacent to West 
Stockton Boulevard.   

According to the project applicant, three wells are located on the project site – all three wells are 
capped in place, and will be abandoned prior to project construction.  One water well associated 
with an above-ground pressure tank is located east of the former residential structure in the 
southern portion of the site.  Two above-ground tanks, with associated water wells, are located 
in the central portion of the property near two wood power poles.   

SITE PLANNING AND ZONING DESIGNATION 

The project site is located in the Valley Hi/North Laguna Subarea of the South Area Community 
Plan area.  The subarea is generally bounded by Mack Road on the north, the City limits 
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(Sheldon Road) on the south, SR 99 on the east, and the Union Pacific tracks and the city limits 
on the west.  The City uses community plans to provide policy direction for various areas of the 
City based on conditions or issues unique to each community plan area.  The subareas allow for 
more focused policy and direction within the community plan area. 

The project site is located in the Jacinto Creek Planning Area for which there is a drainage 
master plan and a fee district (Jacinto Creek Planning Fee District; Municipal Code §18.28).  
The fee district was formed to provide financing for the backbone infrastructure required to 
support development in the area.  The facilities include a storm drainage channel and detention 
basins, major roadways, traffic signals, and water conveyance pipelines.   

The project site is currently comprised of five APNs (see Figure 2).  Based on the City’s Zoning 
Map Book, APN 117-0220-038 is Multi-Family, 21 units per acre (R-2B), and the remaining four 
parcels are zoned General Commercial (C-2).  

PROJECT COMPONENTS 

The proposed project includes the construction of a 324-unit apartment project on an 
approximately 19.7-acre site.  The proposed apartment development would feature two-story, 
garden style Class A apartments with fully furnished 1-, 2-, and 3-bedroom units with resort style 
amenities.  Additional proposed improvements include a clubhouse/leasing building, the 
extension of Masters Street through the project site, underground utilities, 551 on-site parking 
spaces, driveways, drive aisles, sidewalks and walkways, fencing, lighting, outdoor use areas, 
landscaping, and trash/recycling enclosures.  Refer to Figure 3 in Appendix A for the Site Plan. 

RESIDENTIAL AND COMMUNITY BUILDINGS 

The proposed development includes a total of 22 buildings including 14 fourteen-unit buildings, 
and 8 sixteen-unit buildings.a  A unit mix consisting of 33 percent one-bedroom, 50 percent two-
bedroom and 17 percent three-bedroom would be constructed, with the units averaging 1,047 
square feet, per unit (ranging from 720 to 1,410 square feet).  All residential buildings would be 
two stories in height.  The total area of the structures being constructed would be approximately 
363,740 square feet (includes the multiple stories).  The building set back from the 
neighborhood to the west exceeds the City’s minimum requirement of 10 feet.  

The clubhouse would be an estimated 6,250-square foot building located near the Sheldon 
Road entrance.  The clubhouse would be constructed with materials and a color palate to match 
the residential buildings.  The clubhouse would feature a variety of amenities (e.g., swimming 
pool, business center, fitness center, pet spa, entertaining areas, etc.) to serve the residents.   

MASTERS STREET EXTENSION 

Masters Street is proposed to be extended from its current terminus at the western boundary of 
the project site, through the project site to the eastern project site boundary (Figure 1).  The 
roadway extension would be located within a 69-foot-wide right-of-way (ROW), with 12.5-foot-
wide public utility easements along either side of the extension, all to be dedicated to the City.  
The future roadway extension from the eastern project site boundary to West Stockton 
Boulevard would be constructed by others, as a separate project.  

PARKING AND CIRCULATION 

The development would include three vehicular access points: the main entrance would be from 
Sheldon Road, with secondary entrances at West Stockton Boulevard and the Masters Street 
extension through the northern portion of the project site.  Two existing off-site neighborhood 

                                                

a Architectural Site Plan prepared by BSB dated 2/22/2016. 
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streets (Praline Way and Splendid Way) currently terminate at the project site’s western 
boundary.  The project would not include vehicular connections at these locations but would 
provide private gated pedestrian access to Praline Way.  A similar gate would be used for 
maintenance access only at the Splendid Way terminus.  Existing sidewalks along the north and 
south sides of Praline and Splendid Ways would connect to sidewalks on the project site.  A 
walking trail would follow the perimeter of the project site with continuous pedestrian 
connectivity to all building entrances in the development.  

In order to meet City requirements of 1.5 parking spaces per unit, the proposed project would 
require 486 parking spaces.  The project proposes to provide 551 parking spaces, resulting in 
1.7 parking spaces per unit, and exceeding the parking requirements by 65 spaces.  Parking 
would be comprised of 111 surface parking spaces, 272 carport spaces, 84 garage spaces, and 
84 tandem spaces.  Twelve of the spaces would be disability accessible spaces.  At least one 
garage or covered carport space would be provided for each unit.  Bicycle storage would be 
available at patios, balconies, or under the private stairways.  Additionally, bicycle racks would 
be installed near each building to provide short-term bicycle parking areas to provide one space 
for every two units.  A total of 486 bicycle spaces would be provided (one long-term storage, 
and 0.5 short-term storage space per unit). 

GRADING AND DRAINAGE 

The entire 19.7-acre project site would be disturbed during site preparation and grading.  The 
parcel is currently graded and is relatively flat.  Approximately 15,000 cubic yards of soil are 
anticipated to be moved during cut/fill operations.  Building foundations for two previously 
removed structures on the project site would be removed, along with the associated driveways 
and a parking lot. Approximately 492,446 square feet of impervious surfaces would be 
constructed on the project site (209,000 square feet of buildings, 20,500 square feet of 
enhanced vehicular concrete, 202,946 square feet of asphalt, and 60,000 square feet of 
concrete pedestrian sidewalks).   

UTILITIES 

The project includes the installation of an underground storm drain system with inlets throughout 
the project site.  Storm water from the project site would be collected by the project’s storm 
drain system and directed to existing storm drains in Masters Street and Praline Way west of 
the project site.  A 1.1-acre detention basin would be installed in the northern portion of the 
project site, north of the Masters Street Extension through the project site, for water quality 
purposes.  Overflows from the basin would enter the existing storm drain in Melville Drive west 
of the project site.  Refer to Figure 4 in Appendix A for the grading and drainage plans.  

The project site is served by the City of Sacramento, Department of Utilities District for water, 
and the Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD) for sanitary sewer.  The project’s water supply 
network would tie-in to existing water lines in Masters Street, Splendid Way, and Praline Way.  
The project’s sewer network would tie-in to an existing sewer line in Praline Way.   

TRASH/RECYCLING ENCLOSURES 

A total of 11 trash/recycling enclosures would be provided throughout the development, near 
buildings and along main driveways through the development.    

OUTDOOR AMENITIES 

The project proposes 368.8 square feet of open space/outdoor use area per unit (119,500 
square feet of open space), which exceeds the City’s requirements of 100 square feet of open 
space per unit.  Open space (Open Space 1) would be provided at the clubhouse, with a resort 
style pool furnished with cabanas and landscaped seating areas associated with the clubhouse.  
A second area of open space (Open Space 2) would be provided near the center of the 
development, and would feature bocce ball courts, a gazebo, fire pits, barbecue areas, and turf 
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areas.  The third outdoor use area (Open Space 3) would be located in the northern portion of 
the site, where additional fire pits and seating areas would be provided.  A 0.1-acre dog park 
would be established in the northwest portion of the project site, adjacent to the proposed 
retention basin north of the Masters Street Extension.   

As previously described, a pedestrian trail would follow the perimeter of the development, and 
would provide a pedestrian route to all amenity areas within the development, including the 
clubhouse.  The trail would also provide access to the school and park north of the project site, 
and the neighborhood to the west.  Benches would be provided along the trail.   

FENCING AND GATES 

Concrete masonry walls, would be constructed along the western, southern, and eastern 
perimeters of the development.  The wall along the frontage for Sheldon Way (the southern 
perimeter) would be 6 feet high, constructed of 3 feet of masonry wall topped with 3 feet of 
metal picket fence.  The wall along the western perimeter would match the existing wall around 
the development west of the project site.  Openings in the wall along the western boundary at 
Praline Way and Splendid Way would feature 6-foot-high metal picket fences with pedestrian 
gates.  The fence and gates would control vehicular traffic, but would allow pedestrian access 
between the neighborhoods.  A 6-foot-high metal picket fence would be constructed along the 
frontages for the West Stockton Boulevard and Masters Street Extension.  The dog park would 
also be enclosed by a 6-foot-high metal picket fence, and a post and cable fence would 
surround the water quality basin.  All three entrances would be gated with metal picket gates.   

LANDSCAPING 

Landscaping would feature a variety of xeriscape landscaping to reduce water demand and 
usage. Various shade trees would be planted along the interior roads and on-street parking 
areas of the development.  Street trees would be planted along the Sheldon Road and West 
Stockton Boulevard frontages.  Screen trees would be planted around the perimeter of the 
development.  Landscaping within the development would feature ornamental trees, and 
additional plantings would include masses of shrubs and groundcovers of varying sizes and 
colors.  Refer to Figure 5 in Appendix A for the preliminary landscape design. 

CONSTRUCTION AND PHASING 

The project would be constructed in one phase.  Initial grading activities are anticipated to begin 
in June 2016, with initial grading and underground infrastructure/utility installations lasting four 
weeks.  Building construction is anticipated to begin in August, and construction is anticipated to 
last for approximately 16 weeks.  Final buildout is anticipated to conclude by the end of 2016.   

TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 

The project site is currently comprised of five APNs (see Figure 2).  Based on the City’s Zoning 
Map Book, APN 117-0220-038 is Multi-Family, 21 units per acre (R-2B), and the remaining four 
parcels are zoned General Commercial (C-2).  Under the proposed project, the existing parcel 
boundaries would be revised to achieve three parcels for the project site – Parcel 1 would 
consist of the multi-family development; Parcel 2 would consist of the private dog park; and 
Parcel 3 would consist of the water quality basin.   

ENTITLEMENTS 

The project would require the following entitlements: 

 Tentative Map 

 Site Plan and Design Review 
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SECTION III – ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

LAND USE, POPULATION AND HOUSING, AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES AND 
ENERGY 

INTRODUCTION 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the Lead Agency to examine the 
effects of a project on the physical conditions that exist within the area that would be affected by 
the project. CEQA also requires a discussion of any inconsistency between the proposed 
project and applicable general plans and regional plans. 

An inconsistency between the proposed project and an adopted plan for land use development 
in a community would not constitute a physical change in the environment. When a project 
diverges from an adopted plan, however, it may affect planning in the community regarding 
infrastructure and services, and the new demands generated by the project may result in later 
physical changes in response to the project. 

In the same manner, the fact that a project brings new people or demand for housing to a 
community does not, by itself, change the physical conditions. An increase in population may, 
however, generate changes in retail demand or demand for governmental services, and the 
demand for housing may generate new activity in residential development. Physical 
environmental impacts that could result from implementing the proposed project are discussed 
in the appropriate technical sections. 

This section of the initial study 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. 

DISCUSSION 

Land Use 

The project site has been designated as Suburban Center (Density 15-36 units per acre) and 
Suburban Neighborhood High (Density 15-30 units per acre) in the 2035 General Plan.  Both 
land use designations provide for residential land uses within the allowable densities.  The 
proposed project would result in a net density of 17.7 units per acre, which is within the 
allowable density for both land use designations.  The proposed project is consistent with the 
2035 General Plan and the Jacinto Creek Planning Area (JCPA).  

Based on the City’s Zoning Map Book, APN 117-0220-038 is Multi-Family, 21 units per acre (R-
2B), and the remaining four parcels are zoned General Commercial (C-2).  Chapter 17.208 of 
the Planning and Development Code (Title 17) defines R-2B as a maximum density of 21 units 
per acre, and a maximum height of 35 feet.  The maximum lot coverage is 50 percent, with a 
minimum lot size of 2,000 square feet.  Chapter 17.216 of the Planning and Development Code 
identifies that the C-2 zone allows for residential land use.  The proposed project is consistent 
with the zoning designations of the parcels.  

While the proposed land uses are consistent with the current land use and zoning designations, 
the project includes a lot line adjustment.  Parcel 1 would consist of the multi-family 
development; Parcel 2 would consist of the private dog park; and Parcel 3 would consist of the 
detention basin.   

The proposed project would alter the current land uses of the project site, but the proposed 
project is designated for urban development in the 2035 General Plan and Planning and 
Development Code.  The proposed project would be consistent with the 2035 General Plan and 
the Planning and Development Code (Title 17) planning designations. 
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Population and Housing 

The 2035 General Plan Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) identifies, estimates, and 
evaluates population and housing changes caused by development of the 2035 General Plan, 
which have the potential to cause environmental effects (see MEIR, Chapter 4). The 2035 
General Plan includes assumptions for the amount of growth that will occur within the Policy 
Area over the next 25 years. The General Plan assumes the City will grow by approximately 
170,000 new residents, 86,000 new jobs, and 68,000 new housing units. The Population, 
Employment, and Housing analysis in the 2035 General Plan MEIR (Chapter 3) provides a 
detailed discussion of how the City reached these assumptions and the methodology used to 
determine a realistic level of growth for the City. 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of 324 residential units 
According to the 2035 General Plan, the City’s average household size was 2.62 persons in 
2010. While the proposed project would construct new residences and provide new job 
opportunities, the residential land use was envisioned in the General Plan, and the infrastructure 
envisioned in the plan considered development of the proposed project. The proposed project 
would not induce substantial growth in the City that was not already envisioned in the 2035 
General Plan. The existing structures on the project site include a vacant house and a liquor 
store. There are no occupied residences on the project site; therefore, neither occupied housing 
units nor people would be displaced by the proposed project, and no replacement housing 
would be required. The project would construct new housing that would replace the single home 
being removed for the project.   

Agricultural Resources 

The MEIR discussed the potential impact of development under the 2035 General Plan on 
agricultural resources (see MEIR, Chapter 4.1). In addition to evaluating the effect of the 
general plan on sites within the City, the MEIR 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 (see MEIR, Chapter 4.1). The MEIR concluded that the impact of the 2035 
General Plan on agricultural resources within the City was less than significant. 

The project site does not contain soils designated as Important Farmland (i.e., Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance) (NRCS 2016). The California Important 
Farmland Finder map identified the site as “Urban and Built-Up Land” (California Department of 
Conservation 2016) which is land used for a variety of developed purposes. The site is not 
zoned for agricultural uses. The project site is not identified as a Williamson Act Land on 
Figure 6.2 of the General Plan Environmental Resources Background Report.  There are no 
known Williamson Act contracts that affect the project site. No existing agricultural or timber-
harvest uses are located on or in the vicinity of the project site. Development of the site would 
result in no impacts on agricultural resources. 

Energy 

Structures built as part of the project would be subject to Titles 20 and 24 of the California Code 
of Regulations, which serve to reduce demand for electrical energy by implementing energy-
efficient standards for residential and non-residential buildings. The 2035 General Plan includes 
Policies 6.1.10 through 6.1.13 to encourage the use of energy-efficient technology by offering 
rebates and other incentives to commercial and residential developers, and recruiting 
businesses that research and promote energy conservation and efficiency.  

Policies 6.1.6 through 6.1.8 focus on promoting the use of renewable resources, which would 
reduce the cumulative impacts associated with use of non-renewable energy sources. In 
addition, Policies 6.1.5 and 6.1.12 call for the City to work closely with utility providers and 
industries to promote new energy conservation technologies.  
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The MEIR evaluated the potential impacts on energy and concluded that the effects would be 
less than significant (see Impact 4.11-6). The proposed project would result in no new impacts 
not previously identified and evaluated in the MEIR. 
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AESTHETICS 

Issues: 

Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

1  AESTHETICS, LIGHT AND GLARE 
 
Would the proposal: 

 

   

A) Create a source of glare that would cause 
a public hazard or annoyance?   X 

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

  X 

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

  X 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site is within a partially urbanized, mixed-use area of the community, consisting of 
patchy residential developments, commercial business centers, industrial uses, and 
undeveloped parcels.  The project site is bound by Sheldon Road to the south; West Stockton 
Boulevard, undeveloped land, commercial businesses, and a recreational vehicle park to the 
east; commercial businesses and single-family residential development to the north, and single-
family residential development to the west.  A retail center is located across Sheldon Road from 
the project site, with various shops and restaurants, including a grocery store.   

The project site is currently undeveloped with the exception of an existing vacant house in the 
southern portion of the site (near Sheldon Road), and a small retail building in the eastern 
portion of the site (near West Stockton Boulevard).  SR 99 is located east of West Stockton 
Boulevard. 

Terrain in the immediate vicinity and the project site is primarily flat and is similar in elevation  

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MASTER EIR AND APPLICABLE GENERAL 

PLAN POLICIES 

The MEIR describes the existing visual conditions in the general plan policy area, and the 
potential changes to those conditions that could result from development consistent with the 
2035 General Plan (see MEIR, Chapter 4.13, Visual Resources).  The MEIR identified potential 
impacts for glare (Impact 4.13-1), and concluded that impacts would be less than significant.   

MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 2035 GENERAL PLAN MASTER EIR THAT APPLY TO THE PROJECT 

None. 

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES CONSIDERED MITIGATION 

The following General Plan policies would avoid or lessen environmental impacts as identified in 
the MEIR, and are applicable to the proposed project: 

 Policy LU 6.1.12 (Compatibility with Adjoining Uses) 

 Policy ER 7.1.3 (Lighting) 

 Policy ER 7.1.4 (Reflective Glass) 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

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

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

surroundings; or, 

 create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area. 

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Questions A and B:  Less than Significant 

While the project site is currently undeveloped, it is largely surrounded by developed land uses, 
with residential developments to the west and north, and commercial/retail developments to the 
north, east, and south.  A small, vacant lot is located between the southeast portion of the 
project site, and West Stockton Boulevard.  Development of the currently undeveloped project 
site would result in new sources of light and glare that could affect the surrounding areas.  
However, the proposed project would be required to adhere to the City’s lighting standards and 
Policy LU 6.1.14 (Compatibility with Adjoining Uses) that ensures that the introduction of higher 
density mixed-use development along major arterial corridors is compatible with adjacent land 
uses by requiring specific design features.  Policy ER 7.13 specifically addresses lighting spill-
over.  Both policies require outdoor lighting to be shielded and cast downward to reduce light 
spillover on adjacent properties and glare from the area.  Additionally, the project site’s 
residential lighting would be consistent with the surrounding land uses.  Thus, lighting from the 
project site would not be expected to cause a public annoyance, and with adherence to the 
applicable design standards, would not adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.   

Policy ER 7.1.4 contains restrictions on the use of reflective materials that may be a source of 
glare.  The project would not result in a substantial amount of glare – the buildings are single 
family homes and a clubhouse that would not be constructed with: reflective glass that exceeds 
50 percent of any building surface (and on the ground three floors); mirrored glass; black glass 
that exceeds 25 percent of any surface of a building, or; metal building materials that exceed 50 
percent of any street-facing surface of a primarily residential building.  Impacts related to light 
and glare as a result of the proposed project would be less than significant.  Further, the 
proposed project would be consistent with existing land use and zoning designations, and would 
not require an amendment to the General Plan.  The project’s potential impacts related to light 
and glare have already been anticipated in the 2035 General Plan, the proposed project would 
not result in potential impacts in addition to or greater than the impacts already identified in the 
MEIR.  No additional significant environmental effects would occur.   

Question C:  Less than Significant 

The project site is located within a partially developed area of the City that features a variety of 
uses ranging from patchy residential developments, commercial business centers, industrial 
uses, and undeveloped parcels.  Development of the project site would change views of the 
project site from undeveloped to developed.  Residents of the adjacent residential properties 
and motorists traveling through the area may be affected by development of the parcels, 
particularly because the site is currently undeveloped.  The development on the project site has 
been designed to tie in to the adjacent residential developments.  The character of the homes 
and clubhouse would be consistent with the general character of the existing adjacent 
residential developments, including the pitched and tiled roofs, and neutral color palates.  A 6-
foot-high concrete masonry wall is proposed to surround the development along its southern 
and eastern boundaries.  The style of the wall is a continuation of an existing wall around the 
residential development west of the project site; thereby providing a visual continuation of the 
most visually prominent feature from the major roadways.   
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While the proposed project would result in a change in visual character on the site, the 
proposed land uses are consistent with the overall urban development of the vicinity, and the 
proposed development is expected to integrate into the existing and planned development in the 
area.  A less than significant impact to visual character would occur.  Further, because the 
proposed project is consistent with the 2035 General Plan, impacts have already been analyzed 
and anticipated in the MEIR.  The proposed project would not result in potential impacts in 
addition to or greater than the impacts already identified in the MEIR.  No additional significant 
environmental effects would occur. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None 

FINDINGS 

The proposed project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to 
aesthetics.  
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AIR QUALITY 

Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

2.  AIR QUALITY 

Would the project:  
   

A) Result in construction emission of NOx 
above 85 pounds per day?  

  X 

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

  X 

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

  X 

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

  X 

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

  X 

F) Result in exposure of sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? 

  X 

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

  X 

H) Conflict with the Climate Action Plan?   X 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Regional Setting 

The project site is located in the City of Sacramento, within Sacramento County, California, 
which is within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB). 

Concentrations of emissions from criteria air pollutants (the most prevalent air pollutants known 
to be harmful to human health) are used to indicate the quality of the ambient air. Criteria air 
pollutants include ozone, particulate matter (including respirable particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less [PM10] and fine particulate with an 
aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less [PM2.5]), and carbon monoxide. Ozone is not 
directly emitted into the air but is formed through complex chemical reactions between precursor 
emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) in the presence of 
sunlight. ROG are volatile organic compounds that are photochemically reactive. ROG 
emissions result primarily from incomplete combustion and the evaporation of chemical solvents 
and fuels. NOX are a group of gaseous compounds of nitrogen and oxygen that result from the 
combustion of fuels. Carbon monoxide is also emitted by automobiles and other vehicles. PM10 

and PM2.5 consist of particulate matter emitted directly into the air, such as fugitive dust, soot, 
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and smoke from mobile and stationary sources, construction operations, fires and natural 
windblown dust, and particulate matter formed in the atmosphere by reaction of gaseous 
precursors (ARB 2009). 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency established the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for criteria air pollutants. California has also established its own California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) that are at least as stringent as the NAAQS. The SVAB 
is designated as nonattainment with respect to the NAAQS and CAAQS for ozone, PM10, and 
PM2.5. 

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) attains and 
maintains air quality conditions in Sacramento County through a comprehensive program of 
planning, regulation, enforcement, technical innovation, and promotion of the understanding of 
air quality issues. The clean air strategy of SMAQMD includes the preparation of plans and 
programs for the attainment of ambient-air quality standards, adoption and enforcement of rules 
and regulations, and issuance of permits for stationary sources. SMAQMD also inspects 
stationary sources, responds to citizen complaints, monitors ambient air quality and 
meteorological conditions, and implements other programs and regulations required by the 
Clean Air Act, its amendments, and the California Clean Air Act. 

Note that all construction projects are required to implement the SMAQMD‘s Basic Construction 
Emission Control Practices.   

The Basic Emission Control Practices 

The following practices are considered feasible for controlling fugitive dust from a construction 
site. Control of fugitive dust is required by Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 
District Rule 403 and enforced by SMAQMD staff (SMAQMD 2014). 

 Water all exposed surfaces two times daily. Exposed surfaces include, but are not 

limited to soil piles, graded areas, unpaved parking areas, staging areas, and access 

roads. 

 Cover or maintain at least two feet of free board space on haul trucks transporting soil, 

sand, or other loose material on the site. Any haul trucks that would be traveling along 

freeways or major roadways should be covered. 

 Use wet power vacuum street sweepers to remove any visible trackout mud or dirt onto 

adjacent public roads at least once a day. Use of dry power sweeping is prohibited. 

 Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph). 

 All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, parking lots to be paved should be completed as 

soon as possible. In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible after 

grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

The following practices describe exhaust emission control from diesel powered fleets working at 
a construction site. California regulations limit idling from both on-road and off-road diesel 
powered equipment. The California Air Resources Board enforces the idling limitations. 

 Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the 

time of idling to 5 minutes [required by California Code of Regulations, Title 13, sections 

2449(d)(3) and 2485]. Provide clear signage that posts this requirement for workers at 

the entrances to the site. 

Although not required by local or state regulation, many construction companies have 
equipment inspection and maintenance programs to ensure work and fuel efficiencies. 
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 Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition according to 

manufacturer’s specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified mechanic 

and determine to be running in proper condition before it is operated. 

Lead agencies may add these emission control practices as Conditions of Approval or include in 
a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR, INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, 
GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, AND IRREVERSIBLE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

The MEIR addressed the potential effects of the 2035 General Plan on ambient air quality and 
the potential for exposure of people, especially sensitive receptors such as children or the 
elderly, to unhealthful pollutant concentrations (see MEIR, Chapter 4.2). 

Policies in the 2035 General Plan (Environmental Resources) were identified as mitigating 
potential effects of development that could occur under the 2035 General Plan. For example, 
Policy Environmental Resources 6.1.1 calls for the City to work with the California Air 
Resources Board and the SMAQMD to meet state and federal air quality standards; Policy 
Environmental Resources 6.1.2 requires the City to review proposed development projects to 
ensure that the projects incorporate feasible measures that reduce construction and operational 
emissions; Policy ER 6.1.4 calls for coordination of City efforts with SMAQMD; and Policy ER 
6.1.15 requires the City to give preference to contractors using reduced-emission equipment.  
The MEIR found that these policies would lessen impacts on air quality, but the long-term 
operational emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter would remain significant 
(Impact 4.2-3).   

The MEIR identified exposure to sources of toxic air contaminants (TAC) as a potential effect. 
Policies in the 2035 General Plan would reduce the effect to a less-than-significant level. The 
policies include Land Use 2.7.5, regarding development along freeways, and Policies 
Environmental Resources 6.1.1 and 6.1.4, referred to above.  

The MEIR found that greenhouse gas emissions that would be generated by development 
consistent with the 2035 General Plan would be a less than significant impact (see Impact 4.14-
1).  The Master EIR identified numerous policies included in the 2035 General Plan that 
addressed greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, including Policies Environmental 
Resources 6.1.5 – 6.1.9 (see Draft MEIR, Chapter 14).  Policies identified in the 2035 General 
Plan include directives relating to sustainable development patterns and practices, and 
increasing the viability of pedestrian, bicycle, and public transit modes.  A complete list of 
policies addressing climate change is included in the MEIR in Table 4.14-3.   

MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR THAT APPLY TO THE PROJECT 

None. 

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES CONSIDERED MITIGATION 

The following General Plan policies would avoid or lessen environmental impacts as identified in 
the MEIR, and are applicable to the proposed project: 

 Policy LU 2.7.5 (Development along Freeways) 

 Policy ER 6.1.1 (Maintain Ambient Air Quality Standards) 

 Policy ER 6.1.2 (New Development) 

 Policy ER 6.1.3 (Emissions Reduction) 

 Policy ER 6.1.4 (Sensitive Uses) 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

For purposes of this Initial Study, air quality impacts may be considered significant if construction 
and/or implementation of the proposed project would result in the following impacts that remain 
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significant after implementation of General Plan policies or mitigation from the General Plan 
MEIR: 

 construction emissions of NOX above 85 pounds per day; 

 operational emissions of NOX or ROG above 65 pounds per day;  

 violation of any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected  

 air quality violation;  

 PM10 concentrations equal to or greater than five percent of the State ambient air quality 

standard (i.e., 50 micrograms/cubic meter for 24 hours) in areas where there is evidence 

of existing or projected violations of this standard. However, if project emissions of NOx 

and ROG are below the emission thresholds given above, then the project would not 

result in violations of the PM10 ambient air quality standards; 

 CO concentrations that exceed the 1-hour state ambient air quality standard (i.e., 20.0 

ppm) or the 8-hour state ambient standard (i.e., 9.0 ppm); or, 

 exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

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

 TAC exposures create a risk of 10 in 1 million for stationary sources, or substantially 

increase the risk of exposure to TACs from mobile sources. 

A project is considered to have a significant effect relating to greenhouse gas emissions if it fails 
to satisfy the requirements of the City’s Climate Action Plan. 

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Question A:  Less than Significant 

Construction of the proposed project would include demolition of the existing structures, and 
would include the construction of 22 multi-family residential buildings, including 14 fourteen-unit 
buildings and 8 sixteen unit buildings. Construction activities could commence as early as the 
June 2016 and would likely be completed within approximately 6 months. NOX emissions would 
be generated by demolition and associated on-site equipment and truck activity associated with 
hauling materials, off-road construction equipment (e.g., dozers, excavators), truck activity 
associated with hauling materials to and from the site (although cut and fill would be balanced 
on site), and worker vehicle trips. 

SMAQMD has developed a screening level to assist a project proponent or lead agency in 
determining if NOX emissions from constructing a project in Sacramento County will exceed the 
SMAQMD’s construction significance threshold for NOX. Construction of a project that does not 
exceed the screening level and meets all the screening parameters would be considered to 
have a less-than-significant impact on air quality. However, all construction projects regardless 
of the screening level are required to implement the SMAQMD‘s Basic Construction Emission 
Control Practices. The Basic Emission Control Practices are discussed above in the 
Environmental Setting section. 

Projects that are 35 acres or less in size generally will not exceed the SMAQMD’s construction 
NOX threshold of significance (SMAQMD 2014). This screening level was developed using 
default construction inputs in the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). Lead 
agencies cannot use the screening level to determine a project’s construction emissions would 
have a less-than significant impact on air quality unless all of the following parameters are met. 

The project does not:  

 Include buildings more than 4 stories tall;  

 Include demolition activities;  
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 Include significant trenching activities;  

 Have a construction schedule that is unusually compact, fast-paced, or involves more 

than 2 phases (i.e., grading, paving, building construction, and architectural coatings) 

occurring simultaneously;  

 Involve cut-and-fill operations (moving earth with haul trucks and/or flattening or 

terracing hills);  

 Require import or export of soil materials that will require a considerable amount of haul 

truck activity; and  

 Involve soil disturbance activity (i.e., grading) that exceeds 15 acres per day. Note that 

15 acres is a screening level and shall not be used as a mitigation measure  

As the project proposes demolition activities, cut-and-fill operations equaling approximately 
15,000 cubic yards of soil, and simultaneous phases, the NOX construction screening level is 
not recommended for use. As such, the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 
version 2013.2.2 was used to quantify project-generated construction emissions. The analysis 
methodology, assumptions, and CalEEMod output are provided in Appendix B.  

As shown in Table 1, the proposed project would generate less than significant levels of the 
ozone precursor NOX. Project impacts related to construction NOX emissions would be less 
than significant. 

  

Table 1 

Estimated Project Construction NOX Emissions 

 

Construction Year 
NOX  

(lbs./day) 

2016 47 

SMAQMD Threshold 85 

Threshold exceeded? No 

Source of emissions: CalEEMod output (Appendix B) 
Source of Threshold: SMAQMD 2014 

 

Question B:  Less than Significant 

SMAQMD provides screening levels to identify when additional analysis is necessary to 
determine potential significance for operational ROG and NOX emissions.  The operational 
screening levels represent the development size at which the operational emissions thresholds 
of significance would not be exceeded. The ROG and NOX screening level for multi-family 
housing is 460 dwelling units. The proposed project includes 324 multi-family dwelling units, 
which is less than the screening level. Therefore, the proposed project would generate less than 
significant quantities of operational ROG and NOX, and project-specific modeling for operational 
emissions is not required. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant for the 
proposed project. 

Question C:  Less than Significant 

As described in the response to Question A, construction-related emissions of NOx would not 
exceed SMAQMD’s recommended mass emission thresholds of 85 pounds per day. Therefore, 
project-related construction emissions of ozone precursors, including NOx, would not violate or 
contribute to a violation of the ambient air quality standards for ozone. 
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As described in the response to Question B, operational emissions of ozone precursors (i.e., 
ROG and NOX) would not exceed SMAQMD’s recommended mass emission thresholds of 65 
pounds per day for NOx or 65 pounds per day of ROG. Therefore, operation of the proposed 
project would not violate or contribute to a violation of the ambient air quality standards for 
ozone. 

As described in the response to Question C, construction-related and operational emissions of 
PM10 and PM2.5 would not exceed the SMAQMD’s recommended mass emission thresholds of 
80 pounds per day of PM10 and 82 pounds per day of PM2.5. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not violate or contribute to a violation of the ambient air quality standards for PM10 or 
PM2.5. 

As discussed in the response to Question E, the proposed project would not 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). 

For these reasons, project-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors, 
including ozone, ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 would not violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. This impact would be 
less than significant. 

Question D:  Less than Significant 

The SMAQMD utilizes the same screening level as the NOX emission screening level to assist a 
project proponent or lead agency in determining if PM10 or PM2.5 emissions from constructing a 
project in Sacramento County will exceed the SMAQMD’s construction significance thresholds. 
As with the NOX screening presented above, because the proposed project includes demolition 
activities, cut-and-fill operations, and multiple phases of overlapping activity, the PM10 and PM2.5 
construction screening level is not recommended for use. As such, CalEEMod was used to 
quantify project-generated construction emissions as discussed previously. The analysis 
methodology, assumptions, and CalEEMod output are provided in Appendix B.  

The maximum daily emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 are analyzed below. As shown in Table 2, the 
proposed project would generate less than significant levels of PM10 and PM2.5. Impacts related 
to construction-generated PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would be less than significant. 

 

Table 2 

Estimated Project Construction PM Emissions 

 

Construction Year 
PM10  

(lbs./day) 
PM2.5  

(lbs./day) 

2016 3 1 

SMAQMD Threshold 80 82 

Threshold exceeded? No No 

Source of emissions: CalEEMod output (Appendix B) 
Source of Threshold: SMAQMD 2014  

 

Question E:  Less than Significant 

Local mobile-source CO emissions near roadway intersections are a direct function of traffic 
volume, speed, and delay. Long-distance transport of CO is extremely limited because it 
disperses rapidly with distance from the source under normal meteorological conditions. Under 
specific meteorological conditions and traffic conditions, CO concentrations at receptors located 
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near roadway intersections may reach unhealthy levels, when combined with background CO 
levels. 

The SMAQMD’s two-tiered screening criteria identifies when a project has the potential to 
contribute to a CO hotspot and if CO dispersion modeling is necessary. According to the first 
screening tier, the proposed project will result in a less-than-significant impact to air quality for 
local CO if:  

1. Traffic generated by the proposed project will not result in deterioration of intersection 
level of service (LOS) to LOS E or F; and 

2. The project will not contribute additional traffic to an intersection that already operates at 
LOS E or F. 

As detailed in the Transportation Analysis prepared for the project (DKS 2015; Attachment G), 
the proposed project will contribute additional traffic to the intersections of Lewis Stein Road 
with Jocelyn Way that is projected to operate at LOS F during the p.m. peak hour under existing 
plus project condition and West Stockton Boulevard with SR 99 Southbound Ramps that is 
projected to operate at LOS E during the p.m. peak hour under the existing plus project 
condition (DKS 2015).  Because the first tier of screening criteria is not met, the second tier of 
screening criteria shall be examined. According to the second tier, if all of the following criteria 
are met, the proposed project will result in a less than significant impact to air quality for local 
CO.  

1. The project will not result in an affected intersection experiencing more than 31,600 
vehicles per hour; 

2. The project will 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 will be substantially limited; and 

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

The highest existing plus project traffic volume is expected to occur at the West Stockton 
Boulevard intersection with SR 99 Southbound Ramps during the p.m. peak hour, and is 
forecasted to be 4,084 vehicles (DKS 2015).  The intersection is not located in a tunnel, urban 
canyon, or similar area where mixing of air would not be limited, nor is the vehicle mix 
anticipated to be substantially different than the County average.  There would be no potential 
for a CO hotspot or exceedance of State or federal CO ambient air quality standard because the 
maximum traffic volume would be substantially less than the 31,600 vehicles per hour screening 
level; because the congested intersection is located where mixing of air would not be limited; 
and because the vehicle mix would not be uncommon. The impact would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

Question F:  Less than Significant 

As explained in the response to Questions A through E, construction-related emissions of NOX 

would not exceed SMAQMD’s mass emission threshold of 85 lb/day, operational emissions of 
ROG and NOX would not exceed SMAQMD’s recommended emission thresholds of 65 pounds 
per day, construction emissions of PM10 would not be less than the SMAQMD’s mass emission 
thresholds of 80 lb/day, and CO concentrations would not 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). For these 
reasons, construction- and operation operation-related emissions of criteria air pollutants and 
precursors would not result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. Moreover, as explained in the response to Question G, the level of TAC 
concentrations and related health risk exposure to residents of the proposed project from 
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nearby sources of TACs, including area roadways, would not be substantial. As a result, this 
impact would be less than significant. 

Question G:  Less than Significant 

Construction activities would result in short-term, project-generated emissions of diesel 
particulate matter (DPM) from the exhaust of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment. CARB 
identified DPM as a Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) in 1998. The dose to which receptors are 
exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is a function of the 
concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the duration of exposure to 
the substance. Thus, the risks estimated for a maximally exposed individual (MEI) are higher if a 
fixed exposure occurs over a longer time period. Health risk assessments, which determine the 
exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions, are typically based on a 70-year exposure 
period; however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities 
associated with the proposed project.  

As presented earlier in Table 2, maximum daily particulate emissions, which include DPM, 
would be relatively low when compared to the SMAQMD thresholds. Additionally, the 
construction period would be relatively short (less than 1 year), especially when compared to 70 
years. Combined with the highly dispersive properties of DPM, construction-related emissions of 
TACs would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial emissions of TACs. The impact would 
be less than significant. 

As the proposed project would involve the development of multi-family residential uses, project 
operation would not introduce any new stationary sources of TACs such as diesel-fueled 
backup generators that are more commonly associated with large commercial and industrial 
uses. In addition, the project would not result in a significant increase to the number of diesel 
fueled vehicles on the road. As such, the proposed project would not have the potential to 
expose sensitive receptors to TACs from mobile sources to an extent that health risks could 
result. This impact would be less than significant. 

Projects of concern for DPM exposure to proposed sensitive land uses, such as the proposed 
multi-family residential units, are typically those located near high traffic freeways, urban roads 
with more than 100,000 vehicles per day, a high heavy truck concentration, rail yards, ports, 
and/or distribution centers, all of which emit significant quantities of DPM (CARB 2005). The 
project’s eastern boundary is approximately 100 feet west of SR 99.  Occupied buildings will be 
located approximately 150 feet west of SR 99.  With 164,000 average daily trips, SR 99 
experiences more traffic than the CARB criterion of 100,000 vehicles/day for urban roads 
(Caltrans 2016). Therefore, the project would have the potential to expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial amounts of TACs. The SMAQMD Protocol for Evaluating the Location of Sensitive 
Land Uses Adjacent to Major Roadways includes a screening process to determine if the 
nearest sensitive receptor’s increase in individual cancer risk is lower than the evaluation 
criterion of 276 per million. If lower, then no further roadway-related air quality evaluation is 
recommended under the Protocol.  

Table 3 shows the Protocol’s screening table for projects located east or west of a north-south 
roadway. As discussed previously, occupied building will be located approximately 150 feet 
west of SR 99. The most recent Caltrans traffic data available lists this segment of SR 99 as 
carrying a peak hour volume of 11,500 vehicles. The Protocol requires an analysis to round 
values for the most conservative analysis. Therefore, we find a project locating sensitive 
receptors 100 feet west of a roadway carrying 12,000 vehicles per hour results in an 
incremental cancer risk of 169 per million. As this value is less than the evaluation criterion of 
276 per million, no further roadway-related air quality evaluation is recommended. This impact 
would be less than significant. 
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Table 3 

Potential Incremental Diesel-Related Cancer Risk  
East and West of a North-South Roadway 

Version 2.4 EMFAC 2007 
(Analysis Year 2011) 

 

Peak Hour Traffic 
Volumes 

(vehicle/hr) 

Receptor Distance from Edge of Nearest Travel Lane (ft) 

10 25 50 100 200 300 400 500 

Incremental Cancer Risk Per Million People: East (downwind) 

4,000 219 188 149 105 67 51 38 32 

8,000 442 378 299 210 134 99 80 67 

12,000 677 579 458 324 207 153 121 102 

16,000 900 773 611 429 273 204 162 134 

20,000 1126 964 766 537 343 254 204 169 

24,000 1352 1158 919 646 413 305 242 200 

Incremental Cancer Risk Per Million People: West (upwind) 

4,000 140 108 83 54 35 25 19 16 

8,000 280 223 162 111 70 51 41 32 

12,000 429 340 248 169 105 76 60 51 

16,000 572 452 331 226 143 105 83 67 

20,000 716 566 417 283 178 130 102 83 

24,000 859 677 499 340 213 156 124 102 

Source: SMAQMD 2011 
Note: Highlighted cell indicates the potential incremental cancer chances per million people from diesel for the 
proposed project based on the peak hour traffic and the distance from the edge of the nearest travel lane. 

Question H:  Less than Significant 

In 2012, the City adopted a communitywide Climate Action Plan (CAP) which was incorporated 
into the 2035 General Plan. The CAP identified a greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction 
target of 15 percent below 2005 levels by 2020 for communitywide emission sources, and also 
set longer term communitywide GHG emission reduction goals of 38 percent below 2005 levels 
by 2030 and 83 percent below 2005 levels by 2050. The CAP contains a comprehensive set of 
strategies, measures and implementing actions to achieve the 2020 GHG reduction target. The 
GHG reduction measures and actions apply to both existing sources within the City as of the 
2005 baseline as well as projected emissions from new growth and development anticipated in 
the 2035 General Plan. The CAP also identifies potential adverse physical effects related to 
climate change on the community, and includes specific adaptation measures to address and 
mitigate such effects.   

The City has prepared a Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist for use in determining 
project consistency with the CAP pursuant to Section 15183.5 (Appendix B; HELIX 2016). 

The proposed project has been reviewed against the City’s CAP Consistency Review Checklist 
(see Appendix B of this IS for the completed CAP Checklist and supporting documentation). The 
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proposed project would be consistent with the following applicable performance standards 
specified in the CAP Consistency Review Checklist, including: 

 Substantial consistency with the 2035 General Plan  

o The project is consistent with the Suburban Center General Plan land use 
designation, including the goals for land use and urban form, FAR and density 
requirements; 

 Incorporation of pedestrian facilities and connections to transit consistent with the 
Pedestrian Master Plan  

o Two existing off-site neighborhood streets (Praline Way and Splendid Way) 
currently terminate at the project site’s western boundary.  The project would 
provide gated pedestrian access to Praline Way.  A similar gate would be used 
for maintenance access only at the Splendid Way terminus.  Existing sidewalks 
along the north and south sides of Praline and Splendid Ways would connect to 
sidewalks on the project site.  A walking trail would follow the perimeter of the 
project site with continuous pedestrian connectivity to all building entrances in the 
development. The project site is located approximately 500 feet from Elk Grove 
Transit (e-Tran) routes 160 and 162.  

 Incorporation of bicycle facilities consistent with the Bikeway Master Plan and/or CAL 
Green 

o Bicycle storage would be available at patios, balconies, or under the private 
stairways.  Additionally, bicycle racks would be installed near each building to 
provide short-term bicycle parking areas to provide one space for every two 
units.  A total of 486 bicycle spaces would be provided (one long-term storage, 
and 0.5 short-term storage space per unit). 

 Energy and water efficiency standards 

o The project shall comply with the adopted CAP by meeting the Tier 1 Voluntary 
Standards in the 2013 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen). 

As discussed above, the City of Sacramento adopted a communitywide CAP that contains a 
comprehensive set of strategies, measures and implementing actions to achieve the 2020 GHG 
reduction target. The CAP is consistent with elements of a plan for the reduction of GHG 
emissions, in compliance with Section 15183.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, which provides for 
tiering and streamlining of GHG emissions analysis for projects consistent with a CAP or other 
similar programmatic plan for the reduction of GHG emissions. Moreover, no features of the 
proposed project are inconsistent with the strategies and measures in the CAP that plan for 
future climate change-related risks, including increases in average temperature, diminished 
water supply, increased energy demand, and damage to infrastructure. Because the proposed 
project would be consistent with the CAP, this impact would be considered less than 
significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None. 

FINDINGS 

The proposed project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to 
air quality. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

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? 

 X  

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

 X  

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

 X  

The discussion of biological resources is based on a Biological Resources Assessment 
prepared for the project (Foothill Associates 2016), which is included as Appendix C. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Regional 

The project site is located within the City of Sacramento.  The regional setting is mainly urban 
with the Sacramento River corridor supporting riparian woodlands composed of cottonwood, 
willow, sycamore, and valley oak.  Agricultural and grassland areas dominate the 
unincorporated areas of Sacramento County.  Native habitats are located primarily outside the 
city boundaries, but also occur along river and stream corridors and on a number of 
undeveloped parcels.  Native habitats in the region include oak woodlands, riparian woodlands, 
wetlands, and annual grasslands.  These native areas provide homes for a rich variety of wildlife 
including migratory birds such as ducks and raptors as well as larger native fauna such as deer 
and coyote.   

Local 

The project site consists of an undeveloped site in a partially urbanized, mixed-use area of the 
community.  The project site is characterized by relatively level topography, featuring disturbed, 
non-native annual grassland and disturbed/developed areas associated with graded roads, a 
cargo container storage lot, and the foundations and pavement associated with the previously 
removed single family home and the commercial building.  The disturbed non-native annual 
grassland is regularly tilled as normal maintenance of the project site.  A manmade roadside 
ditch flows north to south along the western edge of a graded road through the site.  One 
mature tree near the eastern portion of the project site was observed during a site visit on 
February 5, 2016.  Numerous palm trees near the previous residence in the southern portion of 
the project site are noted.  Commonly occurring wildlife observed within the project site 
included: western scrub jay, mourning dove, black phoebe, and black-tailed jackrabbit.   
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Regulatory Background 

Clean Water Act (33 USC 1252-1376) 

Any person, firm, or agency planning to alter or work in “waters of the U.S.” including the 
discharge of dredged or fill material, must first obtain authorization from the USACE under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 USC 1344). Permits, licenses, variances, or 
similar authorization may also be required by other federal, state, and local statutes. Section 10 
of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 prohibits the obstruction or alteration of navigable waters 
of the U.S. without a permit from USACE (33 USC 403). The CWA provides guidance for the 
restoration and maintenance of the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s 
waters. 

Section 401 of the CWA requires that an applicant for a federal license or permit that allows 
activities resulting in a discharge to waters of the U.S. must obtain a state certification that the 
discharge complies with other provisions of CWA. The Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) administers the certification program in California, and may require State Water 
Quality Certification before other permits are issued.  

Section 402 of the CWA establishes a permitting system for the discharge of any pollutant 
(except dredged or fill material) into waters of the U.S. Section 404 of the CWA establishes a 
permit program administered by USACE regulating the discharge of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the U.S. (including wetlands). Implementing regulations by USACE are found at 33 
CFR Parts 320-332.  

The Section 404 (b)(1) Guidelines were developed by the USEPA in conjunction with USACE 
(40 CFR Part 230), allowing the discharge of dredged or fill material for non-water dependent 
uses into special aquatic sites only if there is no practicable alternative that would have less 
adverse impacts. 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Under the CEQA of 1970 (PRC Section 21000 et seq.), lead agencies analyze whether projects 
would have a substantial adverse effect on a candidate, sensitive, or special status species 
(Public Resources Code Section 21001(c)). These “special-status” species generally include 
those listed under federal and state endangered species acts (FESA and CESA, respectively), 
and species that are not currently protected by statute or regulation, but would be considered 
rare, threatened, or endangered under the criteria included State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15380. Therefore, species that are considered rare are addressed in this study regardless of 
whether they are afforded protection through any other statute or regulation. The CNPS 
inventories the native flora of California and ranks species according to rarity; plants ranked as 
1A, 1B, and 2 are generally considered special-status species under CEQA.1 

Although threatened and endangered species are protected by specific federal and state 
statutes, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(d) provides that a species not listed on the 
federal or state list of protected species may be considered rare if it can be shown to meet 
certain specified criteria. These criteria have been modeled after the definition in FESA and the 
section of the California Fish and Game Code dealing with rare or endangered plants and 
animals. Section 15380(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines allows a public agency to undertake a 
review to determine if a significant effect on species that have not yet been listed by either the 
USFWS or CDFW (i.e., candidate species) would occur. Thus CEQA provides an agency with 
the ability to protect a species from the potential impacts of a project until the respective 
government agency has an opportunity to designate the species as protected, if warranted. 
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

The CDFW is responsible for issuing permits for impacts to state-listed plant and animal species 
under the state ESA. No state-listed species were observed within the project area.   

The CDFW is also responsible for issuing permits for impacts to streambeds and wetlands 
under its jurisdiction as described above. Any impacts to CDFW jurisdictional areas are 
regulated under California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 and would require a 
Streambed/Lake Alteration Agreement.   

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act, Water Code Section 13000 
et seq.) is California’s statutory authority for the protection of water quality in conjunction with 
the federal CWA. The Porter-Cologne Act requires the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) and Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) under the Clean Water Act 
(CWA) to adopt and periodically update water quality control plans, or basin plans. Basin plans 
are plans in which beneficial uses, water quality objectives, and implementation programs are 
established for each of the nine regions in California. The Porter-Cologne Act also requires 
dischargers of pollutants or dredged or fill material to notify the RWQCBs of such activities by 
filing Reports of Waste Discharge and authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCBs to issue and 
enforce waste discharge requirements, national pollutant discharge elimination system 
(NPDES) permits, Section 401 water quality certifications, or other approvals. 

City and Heritage Trees 

The City adopted a Tree Preservation Ordinance to protect trees as an important resource for 
the community.  When circumstances do not allow for retention of trees, permits are required to 
remove heritage trees that are within the City’s jurisdiction.  Chapter 12.64 of the Sacramento 
Municipal Code regulates the cutting or modification of heritage trees; requires a Tree Permit 
prior to cutting or modification; and establishes protection standards during construction 
activities.  Heritage trees include: 

 Any tree of any species with a trunk circumference of on hundred (100) inches or more, 

which is of good quality in terms of health, vigor of growth, and conformity to generally 

accepted horticultural standards of shape and location for its species. 

 Any native Quercus species, Aesculus californica or Plantanus racemosa, having a 

circumference of 36 inches or greater when a single trunk, or a cumulative 

circumference of 36 inches or greater when a multi-trunk, which is of good quality in 

terms of health, vigor of growth and conformity to generally accepted horticultural 

standards of shape and location for its species.   

 Any tree 36 inches in circumference or greater in a riparian zone.  The riparian zone is 

measured from the centerline of the water course to 30 feet beyond the high water line. 

 Any tree, grove of trees or woodland trees designated by resolution of the City Council to 

be of special historical or environmental value or of significant community benefit.  

In addition, the Street Tree Ordinance (Chapter 12.56 of the Sacramento Municipal Code) 
states that “No person shall remove, trim, prune, cut or otherwise perform any maintenance on 
any city street tree without first obtaining a permit from the director pursuant to Section 
12.56.070.”  Any non-heritage street tree planned for cutting or modification would require a 
permit from the City. 
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Sensitive Biological Resources 

As described in the Biological Resources Assessment (Foothill Associates 2016; Appendix C), 
the following sources were used in preparation of the biological report and are summarized 
here:  

 Biological reconnaissance survey conducted December 3, 2015. 

 Biological Resources Assessment prepared by Foothill Associates, Inc. for a portion of 

the project site in 2006. 

 Wetland delineation verified September 11, 2007, and delineation subsequently verified 

October 16, 2012, both delineations prepared by Foothill Associates, Inc.  The 2012 

verification letter determined no waters of the U.S. were present on the project site. 

 California National Diversity Database (CNDDB) record search for project topographic 

quadrangle, and eight surrounding quadrangles (accessed 11/30/2015).  

 California Native Plant Society Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants for the 

Bruceville, Carmichael, Clarksburg, Courtland, Elk Grove, Florin, Galt, Sacramento East, 

and Sacramento West topographic quadrangles (accessed 11/30/2015). 

 USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) Trust Resources Report for 

the proposed project (accessed 11/30/2015). 

 U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service.  1993.  Soil 

Survey of Sacramento County. 

 Protocol-level invertebrate surveys conducted during the dry season in 2006 by 

EcoAnalysis, Inc., and during the wet season from 2006 to 2007 by Foothill Associates.  

The surveys resulted in negative findings. 

Sensitive biological resources evaluated as part of this analysis include special-status species 
and sensitive natural communities. The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was 
used as a primary source to identify previously reported occurrences of special-status species 
and sensitive natural communities in the project vicinity. The CNDDB is a statewide database, 
managed by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) that is continually updated 
with the location and condition of the state’s rare and declining species and habitats.  Although 
the CNDDB is the most current and reliable tool available for tracking occurrences of special-
status species, it contains only those records that have been reported to CDFW. 

Special Status Species 

Special status species are plants and animals in the following categories: 

 Listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under the federal 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) or candidates for possible future listing; 

 Listed or candidates for listing by the State of California as threatened or endangered 

under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA); 

 Listed as fully protected under the California Fish and Game Code; 

 Animals identified by CDFW as species of special concern; 

 Taxa considered by CDFW to be “rare, threatened, or endangered in California” and 

assigned a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR).  The CDFW system includes five rarity 

and endangerment ranks for categorizing plant species of concerns, which are 

summarized below.  CRPR List 1 and 2 are considered special status species.  

o CRPR List 1 A: Plants presumed extinct in California. 

o CRPR List 1 B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and 

elsewhere. 
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o CRPR List 2: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more 

common elsewhere. 

o CRPR List 3: Plants about which more information is needed (a review list); and 

o CRPR List 4: Plants of limited distribution (a watch list). 

 Considered a locally significant species, that is, a species that is not rare from a 

statewide perspective, but is rare or uncommon in a local context such as within a 

county or region (CEQA Section 15125 (c)) or is so designated in local or regional plans, 

policies, or ordinances (State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G); or otherwise meets the 

definition of rare or endangered under CEQA Section 15380(b) and (d).  

The CDFW, USFWS, and CNPS lists included a total of 26 regionally occurring special status 
plant species and 31 regionally occurring special status wildlife species that were reviewed for 
the potential to occur on the project site or otherwise be impacted by the proposed project.  
Refer to Table 1 in Appendix C of the Biological Resources Assessment prepared for the project 
(Appendix C; Foothill Associates 2016) for the regionally occurring special status species, their 
habitats, and potential to occur.  

Special Status Plants 

No protocol-level botanical surveys for any special-status species were conducted on the 
project site.  None of the 26 regionally occurring special status plant species have the potential 
to occur in the project site.  Individual species were determined to have no potential to occur if: 
1) the proposed project is outside of the elevational range for the species, or 2) no potentially 
suitable habitat is present in the project site.  The project site lacks aquatic habitat so would not 
support aquatic plant species.  The site is also heavily disturbed which reduces habitat 
suitability for most upland special status plant species.   

Special Status Wildlife 

Five of the 31 regionally occurring special status wildlife species that were reviewed were 
determined to have the potential to occur in the project site or otherwise be impacted by the 
proposed project.  Individual species were determined to have no potential to occur as the 
project site lacked potentially suitable habitat for the species.  Aquatic special status species, 
including fish and vernal pool invertebrates (i.e., vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp) have no potential to occur in the project site due to the lack of aquatic habitat and 
results of the invertebrate surveys conducted in 2006 and 2007.  The site lacks suitable aquatic 
habitat to support fish or special status semiaquatic reptiles and amphibians.  No elderberry 
shrubs were observed on the project site; therefore, valley elderberry longhorn beetle were 
determined to have no potential to occur.   

Based on the results of the evaluation, Swainson’s hawk has the potential to occur in the project 
site.  The following special status species have a low potential to occur within the project site: 
burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, short-eared owl, and white-tailed kite.    Wildlife species with 
the potential to occur are discussed individually below. 

Swainson’s Hawk 

Swainson’s hawk is state listed as threatened.  Swainson's hawks breed in California and winter 
in Mexico and South America.  The hawks usually arrive in the Central Valley between March 1 
and April 1, and migrate south between September and October.  Nests are placed in trees 
adjacent to suitable foraging habitat, which may include trees near the edges of riparian stands, 
in lone trees or groves of trees in agricultural fields, and in mature roadside trees. Valley oak, 
Fremont cottonwood, walnut, and large willow with an average height of about 58 feet, and 
ranging from 41 to 82 feet, are the most commonly used nest trees in the Central Valley. 
Suitable foraging areas for Swainson’s hawk include native grasslands or lightly grazed 
pastures, alfalfa and other hay crops, idle land, certain grain and row croplands, and ruderal 
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lands.  Swainson’s hawks primarily feed on voles; however, they will feed on a variety of prey 
including small mammals, birds, and insects.   

There are 162 records of the species in the vicinity of the project site, including a nest 
documented approximately 3.52 miles from the project site in 2011.  The project site does not 
provide nesting habitat since it does not contain tall mature trees.  The bird may nest in mature 
trees near the project site.  Due to the high use of the area by the species, there is the potential 
for this species to forage in the non-native annual grassland within the project site.   

Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing owl is listed as a species of special concern.  Burrowing owls are often found in open, 
dry grasslands, agricultural and range lands, and desert habitats.  They can also inhabit grass, 
forb, and shrub stages of pinyon and ponderosa pine habitats.  In addition to natural habitats, 
burrowing owls can be found in urban habitats such as at the margins of airports and golf 
courses and in vacant urban lots. Burrowing owls nest in underground burrows and commonly 
perch on nearby fence posts or mounds.  The owls also use ground squirrel burrows, badger 
dens or artificial burrows such as abandoned pipes or culverts.  The breeding season for 
burrowing owls occurs from March to August, peaking in April and May.   

There are nine records of this species within 5 miles of the project site.  The annual grassland 
on the project site provides low potential nesting, wintering, and forage habitat for the species; 
however, no burrows or potential burrow sites were observed on the site during site visits in 
December 2015.   

Loggerhead Shrike 

Loggerhead shrike is listed as a species of special concern.  Loggerhead shrike is a common 
resident and winter visitor of valleys and foothills throughout California.  This species utilizes 
open habitats with scattered shrubs and trees, posts, fences, utility lines, and occurs often in 
cropland.  This species nests from March to May, building twig nests within the dense foliage of 
shrubs or trees that conceal the nest.   

There are no records of this species within 5 miles of the project site.  Trees present in the 
project site have been removed; however, the remaining shrubs within the non-native annual 
grassland and trees on adjacent properties provide low potential nesting habitat for this species.  
The species has not been observed in the project site, but site visits were conducted outside of 
the nesting season for this species.   

Short-Eared Owl 

Short-eared owl is listed as a species of special concern.  This owl is a ground-nesting species 
found in open areas with few trees, such as marshes, annual and perennial grasslands, prairies, 
dunes, meadows, irrigated lands, and saline and fresh emergent wetlands.  This species breeds 
and nests from early March through mid-August.  The nests are usually located on dry sites with 
enough vegetation to conceal incubating females.   

There are no records of this species within 5 miles of the project site.  The annual grassland 
provides potential nesting and foraging habitat for this species.  The species has not been 
observed in the project site, but site visits were conducted outside of the nesting season for this 
species.  

White-Tailed Kite 

White-tailed kite is a fully protected species.  This raptor is a yearlong resident of California, and 
breeds from February to October, peaking from May to August.  This species nests near the top 
of dense oaks, willows, or other large trees.   

There are 14 records of this species documented within 5 miles of the project site, with the 
nearest record one mile north of the project site.  The annual grassland provides marginal 
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potentially suitable nesting and foraging habitat for this species because this species typically 
uses dense-topped trees where the nests can be obscured, especially when nesting in urban 
areas.  The project site lacks dense vegetation.  This species has not been observed in the 
project site, but site visits were conducted outside of the nesting season for this species. 

Other Migratory and Nesting Birds 

A variety of bird species may use the trees and shrubs in and adjacent to the project site for 
nesting.  No bird nests were observed in the project site; however, site visits were conducted 
outside of the generally accepted nesting season from February 1 through August 31.  Birds 
could occupy the project site prior to construction.   

Sensitive Habitats and Special-Status Plant Communities 

Sensitive habitats include those that are of special concern to resource agencies or are afforded 
specific consideration through CEQA, Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, 
Section 404 of the CWA, and the State’s Porter-Cologne Act, as discussed under “Regulatory 
Background” below. Sensitive natural habitat may be of special concern to these agencies and 
conservation organizations for a variety of reasons, including their locally or regionally declining 
status, or because they provide important habitat to common and special-status species. 

CDFW maintains a list of plant communities that are native to California. Within that list, CDFW 
identifies special-status plant communities (a.k.a. sensitive natural communities), which they 
define as communities that are of limited distribution statewide or within a county or region and 
often vulnerable to environmental effects of projects (CDFW 2015b).  These communities may 
or may not contain special-status species or their habitat. Special-status plant communities are 
tracked in the CNDDB, a statewide inventory of the locations and conditions of the state’s rarest 
plant and animal taxa and vegetation types. 

No native plant communities on CDFW’s list of special-status plant communities are present on 
the project site.   

Waters of the U.S./Waters of the State 

A total of 0.195 acres of aquatic features occur within the project site.  A wetland delineation 
was prepared for the majority of the project site in 2007, which did not include a 0.7-acre portion 
of the site (APN 117-0220-024).  The area not part of the original project footprint was 
investigated through subsequent field work conducted by Foothill Associates, Inc. and it was 
determined the portion of the project site does not contain wetland features (Foothill 
Associates 2016).  A delineation of waters of the U.S. was approved for the project site on 
May 21, 2007 (SPK-2007-00778).  A subsequent delineation was approved on October 16, 
2012, and verified that 0.195 acre of previously verified waters were intrastate isolated waters 
with no apparent interstate or foreign commerce connection and are not regulated by the 
USACE, and additional aquatic resources were no longer present in the project site (refer to 
Appendix D for the wetland delineation map and the letter from USACE).  As a result, the site 
does not contain waters of the U.S., however, these features may be considered waters of the 
State.    

Protected Trees 

An arborist survey was conducted for the project site.  No trees meeting the definition of a 
heritage tree pursuant to Chapter 12.64 of the Municipal Code are present, and no street trees 
pursuant to Chapter 12.56 of the Municipal Code are present on the project site or would be 
impacted by the proposed project.  Subsequent to the arborist survey, and prior to preparation 
of this Initial Study, the trees on the project site were removed following issuance of a tree 
removal permit from the City.  During a site visit on February 5, 2016 by HELIX Environmental 
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Planning, Inc., the remaining tree includes a single, mature tree in the eastern portion of the 
project site and palm trees around the previous residence.   

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MASTER EIR, INCLUDING CUMULATIVE 

IMPACTS, GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, AND IRREVERSIBLE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

Chapter 4.3 of the MEIR evaluated the effects of the 2035 General Plan on biological resources 
within the General Plan policy area. The MEIR identified potential impacts in terms of 
degradation of the quality of the environment or reduction of habitat or population below self-
sustaining levels of special-status birds, through the loss of both nesting and foraging habitat. 

Policies in the 2035 General Plan were identified as mitigating the effects of development that 
could occur under the provisions of the 2035 General Plan. Policy 2.1.5 calls for the City to 
preserve the ecological integrity of creek corridors and other riparian resources; Policy 
Environmental Resources 2.1.10 requires the City to consider the potential impact on sensitive 
plants for each project and to require pre-construction surveys when appropriate; and 
Policy 2.1.11 requires the City to coordinate its actions with those of the CDFW, USFWS, and 
other agencies in the protection of resources. 

The MEIR concluded that the cumulative effects of development that could occur under the 
2035 General Plan would be significant and unavoidable as they related to effects on special-
status plant species (Impact 4.3-1), reduction of habitat for special-status invertebrates (Impact 
4.3-2), loss of habitat for special-status birds (Impact 4.3-3), loss of habitat for special-status 
amphibians and reptiles (Impact 4.3-4), loss of habitat for special-status mammals (Impact 4.3-
5), special-status fish (Impact 4.3-6) and, in general, loss of riparian habitat, wetlands and 
sensitive natural communities such as elderberry savannah (Impacts 4.3-7 through 4.3-9). 

MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 2035 GENERAL PLAN MASTER EIR THAT APPLY TO THE PROJECT 

None. 

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES CONSIDERED MITIGATION 

The following General Plan policies would avoid or lessen environmental impacts as identified in 
the MEIR, and are applicable to the proposed project: 

 Policy ER 2.1.10 (Habitat Assessments and Impact Compensation) 

 Policy ER 2.1.111 (Agency Coordination) 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

For purposes of this environmental document, an impact would be significant if any of the 
following conditions or potential thereof, would result with implementation of the proposed 
project: 

 creation of a potential health hazard, or use, production or disposal of materials that 

would pose a hazard to plant or animal populations in the area affected; 

 substantial degradation of the quality of the environment, reduction of the habitat, 

reduction of population below self-sustaining levels of threatened or endangered species 

of plant or animal; 

 affect other species of special concern to agencies or natural resource organizations 

(such as regulatory waters and wetlands); or 

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

 listed as endangered or threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) (or 

formally proposed for, or candidates for, listing);  

 listed as endangered or threatened under the California ESA (or proposed for listing);  
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 designated as endangered or rare, pursuant to CDFW Code (Section 1901);  

 designated as fully protected, pursuant to CDFW Code (Section 3511, 4700, or 5050); 

 designated as species of concern by USFWS, or as species of special concern to 

CDFW; and  

 plants or animals that meet the definition of rare or endangered under CEQA. 

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Question A:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

As described under Questions A and B in Section 6, Hazards, a Hazards Materials Site 
Assessment/Phase I Report prepared for the proposed project did not include all parcels 
associated with the proposed project.  There is the potential for unknown and/or undocumented 
hazardous materials to be present, which could adversely affect special-status species.  This 
would be a potentially significant impact.   

Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would be implemented to ensure all parcels associated 
with the project site are investigated for hazardous materials, including lead-based paint and 
asbestos, and the appropriate remediation actions are implemented prior to construction of the 
proposed project.  

Question B:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Based on the review of special status species with the potential to occur, one species that is 
state-listed as threatened has the potential to occur on the project site (Swainson’s hawk).   

Swainson’s hawk are not expected to use the project site for nesting; however, they may use 
mature trees in the area for nesting and forage in the project site.  Refer to the discussion of 
impacts to nesting birds under Question C for a discussion of impacts and mitigation related to 
nesting birds (including raptors).   

The proposed project would result in the removal of 15.02 acres of non-native grassland, 
4.43 acres of disturbed/developed areas, 0.19 acre of seasonal wetland, and 0.01 acre of 
ditch/canal (19.7 acres total).  The loss of potential forage habitat for the species is a 
potentially significant impact.   

CDFW requires mitigation for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat within 5 miles of a 
project site, as outlined in the Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s 
Hawks in the Central Valley of California (CDFG 1994).  Currently, the CDFW recommends that 
impacts to suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat within 10 miles of an active nest should be 
mitigated by securing a conservation easement or fee title on suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging 
habitat in the region.  The nearest active nest to the project site is approximately 3.5 miles east 
of the project site.  For projects within a 1 to 5-mile radius of an active nest site, 0.75 acre of 
similar habitat per acre lost should be preserved.   

Impacts to Swainson’s hawk were considered in the 2006 Initial Study prepared for the 
previously approved project on the project site, which occurred within an 18.7-acre footprint.  
Consistent with Mitigation Measure BR-1 contained in the 2006 Initial Study, which required that 
compensatory foraging habitat be provided at a ratio acceptable to CDFW from an approved 
mitigation bank or other arrangements acceptable to CDFW, the project applicant purchased 
18.7 Swainson’s hawk foraging credits in the Bryte Ranch Conservation Bank on November 1, 
2006.  The credits purchased provided one Swainson’s hawk foraging credit per acre impacted 
by the proposed project (1:1 ratio).  The currently proposed project would impact 19.7 acres – 
1 acre more than the previously compensated impact area.  The compensatory mitigation 
already provided by the project applicant provides 0.95 acre of credit per acre impacted by the 
proposed project.  To ensure adequate compensatory mitigation is provided for potential 
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impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, Mitigation Measure BIO-01 would be 
implemented.  

Question C:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Based on the review of special status species with the potential to occur, four bird species not 
listed as threatened or endangered, but are of special concern (burrowing owl, loggerhead 
shrike, short-eared owl, and white-tailed kite) have the potential to occur on the project site.  
Additional bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and/or Fish and 
Game Code may nest on the project site.  Impacts to special status species and protected birds 
are discussed individually below.   

Additional biological resources of concern to natural resource agencies include waters of the 
U.S./State.  No waters of the U.S. are present on the project site; however, 0.195 acre of waters 
of the State are present.  Impacts to waters of the State are discussed below. 

Burrowing Owl 

The annual grassland in the project site provides potentially suitable nesting, wintering, and 
foraging habitat for western burrowing owl.  If burrowing owls were to occupy the study area 
prior to construction, construction activities may result in injury or death of individual birds 
occupied burrows are removed or damaged, or harassment including nest disturbance resulting 
in forced fledging or abandonment of young and loss of foraging habitat.  The loss of foraging 
habitat in the vicinity of an active nest may result in the reduced health and vigor or eggs and/or 
nestlings, resulting in reduced survival rates.  Any harassment, injury, or death of nesting owls, 
their nestlings, or eggs would be considered a potentially significant impact.  

No potential burrow sites were observed in the project site in December 2015.  Due to the low 
likelihood of the species to occur, pre-construction surveys are considered sufficient.  Mitigation 
Measure BIO-02 would be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts to burrowing owl.  

Loggerhead Shrike, Short-Eared Owl, White-Tailed Kite and Other Raptors and Migratory Birds 

The annual grassland, remaining trees, and shrubs in the project site, and trees and shrubs in 
the vicinity of the project site provide potential nesting habitat for various species of birds 
protected under the MBTA and/or Fish and Game Code, including white-tailed kite, loggerhead 
shrike, and short-eared owl.  Swainson’s hawk may nest in mature trees in the vicinity of the 
project site.  If active nests are present at the time of construction, construction activities may 
result in injury or death of individual birds (e.g., if trees or limbs containing active nests are 
removed), or harassment which may cause nesting birds to abandon active nests resulting in 
the loss of eggs or young.  The loss of foraging habitat in the vicinity of an active nest may result 
in the reduced health and vigor of eggs and/or nestlings, resulting in reduced survival rates. Any 
harassment, injury, or death of nesting birds, their nestlings, or eggs would be considered a 
potentially significant impact.  Mitigation Measure BIO-03 would be implemented to avoid and 
minimize potential impacts to nesting birds.   

Waters of the State 

A total of 0.195 acre of waters of the State occur within the project site, which would be 
removed by the proposed project, resulting in a potentially significant impact to waters of the 
State.  The project applicant would be responsible for preparing all necessary permits in 
accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO-04.  With implementation of the mitigation measure, 
impacts to waters of the State would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Protected Trees 

An arborist survey was conducted for the project site.  No trees meeting the definition of a 
heritage tree pursuant to Chapter 12.64 of the Municipal Code are present, and no street trees 
pursuant to Chapter 12.56 of the Municipal Code are present on the project site or would be 
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impacted by the proposed project.  Subsequent to the arborist survey, and prior to preparation 
of this Initial Study, the trees on the project site were removed following issuance of a tree 
removal permit from the City.  During a site visit on February 5, 2016 by HELIX Environmental 
Planning, Inc., the remaining tree includes a single, mature tree in the eastern portion of the 
project site and palm trees around the previous residence.  These trees will be removed for the 
proposed project; however, because they are not protected trees, no impact to protected trees 
would occur, and no mitigation would be necessary.   

MITIGATION MEASURES 

BIO-01: Provide Compensatory Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawk Foraging 
Habitat 

 The applicant/developer/construction contractor shall submit to the City of Sacramento, 

Community Development Department, verification from the CDFW that the applicant has 

satisfied CDFW requirements for mitigation loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.  

The project applicant shall purchase compensatory Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat at 

a ratio acceptable to CDFW from an approved mitigation bank or develop other 

arrangements acceptable to the CDFW prior to building/grading permits being issued.  

BIO-02: Avoid and Minimize Impacts to Western Burrowing Owl 

 Pre-construction surveys shall be conducted within 14 days prior to commencement of 

construction activities, in accordance with the 2012 CDFW Staff Report.  The survey 

area shall include suitable habitat within an approximately 500-foot-buffer (150 meters) 

around the project site, where access is permitted.   

 If no occupied burrows are found during the survey, a letter report documenting the 

survey methods and results shall be submitted to CDFW and no further mitigation will be 

required.  

 If active burrows are observed within 500 feet of the project site, an impact assessment 

shall be prepared and submitted to the CDFW in accordance with the 2012 Staff Report.  

 If it is determined that project activities may result in impacts to nesting, occupied, and 

satellite burrows and/or burrowing owl habitat, the project proponent should delay 

commencement of construction activities until the biologist determines that the burrowing 

owls have fledged and the burrow is no longer occupied.  If this is infeasible, the project 

proponent should consult with the CDFW and develop a detailed mitigation plan such 

that the habitat acreage, number of burrows, and burrowing owls impacted are replaced.  

The mitigation plan should be based on the requirements set forth in the 2012 Staff 

Report.  No construction can commence until the CDFW has approved the mitigation 

plan.   

BIO-03: Avoid and Minimize Impacts to Nesting Birds 

 Vegetation clearing operations, including pruning or removal of the ornamental trees and 

shrubs shall be completed between September 1 and January 31, if feasible.   

 If construction activities occur during the typical bird nesting season (February 1 through 

August 31), pre-construction nesting bird surveys shall be conducted by a qualified 

biologist on the project site and within a 500-foot radius of proposed construction areas, 

where access is available, no more than 14 days prior to the initiation of construction. An 

additional pre-construction survey shall be conducted within 72 hours of ground-

disturbing activities.   

 If active nests are identified in these areas, the City shall coordinate with CDFW to 

develop measures to avoid disturbance of active nests prior to the initiation of any 



8 1 5 1  S H E L D O N  R O A D  A P A R T M E N T S  
I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  

 

C I T Y  O F  S A C R A M E N T O   P A G E  3 6  
 

construction activities, or construction could be delayed until the young have fledged. 

Avoidance measures may include establishment of a buffer zone and monitoring of the 

nest by a qualified biologist until the young have fledged the nest and are independent of 

the site. If a buffer zone is implemented, the size of the buffer zone shall be determined 

by a qualified biologist in coordination with CDFW and shall be appropriate for the 

species of bird and nest location.   

BIO-04: Obtain Permits for Impacts to Waters of the State 

 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Developer shall provide verification of the 
status of the wetlands from the USACE.  

 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Developer shall submit a wetland mitigation 
and monitoring plan to the City: 

o The mitigation plan will be prepared in accordance with the RWQCB’s Water 
Quality Order No. 204-004-DWQ wetland mitigation. 

o The mitigation plan will describe how the isolated wetlands will be mitigated.  
Mitigation may include the purchase of wetland mitigation credits at a mitigation 
bank. 

o A copy of the bill of sale verifying the purchase will be included in the mitigation 
plan. 

 The grading permit shall be conditioned to not allow grading within 250 feet of the 
isolated wetlands until the Developer provides the City of Sacramento evidence that the 
discharge of fill into the isolated wetlands is authorized under the Porter-Cologne Act. 

 The grading permit shall be conditions to require temporary fencing to be installed 
around the isolated wetlands and the buffer to exclude construction equipment until the 
Developer provides the City of Sacramento evidence that the discharge of fill into the 
isolated wetlands is authorized under the Porter-Cologne Act. 

Hazardous materials Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 will also be implemented to reduce 
potential impacts to special-status species. 

FINDINGS 

With implementation of the above project-specific mitigation measures, the proposed project 
would not result in a significant impact on special-status species or other biological resources 
(including jurisdictional waters) and would have a less than significant impact on biological 
resources.  All additional significant environmental effects of the project relating to biological 
resources are mitigated to a less than significant level. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Issues: 
Effect will 
be studied 
in the EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

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? 

 X  

B) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource? 

 X  

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Records Search 

To determine the presence of pre-contact and historical resources within the project area and a 
0.50-mile radius, HELIX conducted a record search at the North Central Information Center 
(NCIC) on February 3, 2016.  To identify any historic properties or resources, the current 
inventories of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historic 
Resources (CRHR), the California Historical Landmarks (CHL) list, the California Points of 
Historical Interest list, and the California Historic Property Data file for Sacramento County, were 
reviewed.  Historic maps were also examined to gain insights into past developments and 
changes within the project area and its surroundings.  The project site is not identified as an 
archaeologically sensitive area on the archaeological sensitivity map contained in the General 
Plan Environmental Resources Background Report (Figure 6.4-1), nor is it identified as a 
historic district and landmark parcel (Figures 6-9 and 6-10) in the Background Report.  

The NCIC results indicate that 32 historic resources have been recorded within the 0.50-mile 
search radius.  The historic resources include foundations and structures, privies, dumps, walls, 
fences, roads, trails and water conveyance systems.  Four of the recorded sites are within the 
project area; P-34-001406 and P-34-001407, P-34-001416 and P-34-001417.  All of these 
resources were single story residences built between 1945 and 1952; all are demolished.  The 
four residences were recorded on Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms and 
evaluated for NRHP eligibility in 2002 by Pacific Legacy.  None of the residences were 
considered eligible for listing on the NRHP.  Seventeen reports have been prepared for areas 
within the 0.5-mile search radius, but only one of the reports included the project area.   

On January 21, 2016, HELIX sent a request to the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) for a search of their Sacred Lands File.  A response from the NAHC was received on 
February 5, 2016 noting that the record search of the sacred lands file failed to indicate the 
presence of Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area.  A list of five 
Native American representatives who may have additional information about the project site 
was sent with the results.  On February 10, 2016, letters were sent to each of the five 
representatives requesting further information about the project area.  As of this date, no 
responses have been received from any of the five Native American representatives.  This 
process is not associated with the AB 52 consultation process which would be handled by the 
City of Sacramento. 

On October 28, 2015 the City received an Assembly Bill (AB) 52 consultation request from the 
United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) and on November 12, 2015 the City received a 
request from the Wilton Rancheria.  In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21080, 
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the City responded to the consultation request and communication is on-going with the UAIC 
and Wilton Rancheria. The City, at the very least, will submit this draft public comment Initial 
Study along with information relevant to cultural resources record search and pedestrian survey 
to the UAIC and Wilton Rancheria for their review and consideration. 

Pedestrian Survey 

On February 3, 2016, HELIX Senior Archaeologist, Carrie D. Wills, M.A., RPA, conducted a 
pedestrian survey of the proposed project area.  The survey consisted of walking 10- to 15-
meter transects within the project area, where possible.  Ground surface visibility was poor due 
to the abundant newly sprouted grasses and weedy vegetation.  Roughly, 85-95 per cent of the 
project area had poor visibility.  In addition, the project area was highly disturbed from the 
previous residences, driveways, outbuildings and a palm tree farm.  Review of historic aerial 
maps indicate there were numerous houses and out buildings within the area dating back to 
1947.  As mentioned previously, in 2002 all of the residences and associated buildings were 
evaluated for listing on the NR and none appeared eligible for listing.  The 1909 topographic 
map for the project area doesn’t show any homes or structures within the project area but does 
show the cemetery located to the east of the project. 

In the southwest portion of the project area was a large pile of recent age debris that included 
wire, boards, tires, concrete chunks, pipe and garbage.  In the central portion of the project was 
an area that appeared to be a palm tree farm or garden.  It consisted of approximately 50 small 
palm trees that were loosely enclosed by brick fence posts.  Three areas had remnants of 
driveways with associated foundations and house pads.  There were some ornamental trees in 
the area that had recently been cut down.  Adjacent to the entrance driveway to the 
southernmost home was a large, circular water fountain.  There were random remnants of 
irrigation pipe scattered across the project area.   

No pre-contact or historic era resources were discovered during the field survey. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MASTER EIR, INCLUDING CUMULATIVE 

IMPACTS, GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, AND IRREVERSIBLE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

The MEIR evaluated the potential effects of development under the 2035 General Plan on 
prehistoric and historic resources (see Chapter 4.4).  The MEIR identified significant and 
unavoidable effects on historic resources and archaeological resources (see Impacts 4.4-1 and 
4.4-2).  The MEIR also addressed the potential destruction of paleontological resources, which 
was found to be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation of applicable 
regulations and policies (see Impact 4.5-5).  

General plan policies identified as reducing such effects call for identification of resources on 
project sites (Policy HCR 2.1.1), implementation of applicable laws and regulations (Policy HCR 
2.1.2, HCR 2.1.8, and HCR 2.1.16), consultation with appropriate agencies (Policy HCR 2.1.3), 
incentives for and enforcements of protection of historic and cultural resources (Policy HCR 
2.1.4), early consultation with owners and land developers to minimize effects (Policy HCR 
2.1.10) and encouragement of adaptive reuse of historic resources (Policy HCR 2.1.14).  
Demolition of historic resources is deemed a last resort (Policy HCR 2.1.15). 

MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 2035 GENERAL PLAN MASTER EIR THAT APPLY TO THE PROJECT 

None available. 

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES CONSIDERED MITIGATION 

The following General Plan policies would avoid or lessen environmental impacts as identified in 
the MEIR, and are applicable to the proposed project: 

 Policy HCR 2.1.1 (Identification) 
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 Policy HCR 2.1.2 (Applicable Laws and Regulations) 

 Policy HCR 2.1.3 (Consultation) 

 Policy HCR 2.1.4 (Incentive and Enforcement) 

 Policy HCR 2.1.5 (National, California, and Sacramento Registers) 

 Policy HCR 2.1.8 (Historic Preservation Enforcement) 

 Policy HCR 2.1.10 (Early Project Consultation) 

 Policy HCR 2.1.16 (Archaeological and Cultural Resources) 

 Policy HCR 2.1.17 (Preservation Project Review) 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

For purposes of this Initial Study, cultural resource impacts may be considered significant if the 
proposed project would result in one or more of the following: 

 cause a substantial change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource 

as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 or,  

 directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource.   

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Question A:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

The cultural resources assessment consisting of a records search, request for information from 
the applicable tribes, and a pedestrian survey had negative results for historical or 
archaeological resources within the project site.  The project area appears to have been 
significantly disturbed over the years with the construction of driveways, irrigation systems, and 
homes and therefore it seems highly unlikely that intact historic resources would be impacted by 
project development.  

Although the project area does not contain any historical resources and implementation of the 
proposed project would not be expected to impact any historical resources, construction of the 
proposed project could result in the inadvertent discovery of undocumented archaeological 
materials or human remains and the disturbance or destruction of a known historical or 
archaeological resource.  Therefore, the project could result in potentially significant impacts 
related to cultural resources.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-3 
described below would reduce the impacts to a less than significant level. 

Question B:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

As discussed in Section 6.5, Geology, of the General Plan MEIR, the City of Sacramento is not 
considered sensitive for paleontological resources, and the likelihood for finding something 
paleontologically significant would be very low (page 6.5-25).  The General Plan Policy HCR 
2.1.15 requires compliance with protocols that protect or mitigate impacts to archeological, 
historic, and cultural resources, including prehistoric resources, should anything be discovered 
during excavation or construction.  The City also interprets this policy to address paleontological 
resources (MEIR, page 6.5-25).  

Although the project area is not considered sensitive for paleontological resources and the 
likelihood of encountering paleontological resources is considered very low, project-related 
ground disturbing activities could affect the integrity of a previously unknown paleontological 
resource, resulting in a substantial change in the significance of the resource. Therefore, project 
development could result in potentially significant impacts to paleontological resources.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-3 and CUL-4 described below would reduce the 
impacts to less than significant. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

CUL-1:  Discovery of Historic, Prehistoric Archaeological Features 

 In the event that subsurface historic or prehistoric archeological features or deposits are 

discovered during construction-related ground disturbing activities, all work within 50 

meters of the resource shall be halted, and the City shall consult with a qualified 

archaeologist to assess the significance of the find.  If warranted, archaeological test 

excavations shall be conducted by a qualified archaeologist to aid in determining the 

nature and integrity of the find.  If the find is determined to be significant by the qualified 

archaeologist, representatives of the City and the qualified archaeologist shall coordinate 

to determine the appropriate course of action.  All significant cultural materials recovered 

shall be subject to scientific analysis and professional museum curation.  In addition, a 

report shall be prepared by the qualified archaeologist according to current professional 

standards. 

CUL-2:  Coordination with Native Americans Regarding Discovered Resources 

 If a Native American site is discovered, the evaluation process shall include consultation 

with the appropriate Native American representatives.  If Native American 

archaeological, ethnographic, or spiritual resources are involved, all identification and 

treatment shall be conducted by qualified archaeologists, who are listed in the Register 

of Professional Archaeologists (RPA) and/or meet the Secretary of Interior Standards as 

stated in the Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR 61), and Native American 

representative(s) assigned by the Native American Heritage Commission. 

CUL-3:  Discovery of Human Remains 

 If a human remains are discovered during project development, CEQA Guidelines § 

15064.5; Health and Safety Code § 7050.5; Public Resources Code § 5097.94 and § 

5097.98 must be followed.  If human bone or bone of unknown origin are discovered, 

there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area 

reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until the Sacramento County 

Coroner is contacted to determine if the remains are Native American and if an 

investigation of the cause of death is required.  If the coroner determines the remains 

are Native American, the Coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours, and the NAHC shall identify the person or persons 

it believes to be the “most likely descendant” (MLD) of the deceased Native American(s).  

The MLD shall make recommendations to the landowner or the person responsible for 

the excavation work within 48 hours, for means of treating or disposing of, with 

appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as provided in 

PRC Section 5097.98. 

CUL-4:  Discovery of Paleontological Resources 

 Should paleontological resources be identified during any phase of project development, 

the construction manager shall cease operation at the site of the discovery and 

immediately notify the City of Sacramento, Community Development Department.  The 

project applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist to provide an evaluation of the find 

and to prescribe mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  

In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the consulting paleontologist, the 

Community Development Department shall determine whether avoidance is necessary 

and feasible in light of factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, land 
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use assumptions, and other considerations.  If avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, 

other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery) shall be instituted.  Work may proceed 

on other parts of the project site while mitigation for paleontological resources is carried 

out. 

FINDINGS 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4, all potentially significant 
environmental effects of the project relating to cultural resources will be mitigated to a less than 
significant level. 
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Issues: 

Effect will 
be studied 
in the EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

5.GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

A) Would the project allow a project to be built 
that will either introduce geologic or seismic 
hazards by allowing the construction of the 
project on such a site without protection 
against those hazards?  

 

  X 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Seismicity 

As described in the MEIR, the City is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, 
and there are no known faults within the area.  Fault rupture within the City is highly unlikely 
and, consequently, people or structures within the City would not be exposed to fault rupture.  
However, the MEIR identifies the entire City as being subject to potential damage from 
earthquake groundshaking at a maximum intensity of VII on the Modified Mercalli scale.  The 
closest potentially active faults to the project area include the Foothills Fault System, located 
approximately 23 miles east of the City; the Great Valley fault located 26 miles from the City; 
and the Hunting Creek-Berryessa Fault located 38 miles from Sacramento.  A major earthquake 
on any of these faults could cause strong groundshaking in the project area. 

Topography and Soils 

The project site consists of relatively flat terrain.  Soils in the project site consist of San Joaquin 
soils, which are characterized by moderately deep, well-drained soils that are underlain by a 
cemented hardpan, and have a clay texture (NRCS 2016).  

Regional Geology 

The project site is located within the Sacramento Valley portion of the Great Valley Geomorphic 
Province of California.  The Great Valley is bordered to the north by the Cascade and Klamath 
Ranges, to the west by the Coast Ranges, to the east by the Sierra Nevada, and to the south by 
the Transverse Ranges. The valley was formed by tilting of the Sierra Block with the western 
side dropping to form the valley and eastern side uplifting to form the Sierra Nevada. The valley 
is characterized by a thick sequence of sediments derived from erosion of the adjacent Sierra 
Nevada to the east and the Coast Ranges to the west. These sedimentary rocks are mainly 
Cretaceous in age. According to U.S. Geological Survey mapping prepared by Helley and 
Harwood (1985) the surface and near surface deposits are recognized as undivided Holocene 
basin deposits, as well as levee and channel deposits. These deposits typically consist of silt, 
sand and clay deposited by drainages similar to present-day stream and river systems.  

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR, INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, 
GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, AND IRREVERSIBLE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

Chapter 4.5 of the MEIR evaluated the potential effects related to seismic hazards, underlying 
soil characteristics, slope stability, erosion, existing mineral resources and paleontological 
resources in the general plan policy area. Implementation of identified policies in the 2035 
General Plan reduced all effects to a less than significant level. Policies EC 1.1.1 and 1.1.2 
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require regular review of the City’s seismic and geologic safety standards, and geotechnical 
investigations for project sites. 
MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR THAT APPLY TO THE PROJECT 

None. 

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES CONSIDERED MITIGATION 

The following General Plan policies would avoid or lessen environmental impacts as identified in 
the MEIR, and are applicable to the proposed project: 

 Policy EC 1.1.1 (Review Standards) 

 Policy EC 1.1.2 (Geotechnical Investigations) 

 Policy ER 1.1.7 (Construction Site Impacts) 

 Policy HCR 2.1.16 (Archaeological and Cultural Resources) 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

For the purposes of this Initial Study, an impact is considered significant if it allows a project to 
be built that will either introduce geologic or seismic hazards by allowing the construction of the 
project on such a site without protection against those hazards. 

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Question A:  Less than Significant 

As discussed above, the project would not be subject to fault rupture; however, groundshaking 
may occur periodically in Sacramento as a result of distant earthquakes.  The State of California 
provides minimum standards for building design through the California Building Standards Code 
(CBSC) (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations).  The CBSC is based on more the 
federal Uniform Building Code (UBC) but is more detailed and stringent than the federal UBC. 
Specific minimum seismic safety requirements are set forth in Chapter 23 of the CBSC. The 
state earth protection law (California Health and Safety Code Section 191000 et seq.) requires 
that buildings be designed to resist stresses produced by lateral forces caused by earthquakes. 
Earthquake resistant design and materials are required to meet or exceed the current seismic 
engineering standards of the CBSC Seismic Risk Zone 3 improvements. The proposed project 
would be required to comply with CBSC requirements and the City’s 2035 General Plan and 
MEIR, which require project applicants to prepare site-specific geotechnical evaluations and 
conformance with Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. 

Soil liquefaction is the loss of strength of low- to no- cohesion soils (usually sands) that occurs 
when pore water pressure exceeds the confining stress (weight) of the soils. Liquefaction 
normally occurs only under saturated conditions and in soils with a low relative density. 
Liquefaction can occur during earthquakes as vibrations induce soils to readjust to a more 
compact state. Experience has shown that earthquake induced liquefaction normally occurs 
only within the upper 50 to 60 feet of the soil profile. The test borings at the project site show 
that the subsurface soils vary from silty clay at the surface underlain by alternating layers of 
variably cemented, silty sand and clayey and sandy silt soils extending to the maximum depth 
explored of 15 feet below site grades.  The existing on-site soils were considered suitable for 
use as engineered fill, provided they do not contain significant quantities of organics, rubble, 
and deleterious debris, and are at a proper moisture content to achieve the desired degree of 
compaction (WKA 2015).   

Per City requirements (2035 MEIR Policy EC 1.1.2), a geotechnical investigation of the site has 
been completed (WKA 2015) to determine the potential for ground rupture, earth shaking, and 
liquefaction due to seismic events, as well as expansive soils problems.  Construction activities 
would involve demolition, excavating, filling, moving, grading, and temporarily stockpiling soils 
onsite, which would remove any vegetative cover and expose site soils to erosion from wind and 



8 1 5 1  S H E L D O N  R O A D  A P A R T M E N T S  
I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  

 

C I T Y  O F  S A C R A M E N T O   P A G E  4 5  
 

surface water runoff.  The City has adopted standard measures to control erosion and sediment 
during construction and all projects in the City are required to comply with the City’s Standard 
Construction Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control. The proposed project would 
comply with the City’s standards set forth in the “Administrative and Technical Procedures 
Manual for Grading and Erosion and Sediment Control.” The project would also comply with the 
City’s grading ordinance (Chapter 15.88 of Sacramento City Code) which specifies construction 
standards to minimize erosion and runoff. As required by the City, recommendations identified 
in the 2015 geotechnical engineering report for the proposed development would also be 
implemented (WKA 2015). 

Because the proposed project would be required to comply with federal, state, and local 
construction standards, it would not expose people or structures to the risk of loss, injury, or 
death. In addition, these standards along with recommendations for project construction based 
on the findings of the investigation provided in the geotechnical engineering report for the site 
(related to project earthwork, foundations, seismic design, the grade of the floor slabs, and 
pavements) require the project applicant to identify and protect against potential hazards from 
ground-shaking, liquefaction, unstable soil conditions, and/or soil erosion problems on the 
project site.  Therefore, a less than significant seismic impact would occur. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None. 

FINDINGS  

The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to geology 
and soils. 
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HAZARDS 

Issues: 

Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

6. HAZARDS 

Would the project: 
   

A) Expose people (e.g., residents, pedestrians, 
construction workers) to existing 
contaminated soil during construction 
activities? 

 X  

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

 X  

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

  X 

The discussion of hazards is based on a Hazards Materials Site Assessment/Phase I Report 
prepared for APN 117-0220-038 (Westech Company 2015), which is included as Appendix E.  
APN’s 117-0220-023, -024, -039, -040 were not part of the study.   

ENVIRONMENTAL AND REGULATORY SETTING  

The project site consists of an undeveloped site in a partially urbanized, mixed-use area of the 
community.  The project site is characterized by relatively level topography, featuring disturbed, 
non-native annual grassland and disturbed/developed areas associated with graded roads, a 
cargo container storage lot, and the foundations and pavement associated with the previously 
removed single family home in the southern portion of the project site and the commercial 
building in the eastern portion of the project site.  Three water supply wells are located on the 
project site – one is located near the center of the project site, and the other two are located in 
the southern portion of the project site.  Encroachments from the adjacent commercial uses 
include vehicle and scrap metal storage.  Additional debris on the project site include tires, 
scrap metal, treated posts, concrete blocks, fencing, and miscellaneous other debris.   

APN 117-0220-038 is not currently listed as potentially having hazardous materials, although it 
has had a history of hazardous spills.  Sometime prior to 1997, a spill or discharge of 
hydrocarbons was documented on the site.  The owners entered into a Voluntary Cleanup 
Program with Sacramento County which was overseen by the California Environmental 
Protection Agency - Department of Toxic Substances Control (EPA – DTSC).  The site was 
determined to be cleaned up and subject to a “No Further Action” determination by DTSC in 
December 1997.  Several cubic yards of discolored soils were removed from the site in 2013.   

APN 117-0220-039 (the previous commercial property) is 8706 West Stockton Boulevard.  This 
property was listed on the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Leaking Underground 
Storage Tank List prior to 1996.  During March 1996, the RWQCB issued a “No Further Action” 
letter for the site.  

No additional documented hazardous materials on the project site or surrounding parcels were 
encountered during records searches of the area. The records search included a review of the 
Environmental Data Resources (EDR) report, and published and unpublished toxic site lists 
compiled by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), and EPA-DTSC EnviroStor 
and Geotracker databases.  A pedestrian reconnaissance survey of APN 117-0220-038 was 
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conducted in preparation of the Phase I report.  APN’s 117-0220, -023, 024, -039, -040 have not 
been pedestrian surveyed for signs of undocumented hazardous materials (the above-described 
records search was conducted for these parcels, however, and the potential for those areas to 
contain hazardous materials were evaluated in the Phase I report and considered to be 
unlikely).   

Federal regulations and regulations adopted by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (SMAQMD) apply to the identification and treatment of hazardous 
materials during demolition and construction activities. Failure to comply with these regulations 
respecting asbestos may result in a Notice of Violation being issued by the SMAQMD and civil 
penalties under state and/or federal law, in addition to possible action by U.S. EPA under 
federal law. 

Federal law covers a number of different activities involving asbestos, including demolition and 
renovation of structures (40 CFR § 61.145).  

SMAQMD RULE 902 AND COMMERCIAL STRUCTURES  

The work practices and administrative requirements of Rule 902 apply to all commercial 
renovations and demolitions where the amount of Regulated Asbestos-Containing Material 
(RACM) is greater than:  

 260 lineal feet of RACM on pipes, or  

 160 square feet of RACM on other facility components, or  

 35 cubic feet of RACM that could not be measured otherwise.  

The administrative requirements of Rule 902 apply to any demolition of commercial structures, 
regardless of the amount of RACM. 

Asbestos Surveys 

To determine the amount of RACM in a structure, Rule 902 requires that a survey be conducted 
prior to demolition or renovation unless:  

 the structure is otherwise exempt from the rule, or  

 any material that has a propensity to contain asbestos (so-called "suspect material") is 

treated as if it is RACM.  

Surveys must be done by a licensed asbestos consultant and require laboratory analysis. If the 
survey shows that there are asbestos-containing materials present, the SMAQMD recommends 
leaving it in place. If it is necessary to disturb the asbestos as part of a renovation, remodel, 
repair or demolition, Cal OSHA and the Contractors State License Board require a licensed 
asbestos abatement contractor be used to remove the asbestos-containing material.  

There are specific disposal requirements in Rule 902 for friable asbestos-containing material, 
including disposal at a licensed landfill. If the material is non-friable asbestos, any landfill willing 
to accept asbestos-containing material may be used to dispose of the material. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR, INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, 
GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, AND IRREVERSIBLE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

The MEIR evaluated effects of development on hazardous materials, emergency response and 
aircraft crash hazards (see Chapter 4.6). Implementation of the General Plan may result in the 
exposure of people to hazards and hazardous materials during construction activities, and 
exposure of people to hazards and hazardous materials during the life of the General Plan. 
Impacts identified related to construction activities and operations were found to be less than 
significant. Policies included in the 2035 General Plan, including PHS 3.1.1 (investigation of 
sites for contamination) and PHS 3.1.2 (preparation of hazardous materials actions plans when 
appropriate) were effective in reducing the identified impacts. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR THAT APPLY TO THE PROJECT 

None. 

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES CONSIDERED MITIGATION 

The following General Plan policies would avoid or lessen environmental impacts as identified in 
the MEIR, and are applicable to the proposed project: 

 Policy PHS 3.1.1 (Investigate Sites for Contamination) 

 Policy PHS 3.1.2 (Hazardous Materials Contamination Management Plan) 

 Policy PHS 3.1.3 (Household Hazardous Waste Collection Programs) 

 Policy PHS 3.1.4 (Transportation Routes) 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

For the purposes of this Initial Study, an impact is considered significant if the proposed project 
would: 

 expose people (e.g., residents, pedestrians, construction workers) to existing 

contaminated soil during construction activities; 

 expose people (e.g., residents, pedestrians, construction workers) to asbestos-

containing materials or other hazardous materials; or  

 expose people (e.g., residents, pedestrians, construction workers) to existing 

contaminated groundwater during dewatering activities.  

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Question A:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Based on records searches of the project area and pedestrian survey of the majority of the 
project site, the project site is not currently listed as having hazardous materials.  Previously 
documented hazardous conditions on APN 117-0220-038 and -039 have been determined as 
“No Further Action” by DTSC and RWQCB, respectively.  Discolored soil observed by WKA 
during pedestrian reconnaissance of APN 117-0220-038 in 2013 was subsequently removed by 
the project owner, and no soil sampling was conducted.   

Implementation of the proposed project includes removing existing building foundations and 
paved surfaces, as well as the vehicles and materials stored on a portion of the site.  Three 
water supply wells are located on the project site – one is located near the center of the project 
site, and the other two are located in the southern portion of the project site.  The wells are 
currently capped in place and would be abandoned prior to project construction. 

Development of the project site from largely undeveloped and currently vacant to multi-family 
residential land uses would result in an increase in the generation, storage, and disposal of 
hazardous wastes. During project construction, oil, gasoline, diesel fuel, paints, solvents, and 
other hazardous materials may be used. If spilled, these substances could pose a risk to the 
environment and to human health. Following construction, household hazardous materials such 
as various cleansers, paints, solvents, pesticides, pool chemicals, and automobile fluids would 
be expected to be used.  If spilled, these substances could pose a risk to the environment and 
to human health. Following construction, household hazardous materials such as various 
cleansers, paints, solvents, pesticides, pool chemicals, and automobile fluids would be expected 
to be used. The routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials are subject to local, 
state, and federal regulations to minimize risk and exposure.  Consequently, use of these 
materials for their intended purpose would not pose a significant risk to the public or 
environment; this impact is assessed as less than significant.   
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Because the entire project site has not been investigated for potentially hazardous materials 
(i.e., the parcels within the project site with past land uses and remaining building foundations), 
there is the potential for undocumented hazardous materials to be present in the soils.  This 
would be a potentially significant impact.  Mitigation Measure HAZ-01 would be implemented 
to identify potential risks associated with hazardous materials on the previously unevaluated 
portions of the project site.  The project applicant would be required to comply with the 
requirements outlined in the Hazardous Materials Assessment prepared for the additional areas.   

Question B:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Portions of the project site contain building foundations that were not evaluated in the Phase I 
prepared for the proposed project.  The building foundations could contain asbestos or other 
hazardous materials, including lead-based paint.  Exposure pathways by which receptors could 
be exposed to hazardous materials include: 1) direct contact with hazardous materials; 2) 
incidental ingestion of hazardous materials (e.g., if workers fail to wash their hands before 
eating, drinking, or smoking); and 3) inhalation of airborne dust released from dried hazardous 
materials.  This would be a potentially significant impact.  Mitigation Measure HAZ-02 would 
be implemented to reduce potential impacts associated with asbestos and lead-based paint to 
less than significant.  The proposed mitigation requires that an asbestos and lead-based paint 
surveys be completed prior to initiating construction activities. Hazardous material found during 
the survey would be removed and disposed of in compliance with all applicable regulations and 
guidelines, including SMAQMD Rule 902.  

Once construction is complete, the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials would be 
limited to common hazardous materials typical of any residences or place of employment (e.g., 
cleaning agents, paints and thinners, fuels, insecticides, herbicides, etc.). Although limited 
quantities of hazardous materials can be found in most buildings, the use of such substances 
would not occur in quantities that would present a significant hazard to the environment or the 
public at large. Accidents or spills involving small quantities of the materials typical of any 
residences or place of employment would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment. Additionally, any potentially hazardous materials utilized as a part of the project 
would be contained, stored and used in accordance with manufacturer’s instructions and 
handled in compliance with applicable standards and regulations. Any associated risk would be 
adequately reduced to a less than significant level through compliance with these standards and 
regulations.   

Question C:  Less than Significant 

The DWR website was reviewed for groundwater levels at nearby wells (WKA 2015).  The 
nearest well is located approximately 0.25 mile southeast of the project site (Well No. 
07N05E26C001M), with a ground surface elevation similar to the project site.  Groundwater 
data was recorded from May 1963 to November 2008.  Based on the groundwater data, 
elevations at the site are considered to be deeper than 56 feet below grade.  Although project 
construction requires the installation of utilities within the ground, construction activities would 
primarily be limited to a depth of approximately 5 feet.  There is no evidence to suggest that this 
construction action would require dewatering efforts or the introduction of contaminated 
groundwater to the surface; this impact would be less than significant.   

MITIGATION MEASURES  

HAZ-01:  Conduct Hazardous Materials Assessments of Previously Unevaluated Areas 

 Prior to approval of the proposed project, the project applicant shall retain a hazardous 

materials investigator to investigate all portions of the project site not previously 

evaluated in the Hazards Materials Site Assessment/Phase I Report prepared for 

APN 117-0220-038 (Westech 2015).  If hazardous materials or the potential for 
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hazardous risks are found to be present, the project applicant shall have a licensed 

contractor properly remove and dispose of the hazardous materials, if any are identified, 

in accordance with federal, state, and local laws.  The project shall not be constructed 

until said materials and/or risks are appropriately addressed and removed from the site.    

HAZ-02: Conduct Lead-Based Paint and Asbestos Surveys and Testing 

 Prior to initiating construction activities, the project applicant shall retain a qualified 

inspector to survey the remnant building pads for hazardous materials. If hazardous 

materials are found to be present, the project applicant shall have a licensed contractor 

properly remove and dispose of these hazardous materials in accordance with federal, 

state, and local laws. 

FINDINGS 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-01 and HAZ-02, construction and operation of 
the project would not expose people (e.g., residents, pedestrians, construction workers) to 
asbestos-containing materials or other hazardous materials; this impact would be mitigated to 
less than significant.  
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Issues: 

Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

6. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 
   

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

  X 

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

  X 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  

The project site is altered, and reflects a history of past hydrologic manipulation.  The project 
site has been previously cleared and graded.  Precipitation is the only source of surface water 
for the project site.  No developed storm drainage features are present on the project site, 
although Sheldon Road is developed with curb and gutters with connections to the City’s storm 
drain system.  Impervious surfaces on the project site include two building foundations, and 
existing driveways associated with each of the buildings.  

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) publishes Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRM) that delineate flood hazard zones for communities.  The project site is located outside of 
any flood hazard zone (Community Panel Numbers 06067C0308H and 06067C0309H).  FEMA 
does not have building regulations for development in areas outside of flood hazard zones. 

The public wastewater collection system with the City includes a combined sewer system (CSS) 
in the older Central City and a newer separated sewer system (sanitary sewer) in the remaining 
areas of the City and is the treatment service type for this project. The Sacramento Regional 
County Sanitation District (SRCSD) and the Sacramento Area Sewer District (formerly County 
Services District [CSD-1]) provide both collection and treatment services within their service 
area for the portions of the city served by the separate sewer system. Wastewater generated in 
this area is collected by trunk facilities in the Sacramento Area Sewer District and then 
conveyed via interceptors to the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. The 
SRCSD has prepared and is implementing its master plan related to wastewater conveyance – 
the Interceptor Master Plan 2000 – and the SASD is implementing its master plan – the 
Sewerage Facilities Master Plan Update 2006. 

The community plan areas served by the City’s separate sewer system include the Pocket, 
North Sacramento, and portions of Arden-Arcade, South Sacramento, East Sacramento, East 
Broadway and Airport Meadowview. The areas served by the City’s separate sewer systems are 
divided into dozens of sewer sheds, and wastewater from the basins is pumped to the 
Sacramento River Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP) via numerous pumping stations 
located throughout the City. 

The Sacramento Area Sewer District serves the community plan areas of South Natomas, North 
Natomas, and portions of Arden-Arcade, East Broadway, East Sacramento, Airport 
Meadowview and South Sacramento. The service area is divided into ten trunk sheds, which 
are based on the collection systems of the individual sewer districts from which CSD-1 was 
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originally formed. For the most part, each trunk shed consists of a number of hydraulically 
independent systems, each discharging into the SRCSD interceptor system. According to the 
District’s Sewerage Facilities Expansion Master Plan dated March 2002, there are capacity 
deficiencies in portions of the Southeast (Central), Natomas, Arden/North Highlands and Rio 
Linda trunk systems. The Southeast (Central) system serves the plan areas of South 
Sacramento, East Broadway and Airport Meadowview. The Natomas shed area includes 
portions of the North and South Natomas community plan areas. The Arden/North Highlands 
system serves the Arden-Arcade Community Plan area. The Rio Linda system is outside of the 
Policy Area, but within the Study Area. These areas are generally served by older sewer 
systems that are subject to substantial amounts of infiltration/inflow during wet weather. 

Flows conveyed by the City’s wastewater systems are routed to the SRWTP for treatment and 
disposal via an interceptor system consisting of large diameter pipes and pump stations. The 
interceptor system and the SRWTP, located just south of the City limits, are owned and 
operated by the independent SRCSD. 

The City’s separate storm drainage system includes conveyance of storm water and dry 
weather urban runoff to the adjacent creeks and rivers. The separate drainage system consists 
of street drains, conveyance systems, and usually a pump station to discharge into either the 
Sacramento or American River. These discharges are regulated for water quality by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit R5-2002-0206. 

The Stormwater Quality Improvement Plan (SQIP) (July 2007) outlines the priorities, key 
elements, strategies, and evaluation methods of the City’s Stormwater Management program 
for 2007-2011. The Program is based on the NPDES municipal stormwater discharge permit. 
The comprehensive Program includes pollution reduction activities for construction sites, 
industrial sites, illegal discharges and illicit connections, new development, and municipal 
operations. The Program also includes an extensive public education effort, target pollutant 
reduction strategy and monitoring program [http://www.sacstormwater.org/]. 

The Sacramento City Code Section 13.08.145 addresses mitigation of drainage impacts; design 
and procedures manual for water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, and water quality facilities. 
The code requires that when a property contributes drainage to the storm drain system or 
combined sewer system, all storm water and surface runoff drainage impacts resulting from the 
improvement or development must be fully mitigated to ensure that the improvement or 
development does not affect the function of the storm drain system or combined sewer system, 
and that there is no increase in flooding or in water surface elevation that adversely affects 
individuals, streets, structures, infrastructure, or property. These requirements will be included 
as conditions of project approval and development not allowed to proceed without compliance. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR, INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, 
GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, AND IRREVERSIBLE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

Chapter 4.7 of the MEIR evaluates the potential effects of the 2035 General Plan as they relate 
to surface water, groundwater, flooding, stormwater and water quality. Potential effects include 
water quality degradation due to construction activities (Impacts 4.7-1, 4.7-2), and exposure of 
people to flood risks (Impacts 4.7-3). Policies included in the 2035 General Plan, including a 
directive for regional cooperation (Policies ER 1.1.2, EC 2.1.1, EC 2.1.1), conservation of open 
space areas (Policy ER 1.1.1), control sources of stormwater pollution (Policies ER 1.1.3, 1.1.4, 
and 1.1.7), comprehensive flood management (Policy EC 2.1.2 through 2.1.16), and 
construction of adequate drainage facilities with new development (Policy U 4.1.1) were 
identified that reduced all impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR THAT APPLY TO THE PROJECT 

None. 
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GENERAL PLAN POLICIES CONSIDERED MITIGATION 

The following General Plan policies would avoid or lessen environmental impacts as identified in 
the MEIR, and are applicable to the proposed project: 

 Policy ER 1.1.3 (Stormwater Quality) 

 Policy ER 1.1.4 (New Development) 

 Policy ER 1.1.5 (Limit Stormwater Peak Flows) 

 Policy ER 1.1.6 (Post-Development Runoff) 

 Policy ER 1.1.7 (Construction Site Impacts) 

 Policy EC 2.1.11 (New Development) 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

For purposes of this Initial Study, impacts to hydrology and water quality may be considered 
significant if construction and/or implementation of the proposed project would result in the 
following impacts that remain significant after implementation of General Plan policies or 
mitigation from the General Plan MEIR: 

 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 operational activities; or 

 substantially increase the exposure of people and/or property to the risk of injury and 

damage in the event of a 100-year flood. 

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Question A:  Less than Significant 

Construction-Related Impacts 

Storm water runoff from the project site is either absorbed onsite or flows to the City’s storm 
water drainage system.  Construction activities associated with the proposed project would 
create the potential to degrade water quality from increased sedimentation and increased 
discharge (increased flow and volume of runoff) associated with storm water runoff.  
Disturbance of site soils would increase the potential for erosion from storm water.  The 
SWRCB adopted a statewide general NPDES permit for stormwater discharges associated with 
construction activity.  Dischargers whose projects disturb one or more acres of soil are required 
to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with 
Construction Activity Construction General Permit Order 2009- 0009-DWQ.  Construction 
activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading and disturbances to the ground such as 
stockpiling, or excavation. 

The City’s SQIP contains a Construction Element that guides in implementation of the NPDES 
Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity. This General 
Construction Permit requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP should contain a site map(s) which shows the 
construction site perimeter, existing and proposed buildings, lots, roadways, storm water 
collection and discharge points, general topography both before and after construction, and 
drainage patterns across the project. The SWPPP must list best management practices (BMP) 
the discharger will use to protect storm water runoff and the placement of those BMPs. 
Additionally, the SWPPP must contain a visual monitoring program; a chemical monitoring 
program for “non-visible” pollutants to be implemented if there is a failure of BMPs; and a 
sediment monitoring plan if the site discharges directly to a water body listed on the Clean 
Water Act Section 303(d) list for sediment. Section A of the Construction General Permit 
describes the elements that must be contained in a SWPPP. Compliance with City requirements 
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to protect storm water inlets would require the developer to implement BMPs such as the use of 
straw bales, sandbags, gravel traps, and filters; erosion control measures such as vegetation 
and physical stabilization; and sediment control measure such as fences, dams, barriers, 
berms, traps, and basins. City staff also inspects and enforce the erosion, sediment and 
pollution control requirements in accordance with City codes (Grading, Erosion and Sediment 
Control ordinance).  

Conformance with City regulations and permit requirements along with implementation of best 
management practices, construction activities under the proposed project would result in a less 
than significant impact related to storm water absorption rates, discharges, flows, and water 
quality. 

Operation-Related Impacts 

Development of the project site would introduce impervious surfaces to the site which can 
increase storm water runoff.  Modifications to the onsite drainage resulting in on-or off-site 
erosion, pollutants, flooding, and/or otherwise substantially degrade water quality associated 
with urban runoff (non-point source pollutants) to storm drains would be a potentially significant 
impact.  The surrounding storm water drainage systems are designed to accommodate storm 
water from the project site and connect to the City’s drainage systems.  Storm water from the 
project site would be collected by the project’s storm drain system and directed to existing storm 
drains in Masters Street and Praline Way west of the project site.  A 1.1-acre water quality 
detention basin would be constructed in the northern portion of the project site, which would 
provide opportunity for percolation and groundwater recharge.  Overflows from the detention 
basin would enter the existing storm drain in Melville Drive west of the project site.   

The County of Sacramento and the cities of Sacramento, Folsom, Citrus Heights, Elk Grove, 
Rancho Cordova, and Galt have a joint NPDES permit (No. CAS082597) that was granted in 
December 2002. The permittees listed under the joint permit have the authority to develop, 
administer, implement, and enforce storm water management programs within their own 
jurisdiction. The permit is intended to implement the Basin Plan through the effective 
implementation of BMPs to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges to the maximum extent 
practicable.  

The proposed project would conform with City regulations and permit requirements as well as 
implement effective BMPs that reduce stormwater discharges that would result in a less than 
significant impact related to storm water absorption rates, discharges, flows, and water quality. 

Question B:  Less than Significant 

As described above, the project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area.  As 
such, the proposed project would not place housing or structures within a 100-year flood hazard 
area and would not expose people or structures to risks associated with flooding.  Therefore, 
impacts related to flooding would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.  

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None.  

FINDINGS 

The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to hydrology 
and water quality. 
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NOISE 

Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

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? 

 X  

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

 X  

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

  X 

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

  X 

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

  X 

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

  X 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The predominant existing noise sources in the vicinity of the project site are vehicles on SR 99, 
West Stockton Boulevard, and Sheldon Road.  No commercial or private airports are located 
within two miles of the project site, though occasional overflights and associated noise occur 
from aircraft using the public Sacramento Executive Airport (located approximately 4.7 miles 
northwest of the project site) or the privately-owned Elk Grove Airport (located approximately 
4.7 miles east of the project site).  

Existing Noise Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to ambient noise levels than others. Noise-
sensitive land uses (NSLU) generally include residences, schools, libraries and hospitals. 
Sensitivity is a function of noise exposure (in terms of both exposure duration and insulation 
from noise) and the types of activities involved. The primary NSLUs near the project site are the 
single-family residences to the west and north and a recreational vehicle park to the east. 
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Existing Ambient Daytime Noise Levels  

To generally quantify existing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, two ambient noise 
measurements were recorded at the project site on February 5, 2016.  One measurement was 
performed at the southern end of the site, facing Sheldon Road; the measured noise level at this 
location was 57.5 A-weighted decibels (dBA) LEQ. LEQ is the equivalent steady-state noise level 
or energy-averaged sound level over a stated period of time (i.e., average noise level) and dBA 
are a frequency-dependent weighting of sound levels that better represent human perception of 
noise. The remaining measurement was taken at the eastern end of the site, facing West 
Stockton Boulevard and SR 99.  The measured noise level at this location was 62.7 dBA LEQ. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR, INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, 
GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, AND IRREVERSIBLE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

The MEIR evaluated the potential for development under the 2035 General Plan to increase 
noise levels in the community. New noise sources include vehicular traffic, aircraft, railways, 
light rail and stationary sources. General Plan policies establish exterior (Policy EC 3.1.1) and 
interior (EC 3.1.3) noise standards. Notwithstanding application of the General Plan policies, 
noise impacts for exterior noise levels (Impact 4.8-1), interior noise levels (Impact 4.8-2), and 
vibration impacts (Impact 4.8-4) were found in the MEIR to be significant and unavoidable. 

MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR THAT APPLY TO THE PROJECT 

None available. 

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES CONSIDERED MITIGATION 

The following General Plan policies would avoid or lessen environmental impacts as identified in 
the MEIR, and are applicable to the proposed project: 

 Policy EC 3.1.1 (Exterior Noise Standards) 

 Policy EC 3.1.2 (Exterior Incremental Noise Standards) 

 Policy EC 3.1.3 (Interior Noise Standards) 

 Policy EC 3.1.4 (Interior Noise Review for Multiple, Loud Short-Term Events) 

 Policy EC 3.1.5 (Interior Vibration Standards) 

 Policy EC 3.1.6 (Effects of Vibration) 

 Policy EC 3.1.7 (Vibration) 

 Policy EC 3.1.8 (Operational Noise) 

 Policy EC 3.1.10 (Construction Noise) 

 Policy EC 3.1.11 (Alternatives to Sound Walls) 

 Policy EC 3.2.1 (Land Use Compatibility) 

 Policy EC 3.2.2 (Hazardous Noise Protection) 

 Policy LU 2.7.5 (Development Along Freeways) 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

For purposes of this Initial Study, impacts due to noise may be considered significant if 
construction and/or implementation of the proposed project would result in the following impacts 
that remain significant after implementation of General Plan policies or mitigation from the 
General Plan MEIR: 

 exterior noise levels that are above the upper value of the normally acceptable category 

for multi-family residences of 65 dBA LDN and for park areas of 70 dBA LDN; 

 residential interior noise levels of 45 dBA LDN or greater caused by noise level increases 

due to the project; 
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 construction noise levels that exceed the standards in the City of Sacramento Noise 

Ordinance; 

 existing and/or planned residential and commercial areas to be exposed to vibration 

greater than 0.5 inches per second (in./sec) peak particle velocity (PPV) due to project 

construction; 

 adjacent residential and commercial areas to be exposed to vibration greater than 

0.5 in./sec PPV due to highway traffic and rail operations; or  

 historic buildings and archaeological sites to be exposed to vibration greater than 

0.2 in./sec PPV due to project construction and highway traffic.  

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Question A:  Less than Significant 

Noise Exposure in Excess of Standards 

Potential noise impacts as a result of the proposed project are those resulting from project 
construction and operational activities. Construction noise would be temporary; operational 
noise would continue throughout the lifetime of the project. 

Noise modeling for on-site transportation noise was conducted with Computer Aided Noise 
Abatement (CadnaA) version 4.5 and used average daily traffic numbers from the 
“Existing + Project” scenario described in the project’s transportation analysis (DKS 2015). The 
model was calibrated with the measured site values described above; the calibration assumed a 
ground absorption coefficient of 1.0 to account for the undeveloped project site that was 
covered in wild grass at the time of the measurement.  

The noise environment in the area of the project site is dominated by low-level intermittent traffic 
noise from vehicles on Sheldon Road, Stockton Boulevard, and SR 99. The City’s exterior noise 
standards apply to the residential outdoor use recreational areas and parks. The project 
provides four designated outdoor use recreational areas for the residents, including a pool area, 
playground area, open area, and a dog park (labeled as Open Space 1, Open Space 2, Open 
Space 3 and Dog Park on Figure 6).  These are the areas that were modeled to estimate future 
noise levels. 

Exterior noise level modeling for the project site assumed a ground absorption coefficient of 
zero as the site would add hard surfaces and the soft grass cover present in the site visit could 
not be assumed in hotter, dry seasons. A solid masonry wall is included as part of the project’s 
site design and would be located along the western, southern, and most of the eastern 
perimeter of the site.  The masonry wall would be 3 feet high along the southern perimeter of 
the site (with 3 feet of steel picket above) and 6 feet high along the western and eastern 
perimeters of the site; this wall would provide noise shielding for the pool area, playground area, 
and open area. These areas would also receive additional shielding from the proposed project 
buildings. The pool area, playground area, and open area would be subject to the multi-family 
residential exterior use standards (65 dBA LDN); the dog park is subject to the exterior noise limit 
for parks (70 dBA LDN). As shown in Table 4, with incorporation of the perimeter wall, noise 
levels at these multi-family residential outdoor use areas would range from 60.9 dBA LDN to 
62.3 dBA LDN; therefore, the pool area, playground area, and open area would not exceed the 
City exterior noise level standard of 65 dBA LDN. At 67.4 dBA LDN the dog park would not exceed 
the City’s 70 dBA LDN exterior noise limit for parks. A less than significant impact is identified 
and no mitigation is required. 

  



8 1 5 1  S H E L D O N  R O A D  A P A R T M E N T S  
I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  

 

C I T Y  O F  S A C R A M E N T O   P A G E  6 0  
 

Table 4 

Future Outdoor On-site Noise Levels 

 

Receiver1 Noise Levels 
(dBA LDN) 

Open Space 1 62.3 

Open Space 2 60.9 

Open Space 3 62.2 

Dog Park  67.4 

Noise levels assume incorporation of the 3- to 6-foot high masonry wall 
design feature. 

Note:  Open space and dog park locations shown on Figure 3; Noise 
levels in table are for the “Existing + Project” condition. 

 

Off-site Transportation Noise 

Noise modeling for off-site transportation noise was conducted with Traffic Noise Model (TNM) 
version 2.5 and used average daily traffic numbers from the “Existing + Project” scenario 
described in the project’s transportation analysis (DKS 2015). The roadways analyzed were 
Sheldon Road, from Bruceville Road to SR 99 northbound ramps, West Stockton Boulevard, 
from Sheldon Road to Tolkien Avenue, Lewis Stein Road, from Sheldon Road to Big Horn 
Boulevard, and Jocelyn Way, from Sheldon Road to Masters Street. The nearest NSLUs from 
each roadway are approximately 50 to 100 feet from the roadway centerline (single- and multi-
family residences).  

According to General Plan Policy EC 3.1.2 (Exterior Incremental Noise Standards), mitigation 
shall be required for development that increases existing noise levels to residences (NSLUs) by 
more than 3 dBA in areas with noise levels between 55 dBA LDN and 60 dBA LDN, 2 dBA in 
areas with noise levels between 60 dBA LDN and 65 dBA LDN, and 1 dBA in areas with noise 
levels between 65 dBA LDN and 75 dBA LDN. As presented in Table 5, existing noise levels for 
the nearest NSLUs range from 58.4 dBA LDN for Jocelyn Way to 67.2 dBA LDN for Sheldon 
Road. The greatest increase from the existing to the Existing + Project scenario would be the 
West Stockton Boulevard segment, with a 0.6 dBA LDN increase. Therefore, project traffic would 
not cause an increase above General Plan standards and impacts to off-site NSLUs would be 
less than significant.   
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Table 5 

Off-Site Traffic Noise Levels 

 

Roadway/ 
Segment 

Distance 
to 

Nearest 
NSLU 
(feet) 

Existing Existing + Project 

dBA 
LDN at 

nearest 
NSLU 

70 
dBA 
LDN 
(ft) 

65 
dBA 
LDN 
(ft) 

60 
dBA 
LDN 
(ft) 

dBA 
LDN at 

nearest 
NSLU 

70 
dBA 
LDN 
(ft) 

65 
dBA 
LDN 
(ft) 

60 
dBA 
LDN 
(ft) 

Sheldon Road 

Bruceville Road 
to Jocelyn 
Way/Lewis 
Stein Road 

75 66.3 52 81 144 66.3 52 86 145 

Jocelyn 
Way/Lewis 
Stein Road to 
Stockton 
Road/SR 99 
SB Ramps 

75 67.2 56 94 159 67.2 56 94 160 

SR 99 SB 
Ramps to SR 
99 NB Ramps 

100 65.6 64 106 180 65.7 64 107 181 

Stockton Boulevard 

Sheldon Road 
to Tolkien 
Avenue 

50 64.1 12 42 76 64.7 15 47 81 

Lewis Stein Road 

Sheldon Road 
to Big Horn 
Boulevard 

50 65.2 17 51 87 65.3 17 52 87 

Jocelyn Way 

Sheldon Road 
to Masters 
Street 

50 58.4 IRW IRW 37 58.5 IRW IRW 38 

NSLU = noise sensitive land use 
IRW = In road right-of-way 
 

HVAC 

Stationary noise sources are regulated by the exterior noise limits contained within the City 
municipal code. Section 8.68.060 of the code states that the exterior noise limit at the property 
boundary for residential property is 55 dBA during the daytime period (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) 
and 50 dBA during the nighttime period (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) at the property line of 
NSLUs.  The main stationary noise source from the project would be the outdoor heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units on the roof of the proposed multi-family buildings. 
Specific planning information is not available for the HVAC units at this time; modeling assumed 
the use of a Carrier 38HDR060 split system, which is typical for residential units and typically 
generates a noise level of 56 dBA at a distance of 7 feet. Based on the site plans, the closest 
project buildings to NSLU property lines would be the buildings that border the western end of 
the project, which are located adjacent to an existing single-family development. The HVAC 
units would likely be placed at least 10 feet from the edge of the building; therefore, the HVAC 
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units would be set back an approximate distance of 40 feet from the property line.  At this 
distance, the condenser would generate a noise level of 40.9 dBA. Therefore, noise levels from 
HVAC units would not exceed the City’s day (55 dBA) and night (50 dBA) maximum acceptable 
noise levels and impacts would be less than significant. 

Question B:  Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 

Interior noise levels at the buildings were modeled.  Because most of the first story units nearest 
to SR 99 would be shielded by the 6-foot-high masonry wall along the eastern boundary of the 
project site, noise levels of the second story units were considered.  The interior noise levels 
were predicted by modeling the exterior noise levels at the building façade of the potentially 
affected unit, then calculating the predicted interior noise levels based on typical noise reduction 
from traditional building materials,  Noise levels at the building façades for the second stories of 
the 16-unit buildings range from 56.2 to 70.7 dBA LDN as the project perimeter wall would 
provide limited noise attenuation at second story heights (see Table 6). Noise levels at the 
building façades for the 14-unit buildings would range from 59.3 to 64.9 dBA LDN.  Traditional 
architectural materials are normally able to reduce exterior to interior noise by up to 20 dBA.  
Based on these exterior noise levels, traditional architectural materials may not attenuate 
interior noise to a level of 45 dBA LDN at buildings 16P-7 and 16P-8, resulting in a potentially 
significant impact at the first and second story units in those buildings with a direct line-of-sight 
to SR 99.  Refer to Figure 6 for the building receiver locations.  
 

Table 6 

Future Second Story Interior Noise Levels 

 

Receiver1 

Façade (Exterior) Noise 
Levels 

(dBA LDN) 

Interior Noise Levels with 
Traditional Architectural 

Materials 

(dBA LDN) 

14P-1 60.3 40.3 

14P-2 61.6 41.6 

14P-3 62.7 42.7 

14P-4 64.6 44.6 

14P-5 64.3 44.3 

14P-6 61.4 41.4 

14P-7 59.3 39.3 

14P-8 60.6 40.6 

14P-9 60.8 40.8 

14P-10 60.1 40.1 

14P-11 59.8 39.8 

14P-12 58.5 38.5 

14P-13 59.9 39.9 

14P-14 64.9 44.9 

16P-1 58.6 38.6 
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16P-2 56.2 36.2 

16P-3 61.3 41.3 

16P-4 64.3 44.3 

16P-5 64.7 44.7 

16P-6 63.4 43.4 

16P-7a (Bedroom Wall #1) 70.7 50.7 

16P-7b (Dining Room Wall #1) 70.6 50.6 

16P-7c (Dining Room Wall #2) 67.3 47.3 

16P-8a 69.6 49.6 

Note: Bold font and shading indicate noise levels above the 45 dBA threshold. 
 1Noise levels in table are for the “Existing + Project” condition. 
 2Interior Noise Levels are calculated assuming a 20 dBA reduction in noise levels from the façade on-site     
noise levels based on attenuation from traditional building materials. 

 

For buildings 16P-7 and 16P-8, an Exterior-to-Interior noise analysis was conducted to predict 
interior noise levels at these units.  The residential rooms used in the Exterior-to-Interior 
analysis are the eastern bedroom and the dining room of the second story unit of Building 16P-7 
(Receivers 16-7a through 16-7c). These rooms are the closest on the project site to SR 99 and 
are therefore exposed to the highest traffic noise levels (see Figure 6).  The bedroom and dining 
room specifications used in this analysis are based on January 2016 floor plans provided by the 
project applicant and are detailed in the Exterior-to-Interior Noise Analysis Letter (see Appendix 
F).  Refer to Figure 7 for the project plans for the rooms included in this Title 24 analysis.  The 
bedroom has one wall (Wall 1) and the dining room has two walls (Wall 1 and 2) that are 
exposed to traffic noise.  

Table 7 displays the Sound Transmission Class (STC) ratings necessary to ensure interior 
noise levels for the proposed project would be below the 45 dBA LDN threshold. Detailed 
modeling results are included in Appendix F. 

Table 7 

Exterior-to-Interior Noise Levels for Second Story Rooms in Building 16P-7 

 

Specification Bedroom Dining Room 

Exterior wall requirement STC 46 STC 46 

Minimum window requirement STC 31 STC 31 

Window construction 
Dual Glazing Window 

Thickness ⅛- and ½-inch 
Air Gap 

Dual Glazing Window 
Thickness ⅛- and ½-inch 

Air Gap 

Exterior Noise 70.7 dBA LDN on Wall 1 
70.5 dBA LDN on Wall 1; 
67.3 dBA LDN on Wall 2 

Interior Noise (calculated): 
40.8 dBA LDN with  
windows closed 

44.5 dBA LDN with 
windows closed 

Above 45 dBA LDN interior  
noise standard? 

No No 
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With dual glazing and the incorporation of the building materials as described in Table 7, all 
rooms would be in compliance with the relevant interior noise standards of 45 dBA LDN for multi-
family residences.  Appropriate means of air circulation and provision of fresh air must be 
present to allow windows to remain closed for extended intervals of time so that acceptable 
levels of noise can be maintained on the interior. The building design would include HVAC units 
that would meet the criteria of the International Building Code (Chapter 12, Section 1203.3 of 
the 2013 California Building Code) to ensure that windows would be able to remain closed for 
extended periods of time.  

Because the remaining rooms within the proposed complex are further from SR 99 and 
therefore exposed to lower traffic noise levels.  With implementation of mitigation measure NOI-
01, it is assumed that with the incorporation of standard building materials, all units would be 
within the 45 dBA LDN standard. Therefore, impacts associated with interior noise levels would 
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Question C:  Less than Significant 

Construction of the project would generate elevated noise levels that may disrupt nearby NSLUs 
including the nearby single-family residences adjacent to the west and north and the nearby 
recreational vehicle park to the east. The magnitude of the impact would depend on the type of 
construction activity, equipment, duration of each construction phase, distance between the 
noise source and receiver, and any intervening structures.  

Grading and demolition are typically significantly louder than other construction activities and 
have the greatest potential to create impacts to off-site NSLUs. Demolition would involve the 
use of an excavator and a dump truck to demolish the existing single-family home on site. 
Grading would involve the use of two scrapers. 

For modeling purposes using the Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM), demolition 
activities were assumed to occur approximately 190 feet from the nearest NSLU (single-family 
residence to the west). For grading, the scrapers were assumed to operate at an average 
distance of 100 feet from the nearest NSLUs. Over the course of a day, the equipment may be 
closer or farther than 100 feet from the nearest residence; however, a reasonable average is 
100 feet. The equipment was assumed to be in operation for 40 percent of an 8-hour 
construction day. Based on these assumptions, the highest impact level for an excavator and a 
dump truck during demolition at the nearest NSLU would be 66.5 dBA LEQ and for the scrapers 
during grading would be 76.6 dBA LEQ. Detailed results are provided in Appendix F. 

Construction noise would be regulated by Title 8 – Health and Safety, Chapter 8.68 of the City’s 
Noise Ordinance. The ordinance exempts certain activities from Chapter 8.68, including “noise 
sources due to the erection (including excavation), demolition, alteration or repair of any building 
or structure,” as long as these activities are limited to between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. 
Monday through Saturday, and between the hours of 9 a.m. and 6 p.m. on Sunday.   Project 
construction would only occur during these exempted hours and would be temporary in nature. 
Therefore, construction noise impacts would be less than significant.  

Question D:  Less than Significant 

Generation of construction-related ground-borne vibration would primarily occur from a vibratory 
roller during foundation compaction. A vibratory roller creates approximately 0.210 inches per 
second PPV at 25 feet, according to Caltrans’ Transportation and Construction Vibration 
Guidance Manual (Caltrans 2013). The nearest NSLUs (the single-family residences to the west 
and north and the recreational vehicle park to the east) would be approximately 25 feet from the 
use of a vibratory roller. Therefore, vibration levels would be approximately 0.210 in./sec PPV, 



8 1 5 1  S H E L D O N  R O A D  A P A R T M E N T S  
I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  

 

C I T Y  O F  S A C R A M E N T O   P A G E  6 5  
 

which is below the City’s 0.5 in./sec PPV threshold, and impacts related to ground-borne 
vibration would be less than significant. 

Question E:  Less than Significant 

According to the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment guidance, vibration impacts related to railroads must be assessed if a project is 
located within 200 feet of a conventional commuter railroad or rail rapid transit, or 150 feet of a 
light rail transit (FTA 2006). No rail lines or transit stations of any type are located within these 
distances of the proposed project boundary. Traffic along SR 99, which is approximately 
200 feet from the nearest project residence, would not cause perceptible vibration at this 
distance. Impacts related to vibration from rail operations or highway traffic are assessed as 
less than significant.  

Question F:  Less than Significant 

If a vibratory roller is utilized during project construction, it would generate a maximum vibration 
level of approximately 0.210 in./sec PPV at a distance of 25 feet. There are no historic buildings 
or archaeological sites located in close proximity to the project site; surrounding land uses 
include single-family residences, a recreational vehicle park, and industrial/commercial 
buildings. As there are no historic buildings or archaeological sites within close proximity to the 
project site, project-related construction would not expose any historic buildings or known 
archaeological sites to vibration levels that exceed 0.20 in./sec PPV; this impact would be less 
than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

NOI-01: Exterior-to-Interior Noise Level Limit.  

Interior building noise levels for the proposed project shall not exceed 45 dBA LDN.  Wall design 
at buildings with interior noise levels potentially exceeding 45 dBA (i.e., impacted units with line–
of-site to State Route 99 in buildings 16P-1 through 16P-8) shall be comprised of a typical 2x4 
stud wall construction with 1/2-inch exterior shear wall covered with 7/8-inch thick stucco.  Any 
variance from this wall design will require a final update of this analysis when the finished 
building plans are available to be submitted with the final building plans prior to the issuance of 
construction permits. 

For residential buildings 16P-7 and 16P-8 (see Figure 6), all first and second story windows with 
direct line of site to SR 99 must provide a minimum window glazing with an STC 31 rating or 
better. Use of dual glazing with the following minimum design will normally fulfill this 
specification (other designs may be used provided they have a manufacturer’s certified 
minimum STC 31 rating): 

1. 1/8-inch thick exterior glass 

2. 1/2-inch air gap 

3. 1/8-inch thick interior glass 

Appropriate means of air circulation and provision of fresh air would be provided to allow 
windows to remain closed for extended intervals of time so that acceptable interior noise levels 
can be maintained. The mechanical ventilation system would meet the criteria of the 
International Building Code (Chapter 12, Section 1203.3 of the 2013 California Building Code). 

FINDINGS  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 will ensure that potentially, significant 
environmental effects to interior noise can be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES 

Issues: 
Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

9. PUBLIC SERVICES    

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

  X 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site is located in the City of Sacramento and is located within the Valley Hi/North 
Laguna Subarea of the South Area Community Plan area.  Public services are discussed 
individually below. 

Fire 

The City of Sacramento provides fire protection services within the project area.  The City Fire 
Department operates approximately 21 stations.  Fire stations are located so as to provide a 
maximum effective service radius of two miles (SGPU DEIR, M-1).  This service radius virtually 
assures blanket coverage of the City.  Typical response time to fire calls is four minutes (SGPU 
DEIR, M-1).  

The project site is located within the response zone for Fire Station 7, located at 6500 Wyndham 
Drive, approximately 3 miles north of the project site. 

Police 

The City of Sacramento provides police protection service within the project area.  The project 
site is located in District 5, Beat 5C of the Valley Hi/North Laguna service area, and would be 
served by the Joseph E. Rooney Police Facility located at 5303 Franklin Boulevard.  

Schools and Libraries 

The project site is located within the attendance areas for Irene B. West Elementary School, 
Edward Harris Middle School, and Monterey Trail High School in the Elk Grove Unified School 
District (EGUSD 2016).  The project site is located in an area served by urban levels of library 
services.  

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR, INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, 
GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, AND IRREVERSIBLE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

The MEIR evaluated the potential effects of the 2035 General Plan on various public services. 
These include parks (Chapter 4.9) and police, fire protection, schools, libraries and emergency 
services (Chapter 4.10). 

The general plan provides that adequate staffing levels for police and fire are important for the 
long-term health, safety and well-being of the community (Goal PHS 1.1, PHS 2.1). The MEIR 
concluded that effects would be less than significant.  

General plan policies that call for the City to consider impacts of new development on schools 
(see, for example, Policy ERC 1.1.2 setting forth locational criteria, and Policy ERC 1.1.4 that 
encourages joint-use development of facilities) reduced impacts on schools to a less-than-
significant level. Impacts on library facilities were also considered less than significant 
(Impact 4.10-5). 
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MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR THAT APPLY TO THE PROJECT 

None. 

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES CONSIDERED MITIGATION 

The following General Plan policies would avoid or lessen environmental impacts as identified in 
the MEIR, and are applicable to the proposed project: 

 ERC 2.1.1 (Complete System) 

 ERC 2.2.1 (Parks and Recreation Master Plan) 

 ERC 2.2.2 (Timing of Service) 

 ERC 2.2.3 (Service Level Radius) 

 ERC 2.2.4 ((Park Acreage Service Level) 

 ERC 2.2.5 (Meeting Service Level Goal) 

 ERC 2.2.6 (Urban Park Facility Improvements) 

 PHS 1.1.1 (Police Master Plan) 

 PHS 1.1.2 (Response Time Standards) 

 PHS 1.1.3 (Staffing Standards) 

 PHS 1.1.4 (Timing of Services) 

 PHS 1.1.7 (Development Review) 

 PHS 1.1.8 (Development Fees for Facilities and Services) 

 PHS 2.1.1 (Fire Department Strategic Plan) 

 PHS 2.1.2 (Response Time Standards) 

 PHS 2.1.3 (Staffing Standards) 

 PHS 2.1.4 (Response Units and Facilities) 

 PHS 2.1.5 (Timing of Services) 

 PHS 2.1.11 (Development Fees for Facilities and Services) 

 PHS 2.2.2 (Development Review) 

 PHS 2.2.4 (Water Supply for Fire Suppression) 

 PHS 2.2.9 (Development Review for Emergency Response)  

The following policy applies specifically to the South Area Community Plan: 

 Policy ERC 3.1.3 (Under-Served Areas) 

 Policy SA.PHS 1.1 (Emergency Service Coverage) 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

For the purposes of this Initial Study, an impact would be considered significant if the project 
resulted in the need for new or altered services related to fire protection, police protection, 
school facilities, or other governmental services beyond what was anticipated in the 2035 
General Plan. 

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Question A:  Less than Significant 

The proposed project would construct a multi-family development on a currently 
vacant/undeveloped property.  While development of an undeveloped site would result in an 
increase in public service needs, the project would not result in increased demand for fire 
protection, police protection, or school facilities beyond that which was analyzed in the City’s 
General Plan MEIR; the site has been envisioned for multi-family development in the General 
Plan and the project’s public resource needs were previously analyzed in the General Plan 
MEIR.   
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Fire and Police 

The project site is served by the City of Sacramento Police Department and Fire Department. 
The Police Department participates in project site design, and the project would be consistent 
with the principles of Crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED) which is a multi-
disciplinary approach to deterring criminal behavior through the design of project sites.  CPTED 
principles relate to multiple aspects of site design, including lighting and visibility.  These actions 
will ensure that the site design minimizes enforcement activity and the resulting burden on 
police services.  Consistent with the MEIR’s conclusions, implementation of the proposed 
project would result in a less than significant impact related to fire and police protection 
services.   

Schools and Libraries 

The State of California has traditionally been responsible for the funding of local public schools. 
To assist in providing facilities to serve students generated by new development projects, the 
State passed Assembly Bill 2926 (AB 2926) in 1986. This bill allowed school districts to collect 
impact fees from developers of new residential and commercial/industrial building space. 
Development impact fees were also referenced in the 1987 Leroy Greene Lease-Purchase Act, 
which required school districts to contribute a matching share of project costs for construction, 
modernization, or reconstruction.  

Senate Bill 50 (SB 50) and Proposition 1A (both of which passed in 1998) provided a 
comprehensive school facilities financing and reform program by, among other methods, 
authorizing a $9.2 billion school facilities bond issue, school construction cost containment 
provisions, and an eight-year suspension of the Mira, Hart, and Murrieta court cases. 
Specifically, the bond funds are to provide $2.9 billion for new construction and $2.1 billion for 
reconstruction/modernization needs. The provisions of SB 50 prohibit local agencies from 
denying either legislative or adjudicative land use approvals on the basis that school facilities 
are inadequate and reinstate the school facility fee cap for legislative actions (e.g., general plan 
amendments, specific plan adoption, zoning plan amendments) as was allowed under the Mira, 
Hart, and Murrieta court cases. According to Government Code Section 65996, the 
development fees authorized by SB 50 are deemed to be “full and complete school facilities 
mitigation.” These provisions are in effect until 2006 and will remain in place as long as 
subsequent state bonds are approved and available.  

To accommodate students from new development projects, school districts may alternatively 
finance new schools through special school construction funding resolutions and/or agreements 
between developers, the affected school districts and, occasionally, other local governmental 
agencies. These special resolutions and agreements often allow school districts to realize 
school mitigation funds in excess of the developer fees allowed under SB 50.  

Public schools in the vicinity of the project site are operated by the Elk Grove Unified School 
District.  The School District has commented on several projects in the vicinity, and was asked 
to provide comment for the proposed project. In response, the School District sent their 
standard comment letter, which states: 

The District is currently impacted, overcrowded, and experiencing a high rate of 
growth.  This and other development projects will have a negative impact upon 
the District’s existing school facilities.  The District does not have the financial 
capability to purchase school sites nor construct and furnish needed school 
facilities with local funds alone.  Developer fees and Mello-Roos taxes collected 
by the District are not sufficient or timely to satisfy the need.  The District relies 
on statewide school bonds to provide funding necessary to construct new school 
facilities. 
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Without continued state funding, the District is in a school housing crisis.  The 
District will continue to seek additional state funds to construct needed school 
facilities.  Until such time as adequate facilities are available for current and 
projected students, students may be housed on campuses that have exceeded 
their intended capacity. 

The project site falls within the attendance area for Irene B. West Elementary School, Edward 
Harris Middle School, and Monterey Trail High School.  The Elk Grove Unified School District 
Facilities Master Plan (EGUSD 2016) identifies the construction of approximately 150 new 
homes between 2015 and 2025 within the attendance area for these schools – less than the 
324 homes proposed under the proposed project.  Table 8 presents the total number of 
students that the proposed project would generate based on student yield factors for apartments 
included in the Facility Master Plan (EGUSD 2016; Table 6-1).  

Table 8 
Student Yield from Proposed Project and Affected Serving School 

 

Grade Level / Serving School 
Number of Students per 

Dwelling Unit 
(Apartments) 

Number of Students 
added to Attendance 
Area (324 Apartment 

Units) 

K-6 / Irene B. West Elementary 0.3469 112 

7-8 / Edward Harris, Jr. Middle 0.0879 29 

9-12 / Monterey Trail High 0.1808 59 

Total 0.6156 200 

Source: Serving schools and student yield factor from EGUSD 2016 (Table 6-1 presents student yield 
factor for apartments) 

 

The proposed project is projected to introduce a total of 112 elementary school students, 29 
middle school students, and 59 high school students to the Elk Grove Unified School District.  
Table 9 presents the current capacity of each of the serving schools, and the number of residing 
and enrolled students for the 2015 -16 academic year, as well as the projected residing students 
for 2025.  

Table 9 
Current Capacity and Enrollment at Serving Schools 

 

Grade Level / Serving School 
Current 
Capacity 

Current 
Residing 
Students 
(2015 – 
2016) 

Current Year 
Enrollment 

(2015 – 2016) 

Projected 
Residing 
Students 

(2025) 

K-6 / Irene B. West Elementary 900 785 846 705 

7-8 / Edward Harris, Jr. Middle 1,296 1,031 1,176 891 

9-12 / Monterey Trail High 2,268 2,294 2,303 1,844 

Source: Capacity, Current Residing Students, and Current Year Enrollment from Elk Grove Unified 
School District Project Review/Environmental Reply Form dated January 27, 2016, prepared by the Elk 
Grove Unified School District.  Projected Residing Students (2025) from EGUSD 2016. 
Note: Shaded cell and bold font indicates student numbers exceeding the capacity of the school. 
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As summarized in Table 4, Irene B. West Elementary School and Edward Harris, Jr. Middle 
School currently operate near capacity (54 and 120 enrolled students below capacity, 
respectively), and Monterey Trail High School operates above capacity (35 enrolled students 
above capacity).  The number of students are expected to decrease by 2025 for all schools.  
Even with the addition of homes projected in the Facility Master Plan, the number of general 
education students is projected to decrease by approximately 80 students by 2025 and continue 
to be less than the school’s current capacity.  The proposed project would produce 
approximately 112 new students to the school’s attendance area.  This addition of students 
would not exceed the current capacity of the school.  

The number of general education students at the Middle School is projected to decrease by 
approximately 140 students and decrease by 450 students at the High School by 2025.  The 
attendance for both schools would be less than the school’s current capacity.  The proposed 
project would produce approximately 29 new middle school students and 59 high school 
students.  The addition of students from the project would not exceed the current capacity for 
either school by 2025.   

Development of the proposed project would be required to pay fees to the Elk Grove Unified 
School District to compensate for the impacts of the residential development on local school 
capacity in order to maintain adequate classroom seating and facilities standards.  Pursuant to 
SB 50, payment of fees to the Elk Grove Unified School is considered full mitigation for project 
impacts, including impacts related to the provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, or 
other performance objectives for schools.   

Consistent with the MEIR’s conclusions, implementation of the proposed project would result in 
a less than significant impact related to school facilities. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None. 

FINDINGS 

The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to public 
services.  

  



8 1 5 1  S H E L D O N  R O A D  A P A R T M E N T S  
I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  

 

C I T Y  O F  S A C R A M E N T O   P A G E  7 2  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



8 1 5 1  S H E L D O N  R O A D  A P A R T M E N T S  
I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  

 

C I T Y  O F  S A C R A M E N T O   P A G E  7 3  
 

RECREATION 

Issues: 

Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

10. RECREATION 

 

Would the project: 
   

A)  Cause or accelerate substantial physical 
deterioration of existing area parks or 
recreational facilities? 

  X 

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

  X 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The City provides and maintains a full range or recreational activities and park facilities for the 
community.  The Valley Hi/North Laguna Subarea includes several park facilities: the 20-acre 
Shasta Community Park, Mesa Grande Park, Hite Park, Valley Hi Community Park, the North 
Laguna Creek Community Park and Wildlife Area, and Jacinto Creek Park and the new Valley 
Hi/North Laguna Library.  Jacinto Creek Park is located approximately 0.1 mile north of the 
project site along Melville Drive, or 0.2 mile north of the project site along West Stockton 
Boulevard.  

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR, INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, 
GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, AND IRREVERSIBLE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

Chapter 4.9 of the MEIR considered the effects of the 2035 General Plan on the City’s existing 
parkland, urban forest, recreational facilities and recreational services.  Impacts on parks and 
recreation were found to be less than significant (see Impacts 4.9-1 and 4.9-2) due to Quimby 
Act and City Code requirements that new development offset its demand for those facilities, and 
General Plan Policies ERC 2.2.1 (maintaining the Parks and Recreation Master Plan), Policies 
ERC 2.1 through 2.2.8, 2.211, 2.216 through 2.218 (ensuring planning for and provision of parks 
and related facilities), ERC 2.4.1 (service levels for trails), and ERC 2.4.2, 2.5.1 and 2.5.4 
(access, planning and maintenance of waterways and parkways).   

MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR THAT APPLY TO THE PROJECT 

None required. 

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES CONSIDERED MITIGATION 

The following General Plan policies would avoid or lessen environmental impacts as identified in 
the MEIR, and are applicable to the proposed project:  

 Policy ERC 2.1.1 (Complete System) 

 Policy ERC 2.2.1 (Parks and Recreation Master Plan) 

 Policy ERC 2.2.2 (Timing of Service) 

 Policy ERC 2.2.3 (Service Level Radius) 

 Policy ERC 2.2.4 (Park Acreage Service Level).  The City shall develop and maintain 

1.75 acres of neighborhood and community parks and recreational facilities per 1,000 

population in the Central City, and 3.5 acres of neighborhood and community parks and 

recreational facilities per 1,000 population in the remainder of the City. 
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 Policy ERC 2.2.5 (Meeting Service Level Goal)  The City shall require new residential 

development to either dedicate land for new parks, pay a fair share of the costs for new 

parks and recreation facilities, and/or pay a fair share for rehabilitation or renovation of 

existing parks and recreation facilities.   

 Policy ERC 2.2.6 (Urban Park Facility Improvements) 

 Policy ERC 2.2.17 (Joint Use Facilities Co-Located) 

 Policy ERC 2.4.1 (Service Levels).  The City shall provide 0.5 linear mile of 

parks/parkways and trails/bikeways per 1,000 population. 

 Policy LU 9.1.2 (New Parks and Open Spaces) 

 Policy LU 9.1.3 (Connected Open Space System) 

 Policy LU 9.1.4 (Open Space Buffers) 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

For purposes of this Initial Study, impacts to recreational resources are considered significant if 
the proposed project would do either of the following: 

 cause or accelerate substantial physical deterioration of existing area parks or 

recreational facilities; or 

 create a need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond what was 

anticipated in the 2035 General Plan.  

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Question A and B:  Less than Significant 

The proposed project would provide housing for an estimated 680 residents (2.1 residents per 
household x 324 households).  While the proposed project would result in an increase in the 
population of the area, which would increase demand on existing recreational facilities in the 
area, the site has been envisioned for multi-family development in the General Plan, and the 
project’s impacts on parks and recreational facilities were in the General Plan MEIR.  The 
proposed project would not result in impacts in addition to those identified in the General Plan 
MEIR.  General Plan policies have been adopted to ensure adequate parks and recreational 
facilities are provided to accommodate increases in residents (Policies ERC 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.4, 
2.2.5, 2.2.6, 2.2.7, 2.2.8, 2.2.9, 2.4.2, 2.4.3, and 2.5.3, 2.5.4).  The General Plan includes park 
and trail service level goals, of providing 5 acres of parks and other recreational facilities per 
1,000 population, and 0.5 linear mile of parks/parkways and trails/bikeways per 1,000 
population.   

While the residents of the proposed project would be expected to use recreational facilities in 
the City, the development also includes recreational facilities for use by its residents, including 
370 square feet of open space/outdoor use area per unit – which exceeds the City requirements 
of 100 square feet of open space. A 5,300 square foot clubhouse would be located near the 
Sheldon Road entrance to the development. Open space (Open Space 1) would be provided at 
the clubhouse, with a resort style pool furnished with cabanas and landscaped seating areas 
associated with the clubhouse.  A second area of open space (Open Space 2) would be 
provided near the center of the development, and would feature bocce courts, a gazebo, fire 
pits, barbecue areas, and turf areas.  The third outdoor use area (Open Space 3) would be 
located in the northern portion of the site, where additional fire fits and seating areas would be 
provided.  A dog park would be established in the northeast portion of the project site, adjacent 
to the proposed retention basin north of the Masters Street Extension.  All units in the 
development would have access to a walking trail following the perimeter of the development, 
and which would provide a pedestrian route to all of the amenity areas and the clubhouse.  
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These amenities would lessen the impacts on recreational facilities in the City from the 
proposed project.   

Based on the relatively small increase in the number of residents in the City and the recreational 
facilities that would be provided for the residents of the proposed project, the proposed project 
would not result in a substantial increase in the use or demand for neighborhood or regional 
parks or other recreational facilities and the project would not create a need for the construction 
or expansion of recreational facilities beyond what was anticipated in the 2035 General Plan.  
Further, the City charges impact fees to all new development to abate a project’s impacts on 
parks and recreational facilities in the City.  These impact fees and the associated-funded 
improvements would reduce any impacts from the project to less than significant.  Impacts 
related to recreational facilities would be less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None. 

FINDINGS 

The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to 
recreation.   
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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Issues: 

Effect 
remains 

significant 
with all 

identified 
mitigation 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

11. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 
Would the project: 

   

A) Roadway segments: degrade peak period 
Level of Service (LOS) from A, B, C or D 
(without the project) to E or F (with project) or  
the LOS (without project) is E or F, and 
project generated traffic increases the 
Volume to Capacity Ratio (V/C ratio) by 0.02 
or more? 

  X 

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

  X 

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

  X 

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

 X 
 

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

 X 
 

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

 X 
 

 
The discussion of transportation and circulation is based on a Transportation Analysis prepared 
for the project (DKS 2015), and a technical memorandum (DKS 2016), which are included as 
Appendix G. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Roadway System 

The project site is bordered by Sheldon Road to the south and West Stockton Boulevard to the 
east.  Existing developments are located to the west and north.  SR 99 is located east of West 
Stockton Boulevard.  Regional access to the site is provided primarily by SR 99.  Local access 
to the site is Sheldon Road, West Stockton Boulevard, and would be available by a proposed 
extension of Masters Street.  

Brief descriptions of the roadways serving the project site are provided below: 

 SR 99 is a north-south limited access freeway, with three through lanes in each direction 

near the site.  A full interchange with Sheldon Road is located near the project site.  To 

the north, SR 99 continues to Central City Sacramento.  To the south, SR 99 provides 

access to Elk Grove, southern Sacramento County, and communities to the south in the 

Central Valley. 

 Sheldon Road is an east-west roadway with three through lanes in each direction 

adjacent to the site.  It is designated as an arterial roadway in both the Sacramento and 

Elk Grove General Plans.  To the west, Sheldon Road curves to the north and becomes 

Center Parkway, continuing through the City of Sacramento.  To the east, Sheldon Road 

continues through the City of Elk Grove to Grant Line Road. 

 West Stockton Boulevard is a collector roadway in the City, which parallels the west side 

of SR 99 from Bruceville Road northwest of the project site, to Sheldon Road east of the 

project site.  Adjacent to the project site, the road has one travel lane in each direction.   

 Masters Street is a local east-west residential street northwest of the project site which 

currently terminates at Melville Drive at the western site boundary.  It provides access to 

Bruceville Road indirectly via Damascas Drive.  Melville Drive, a residential street 

northwest of the project site, begins at Masters Street and continues north and then east 

to West Stockton Boulevard. 

 Praline Way and Splendid Way are east-west residential streets west of the project site 

that terminate in dead-ends at the western project site boundary. 

 Jocelyn Way is a north-south roadway from Masters Street to Sheldon Road that 

intersects Sheldon Road west of the project site.  South of Sheldon Road, the roadway 

continues southward as Lewis-Stein Road where it terminates at Big Horn Boulevard.  

Pedestrian System 

Sidewalks exist along both sides of Sheldon Road from Jocelyn Way/Lewis Stein Road to 
approximately two miles east of SR 99.  West of Jocelyn Way/Lewis Stein Road the 
sidewalk continues westward along the north side of the road.  An off-street bike/pedestrian 
path follows the south side of the street.  There are crosswalks with pedestrian signal heads 
at the Sheldon Road intersections with Jocelyn Way/Lewis Stein Road and with West 
Stockton Boulevard.  These crosswalks provide access from the project site to the 
commercial shopping area located across Sheldon Road.   

Along West Stockton Boulevard, there are sidewalks along both sides of the roadway from 
Sheldon Road to just north of the site access location.  North of that location, pedestrian travel 
is via paved shoulders and intermittent sidewalks along the west side of the roadway. 

The adjacent residential neighborhoods to the north and west of the project site include a 
complete sidewalk system on both sides of each street. These sidewalks provide a continuous 
path to the Irene B. West Elementary School, located about one-third mile northwest of the 
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intersection of Masters Street and Melville Drive near the northwest corner of the project site. 
Continuous sidewalks are also provided to the Jacinto Creek Park. 

Bicycle System 

Numerous bicycle facilities are in the project area.  On street bike lanes are located along both 
sides of Sheldon Road from Center Parkway west of the project site to Waterman Road east of 
SR 99.  As previously described, an off-street bike/pedestrian path follows the south side of 
Sheldon Road from Jocelyn Way/Lewis Stein Road, west to Bruceville Road.  

On-street bike lanes are located along both sides of Jocelyn Way/Lewis Stein Road along its 
entire length from Masters Street to Big Horn Boulevard, and along Masters Street for its entire 
length.  An off-street bike/pedestrian path follows Jacinto Creek north of the project site.  It 
begins at Jacinto Creek Park/Irene B. West Elementary School and continues westward across 
Bruceville Road and Center Parkway.  The off-street bikeway can be accessed from the project 
site via Melville Drive and Jocelyn Way. 

Transit System 

The Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) District operates 67 bus routes and 38.6 miles of light 
rail over a 418 square mile service area.  No RT bus service is near the project site.  The Blue 
Line light rail service is located at the Cosumnes River College approximately 1 mile northwest 
of the project site, and provides connectivity to Central Sacramento.  The City of Elk Grove’s e-
tran provides both local and commuter public transit service.  The routes are coordinated with 
RT buses and light rail, and South County Transit/Link to areas outside of the City.  Two e-tran 
commuter routes (Commuter Routes 59 and 60 – northbound morning commute and 
southbound evening commute) provide service near the site from a park-and-ride lot located at 
East Stockton Boulevard south of Sheldon Road.  Local Route 162 (Cosumnes River College to 
Elk Grove Boulevard and Elk-Grove-Florin Road) provides service along Sheldon Road, past 
the project site.  

EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

Existing intersection delay and level of service (LOS) calculated for the study intersections are 
presented in Table 10.  The intersection LOS definitions and evaluation criteria are described 
the “Methodology” and “Intersection Analysis” sections of the traffic study.  

Intersections 1 – 3 do not exist – they will be constructed as part of the project – therefore, there 

is no existing LOS data for those intersections.  Under existing conditions, Jocelyn Way/Lewis 

Stein Road and Sheldon Road intersection (Intersection 4) operates at LOS D in the a.m. and 

LOS F in the p.m.  The West Stockton Boulevard/SR 99 southbound ramp and Sheldon Road 

intersection (Intersection 5) operates at LOS C in the a.m. and LOS E in the p.m.  SR 99 

Northbound Ramps and Sheldon Road intersection (Intersection 6) operates at LOS B in the 

a.m. and LOS A in the p.m.   

Based upon information gathered by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation, 9th Edition, the proposed project is expected to generate 2,087 daily trips, with 32 
entering and 130 exiting during the a.m. peak hour (162 total), and 127 entering and 69 exiting 
during the p.m. peak hour (196 total) (DKS Associates 2015).   

Table 11 presents project vehicle miles of travel for the a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour, and 
daily (weekday) time periods.    
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Table 10 

Existing Plus Project Intersection Operating Conditions 

 

Intersection Signal? 

Existing Existing Plus Project 
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1. Driveway 1 and Sheldon 
Road (intersection 
average) 

No 

-- -- -- -- 0.3 A 0.2 A 

 Southbound Right Turn -- -- -- -- 12.7 B 16.4 C 

2. Melville Drive and Masters 
Street (intersection 
average) 

No 

-- -- -- -- 3.2 A 4.3 A 

 Southbound -- -- -- -- 8.5 A 8.7 A 

 Eastbound Left Turn -- -- -- -- 7.3 A 7.3 A 

3. Melville Drive and Masters 
Street   
(intersection average) 

No 

-- -- -- -- 1.5 A 1.4 
A 

 Northbound Left Turn  -- -- -- -- 7.7 A 7.7 A 

 Eastbound -- -- -- -- 10.1 B 9.6 A 

4. Lewis Stein Road / Jocelyn 
Way and Sheldon Road  Yes 38.5 D 146.0 F 44.5 D 150.9 F 

5. West Stockton Boulevard / 
SR 99 Southbound Ramps 
and Sheldon Road  

Yes 32.5 C 60.7 E 41.2 D 65.3 E 

6. SR 99 Northbound Ramps 
and Sheldon Road  Yes 16.2 B 9.2 A 15.1 B 9.3 A 

Source: DKS Associates 2015 
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Table 11 

Estimated Project Vehicle Miles of Travel 

 

Time Period Vehicle Trips 
Average Trip 

Length (miles) 
Vehicle Miles of 

Travel 

AM Peak Hour 162 8.78 1,422 

PM Peak Hour 196 7.04 1,380 

Daily 2,087 7.28 15,193 

Source: DKS 2016 

 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR, INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, 
GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, AND IRREVERSIBLE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

Transportation and circulation were discussed in the MEIR in Chapter 4.12. Various modes of 
travel were included in the analysis, including vehicular, transit, bicycle, pedestrian and aviation 
components.  The analysis included consideration of roadway capacity and identification of 
levels of service, and effects of the 2035 General Plan on the public transportation system. 
Provisions of the 2035 General Plan that provide substantial guidance include Goal Mobility 1.1, 
calling for a transportation system that is effectively planned, managed, operated and 
maintained, promotion of multimodal choices (Policy M 1.2.1), identification of level of service 
standards (Policy M 1.2.2), support for expansion of Caltrans facilities consistent with the 
SACOG MTP/SCS (Policy M 1.5.6), requirement to work with Caltrans and adjacent jurisdictions 
to identify funding for improvements (Policy M 1.5.7); and development of streets (Goal M 4.2). 

The MEIR concluded that most traffic impacts would be less than significant with 
implementation of General Plan policies; however, impacts on freeway segments (Impact 4.12-
4) and impacts on roadway segments (Impact 4.12-3) in adjacent jurisdictions were found to be 
significant and unavoidable.   

MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR THAT APPLY TO THE PROJECT 

None.  

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES CONSIDERED MITIGATION  

The following General Plan policies would avoid or lessen environmental impacts as identified in 
the MEIR, and are applicable to the proposed project:   

 Policy M 1.1.2 (Transportation System).  The City shall manage to travel system to 

ensure safe operating conditions. 

 Policy M 1.1.4 (Facilities and Infrastructure).  The City shall effectively operate and 

maintain transportation facilities and infrastructure to preserve the quality of the system. 

 Policy M 1.2.2 (LOS Standard).  The City shall implement a flexible, context-sensitive 

Level of Service (LOS) standard, and will measure traffic operations against the vehicle 

LOS thresholds established in this policy.  The City will measure Vehicle LOS based on 

the methodology contained in the latest version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 

published by the Transportation Research Board.  The City’s specific vehicle LOS 

thresholds have been defined based on community values with respect to modal 

priorities, land use context, economic development, and environmental resources and 

constraints.  As such, the City has established variable LOS thresholds appropriate for 
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the unique characteristics of the City’s diverse neighborhoods and communities.  The 

City will strive to operate the roadway network at LOS D or better for vehicles during 

typical weekday conditions, including AM and PM peak hour with the following 

exceptions described below and mapped on [2035 General Plan] Figure M-1:   

A. Core Area (Central City Community Plan Area) - LOS F allowed.  

B. Priority Investment Areas - LOS F allowed.  

C. LOS E Roadways - LOS E is allowed for the following roadways because expansion 
of the roadways would cause undesirable impacts or conflict with other community 
values.  

o 65th Street: Elvas Avenue to 14th Avenue 

o Arden Way: Royal Oaks Drive to I-80 Business 

o Broadway: Stockton Boulevard to 65th Street 

o College Town Drive: Hornet Drive to La Rivera Drive 

o El Camino Avenue: I-80 Business to Howe Avenue 

o Elder Creek Road: Stockton Boulevard to Florin Perkins Road 

o Elder Creek Road: South Watt Avenue to Hedge Avenue 

o Fruitridge Road: Franklin Boulevard to SR 99 

o Fruitridge Road: SR 99 to 44th Street 

o Howe Avenue: El Camino Avenue to Auburn Boulevard 

o Sutterville Road: Riverside Boulevard to Freeport Boulevard 

LOS E is also allowed on all roadway segments and associated intersections located 
within ½ mile walking distance of light rail stations. 

D. Other LOS F Roadways - LOS F is allowed for the following roadways because 
expansion of the roadways would cause undesirable impacts or conflict with other 
community values.  

o 47th Avenue: SR 99 to Stockton Boulevard 

o Arcade Boulevard: Marysville Boulevard to Roseville Road 

o Carlson Drive: Moddison Avenue to H Street 

o El Camino Avenue: Grove Avenue to Del Paso Boulevard 

o Elvas Avenue: J Street to Folsom Boulevard 

o Elvas Avenue/56th Street: 52nd Street to H Street 

o Florin Road: Havenside Drive to Interstate 5 

o Florin Road: Interstate 5 to Freeport Boulevard 

o Folsom Boulevard: 47th Street to 65th Street 

o Folsom Boulevard: Howe Avenue to Jackson Highway 

o Folsom Boulevard: US 50 to Howe Avenue 

o Freeport Boulevard: Sutterville Road (North) to Sutterville Road (South) 

o Freeport Boulevard: 21st Street to Sutterville Road (North) 

o Freeport Boulevard: Broadway to 21st Street 

o Garden Highway: Truxel Road to Northgate Boulevard 

o H Street: Alhambra Boulevard to 45th Street 

o H Street 45th: Street to Carlson Drive 

o Hornet Drive: US 50 Westbound On-ramp to Folsom Boulevard 

o Howe Avenue: US 50 to Fair Oaks Boulevard 

o Howe Avenue: US 50 to 14th Avenue 

o Raley Boulevard: Bell Avenue to Interstate 80 
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o South Watt Avenue: US 50 to Kiefer Boulevard 

o West El Camino Avenue: Northgate Boulevard to Grove Avenue 

E. If maintaining the above LOS standards would, in the City’s judgement be infeasible 
and/or conflict with the achievement of other goals, LOS E or F conditions may be 
accepted provided that provisions are made to improve the overall system, promote non-
vehicular transportation, and/or implement vehicle trip reduction measures as part of a 
development project or a city-initiated project.  Additionally, the City shall not expand the 
physical capacity of the planned roadway network to accommodate a project beyond 
that identified in [2035 General Plan] Figure M4 and M4a (2035 General Plan Roadway 
Classification and Lanes).  

 Policy M 1.2.3 (Transportation Evaluation).  The city shall evaluate discretionary projects 

for potential impacts to traffic operations, traffic safety, transit service, bicycle facilities, 

and pedestrian facilities, consistent with the City’s Traffic Study Guidelines.  

 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

For purposes of this Initial Study, impacts resulting from changes in transportation or circulation 
may be considered significant if construction and/or implementation of the proposed project 
would result in the following impacts that remain significant after implementation of General Plan 
policies or mitigation from the General Plan MEIR: 

Roadway Segments 

 the traffic generated by a project degrades peak period Level of Service (LOS) from A, B, C 

or D (without the project) to E or F (with project) or  

 the LOS (without project) is E or F, and project generated traffic increases the Volume to 

Capacity Ratio (V/C ratio) by 0.02 or more.  

Intersections 

 the traffic generated by a project degrades peak period level of service from A, B, C or D 

(without project) to E or F (with project) or 

 the LOS (without project) is E or F, and project generated traffic increases the peak period 

average vehicle delay by five seconds or more. 

Freeway Facilities 

Caltrans considers the following to be significant impacts. 

 off-ramps with vehicle queues that extend into the ramp’s deceleration area or onto the 

freeway; 

 project traffic increases that cause any ramp’s merge/diverge level of service to be 

worse than the freeway’s level of service; 

 project traffic increases that cause the freeway level of service to deteriorate beyond 

level of service threshold defined in the Caltrans Route Concept Report for the facility; or 

 the expected ramp queue is greater than the storage capacity. 

Transit 

 adversely affect public transit operations or  

 fail to adequately provide for access to public transit.  
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Bicycle Facilities 

 adversely affect bicycle travel, bicycle paths or  

 fail to adequately provide for access by bicycle.  

Pedestrian Circulation 

 adversely affect pedestrian travel, pedestrian paths or  

 fail to adequately provide for access by pedestrians. 

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Questions A and B:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

The study intersections included three existing intersections, and three intersections that would 
be developed under the proposed project (refer to Table 4).  Existing LOS were determined for 
the three existing study intersections.  Existing plus project intersection delay and LOS were 
calculated for all six of the study intersections and compared against existing conditions. During 
the a.m. peak hour, all of the three existing study intersections meet the LOS D goal.  During the 
p.m. peak hour, intersections 4 and 5 (Lewis Stein Road / Jocelyn Way and Sheldon Road, and West 
Stockton Boulevard/SR 99 Southbound Ramps, and Sheldon Road) currently operate at worse than the 
LOS D goal.   

With construction of the proposed project, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better 
during the a.m. peak hour.  During the p.m. peak hour, intersection 4 (Lewis Stein Road / Jocelyn 
Way and Sheldon Road) would operate at LOS F, and intersection 5 (West Stockton Boulevard/SR 
99 Southbound Ramps and Sheldon Road) would operate at LOS E.  The remaining intersections 
would operate at LOS D or better.  Intersection 4 operates at LOS F during the p.m. peak hour 
under existing conditions, and intersection 5 operates at LOS E during the p.m. peak hour under 
existing conditions.  The increases in average delay at each of the intersections would be less than 
five seconds.  Therefore, while implementation of the proposed project would result in a slight 
increase in traffic volumes at the study intersections, the increase would not result in changes in 
the LOS at those intersections when compared with the existing operations, nor would the delay 
exceed five seconds.  This would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation would be 
necessary.   

While project operation would not result in potentially significant impacts to LOS at the study 
intersections, construction activities may result in temporary disruptions to the transportation 
network near the project site, including temporary lane and/or street closures.  Heavy vehicles 
will access the site and may need to be staged for construction.  These activities could result in 
degraded roadway operating conditions, which would be a potentially significant impact.  
Mitigation Measure TRA-01 would be implemented to avoid and minimize construction-related 
impacts on transportation and circulation, and impacts would be reduced to less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated.  

Question C:  Less than Significant 

SR 99 runs north-south east of the project site.  A full interchange with Sheldon Road is located 
east of the project site.  The interchange intersections were analyzed as part of the traffic study 
for the proposed project.  As described above, intersection 5 (West Stockton Boulevard/SR 99 
Southbound Ramps and Sheldon Road) currently operates at LOS C during the a.m. peak hour, 
and LOS E during the p.m. peak hour.  With construction of the proposed project, the intersection 
would operate at LOS D in the a.m., and would continue to operate at LOS E in the p.m. 

Intersection 6 (SR 99 Northbound Ramp and Sheldon Road) currently operates at LOS B during 
the a.m. peak hour and LOS A during the p.m. peak hour, and would continue to operate at the 
same LOS following construction of the proposed project.   
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Table 12 summarizes queuing at the SR 99 exit ramp intersections.  None of the queues are 
projected to exceed the available storage capacity.   

Table 12 

Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Freeway Ramp Termini Queuing 

 

Direction Location 

Available 
Storage 
Length 

(feet per 
lane) 

Maximum Queue Length 
(feet per lane) 

A.M. Peak 
Hour 

P.M. Peak 
Hour 

Northbound SR 99 
Exit to Sheldon Road 

Single left turn lane 
Shared left/right turn lane 
Single right turn lane 

590 
590 
590 

56 
41 
37 

87 
73 
69 

Southbound SR 99 
Exit to Sheldon Road 

Double left turn lane 
Single through lane 
Double right turn lane 

310 
310 
310 

59 
17 
22 

160 
21 
28 

Source: DKS 2016 

 

The proposed project and the associated traffic would not result in significant impacts to the 
freeway ramp queue, or to the LOS of the freeway ramps exceeding the level of significance 
threshold defined in the Caltrans Route Concept Report.  Impacts related to freeway facilities 
would be less than significant.  

Questions D, E, and F:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any modification of, or interference 
with, any existing or planned pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facility in the Cities of Sacramento or 
Elk Grove.  The project would add pedestrian, bicycle, and transit demands, but existing 
facilities in the vicinity were determined to adequately meet the needs of the project along with 
current needs.  Existing bicycle facilities are located throughout the area, and no additional 
bicycle facilities are incorporated into the proposed project.  The proposed project would 
enhance the existing pedestrian facilities by incorporating walkways into the design.  Impacts 
related to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities from operation of the proposed project would 
be less than significant. 

While project operation would not result in potentially significant impacts pedestrian, bicycle, 
and transit facilities, construction activities may result in temporary disruptions to the 
transportation network near the project site, including temporary lane and/or street closures, 
sidewalk closures, and bikeway closures.  Pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access may be 
disrupted, which would result in a potentially significant impact.  Mitigation Measure TRA-01 
would be implemented to avoid and minimize construction-related impacts on transportation and 
circulation, and impacts would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

TRA-01: Prepare a Construction Traffic and Parking Management Plan 

 Consistent with City Code 12.20.030, the project applicant shall prepare a construction 

traffic and parking management plan prior to the beginning of construction to the 

satisfaction of the City Traffic Engineer. The plan shall ensure that acceptable 

operating conditions on local roadways and freeway facilities are maintained. At a 

minimum, the plan shall include: 

o The number of truck trips, time, and day of street closures. 
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o Time of day of arrival and departure of trucks. 

o Limitations on the size and type of trucks, provision of a staging area with a 

limitation on the number of trucks that can be waiting. 

o Provision of a truck circulation pattern 

o Provision of driveway access plan so that save vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle 

movements are maintained (e.g., steel plates, minimum distances of open 

trenches, and private vehicle pick up and drop off areas). 

o Maintain safe and efficient access routes for emergency vehicles. 

o Manual traffic control when necessary. 

o Proper advance warning and posted signage concerning street closures. 

o Provisions for pedestrian safety. 

 A copy of the construction traffic management plan shall be submitted to local emergency 

response agencies and these agencies shall be notified at least 14 days before 

the commencement of construction that would partially or fully obstruct roadways.   

FINDINGS 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-1, potential impacts to transportation and 
circulation during construction of the proposed project would be mitigated to a less than 
significant level.    
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UTILITIES 

Issues: 

Effect will be 
studied in the 

EIR 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

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? 

  X 

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

  X 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  

Stormwater Drainage and Sanitary Sewer 

The Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) provides sewage treatment for 
the cities of Folsom and Sacramento and County Sanitation District (CSD)-1, which serve the 
unincorporated urban portions of the County and portions of Sacramento. The SRCSD is 
responsible for the operation of all regional interceptors and wastewater treatment plants, while 
local collection districts operate the systems that transport less than 10 million gallons of waste 
flow daily.  The proposed development is located within the SASD.  Wastewater would be 
collected by the SASD, which provides collection and treatment services for some portions of 
the City that are served by the separate sewer system (as opposed to the combined sewer 
system that serves the older Central City area). Wastewater generated in this vicinity of the 
project is collected by trunk facilities in the SASD and then conveyed via interceptors to the 
Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant.  The project site is also within the Jacinto 
Creek Planning Area, for which there is a fee district (Jacinto Creek Planning Fee District) and a 
drainage master plan.  As previously mentioned (Section 2 of this Initial Study), the fee district 
was formed to provide financing for the backbone infrastructure required to support 
development in the area.  The facilities include a storm drainage channel and detention basins, 
major roadways, traffic signals, and water conveyance pipelines.  The project site is located in 
Drainage Basin G269, and is within the Jacinto Creek Planning Area Watershed 5. 

Water Supply 

Water service for the project would be provided by the City of Sacramento. The City provides 
domestic water service from a combination of surface water and groundwater sources: the 
American River, Sacramento River, and groundwater wells (pumped from the North and South 
American Subbasins). Water from the American River and Sacramento River is diverted by two 
water treatment plants: the Sacramento River Water Treatment Plant (SRWTP), located at the 
southern end of Bercut Drive approximately 11.5 miles northwest of the project site, and the 
E.A. Fairbairn Water Treatment Plant (FWTP), located at the northeast corner of State 
University Drive South and College Town Drive approximately 7.7 miles north of the project site. 
The FWTP and the SRWTP divert water from the American and Sacramento rivers, 
respectively. Water diverted from the Sacramento and American Rivers is treated, stored in 
storage reservoirs, and pumped to customers via a conveyance network. 

The City of Sacramento complies with the California Water Code, which requires urban water 
suppliers to prepare and adopt Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) every five years. The 
most recent UWMP was adopted in 2010, and includes an analysis of water demand sufficiency 
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under normal, single dry year, and multiple dry year scenarios. Water supply and demand 
projections include future planned development under the 2030 General Plan. Based, in part, on 
these projections, the City possesses sufficient water supply entitlements and treatment 
capacity during normal, dry, and multiple dry years to meet the demands of its customers up to 
the year 2035. It is important to note that this assumes that wells and surface water treatment 
capacity will be rehabilitated and expanded as needed (City of Sacramento 2011).  

Solid Waste Disposal  

Commercial solid waste materials collected by the Solid Waste Division of the City Department 
of Utilities are sorted at either the Sacramento Recycling and Transfer Station (owned by BLT 
Enterprise) or the North Area Transfer Station, owned by the County of Sacramento Public 
Works Department; City waste transported from the City’s transfer stations is then transported 
to Lockwood Landfill in Lockwood, Nevada. The City of Sacramento General Plan MEIR 
indicates that the City landfills have sufficient capacity for full buildout of the 2035 General Plan. 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) is responsible for the generation, 
transmission, and distribution of electrical power to its 900 square mile service area, which 
includes most of Sacramento County and a small portion of Placer County. SMUD buys and 
sells energy and capacity on a short-term basis to meet load requirements and reduce costs. 
The Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) provides natural gas service to residents and 
businesses within the City of Sacramento. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS UNDER THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR, INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, 
GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, AND IRREVERSIBLE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

The MEIR evaluated the effects of development under the 2035 General Plan on water supply, 
sewer and storm drainage, solid waste, electricity, natural gas and telecommunications (see 
Chapter 4.11).  

The MEIR evaluated the impacts of increased demand for water that would occur with 
development under the 2035 General Plan. Policies in the General Plan would lessen the 
impacts on water supply, but the increased demand and need for new water facilities would 
remain significant and unavoidable impacts (Impacts 4.11-1 and 4.11-2).  The potential need for 
expansion of wastewater and stormwater drainage conveyance facilities was found to be less 
than significant (Impacts 4.11-3), as was the need to expand wastewater treatment facilities 
(Impact 4.1-4).  Impacts on solid waste facilities were less than significant (Impact 4.11-5).  
Implementation of energy efficient standards as set forth in Titles 20 and 24 of the California 
Code of Regulations for residential and non-residential buildings and General Plan Policies 
U 6.1.1 through 6.1.17 would reduce effects for energy to a less than significant level 
(Impact 4.11-6).   

MITIGATION MEASURES FROM 2035 GENERAL PLAN MEIR THAT APPLY TO THE PROJECT 

None available.  

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES CONSIDERED MITIGATION 

The following General Plan policies would avoid or lessen environmental impacts as identified in 
the MEIR, and are applicable to the proposed project:   

 Policy U 1.1.1 (Provision of Adequate Utilities) 

 Policy U 1.1.4 (Timing of Urban Expansion) 

 Policy U 1.1.5 (Growth and Level of Service) 

 Policy U 2.1.2 (Increase Water Supply Sustainability) 
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 Policy U 2.1.3 (Water Treatment Capacity and Infrastructure) 

 Policy U 2.1.5 (Comprehensive Water Supply Plans) 

 Policy U 2.1.9 (New Development) 

 Policy U 2.1.10 (Water Conservation Standards) 

 Policy U 2.1.11 (Water Conservation Programs) 

 Policy U 2.1.15 (Landscaping) 

 Policy U 2.1.18 (Future Water Supply) 

 Policy U 3.1.1 (Sufficient Service) 

 Policy U 3.1.2 (New Developing Areas) 

 Policy U 4.1.1 (Adequate Drainage Facilities) 

 Policy U 4.1.6 (New Development) 

 Policy U 5.1.2 (Landfill Capacity) 

 Policy U 5.1.3 (Transfer Station) 

 Policy ER 1.1.5 (Limit Stormwater Peak Flows) 

 Policy ER 1.1.6 (Post-Development Runoff) 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

For the purposes of this Initial Study, an impact would be considered significant if the project 
resulted in the need for new or altered services related to fire protection, police protection, or 
school facilities beyond what was anticipated in the 2035 General Plan: 

 result in the determination that adequate capacity is not available to serve the project’s 

demand in addition to existing commitments or 

 require or result in either the construction of new utilities or the expansion of existing 

utilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. 

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Question A:  Less than Significant 

Wastewater 

The proposed project would provide housing for an estimated 680 residents (2.1 residents per 
household x 324 households).  Implementation of the proposed project would increase the 
demand for sewer conveyance capacity within the project service area.  The project area is 
located in the Sacramento Area Sewer District service area.  Based on the population flow 
factor identified in Section 4.11, Public Utilities, of the MEIR, the proposed project would result 
in a wastewater flow of 90,032 gallons per day (132.4 gallons per capita per day x 680 
residents).   

The proposed project would be required to connect to the City’s water distribution, storm water 
drainage. The Department of Utilities has reviewed the project and has placed conditions on the 
project to ensure the project is consistent with the JCPA Infrastructure and Utilities Plan and the 
JCPA Drainage Master Plan. SASD has reviewed the application and has placed conditions on 
the project ensuring construction of new infrastructure. All new infrastructure would be designed 
and constructed to City and SASD Design Standards. Each parcel with a sewage source shall 
have a separate connection to the SASD public sewer system. If there is more than one building 
in any single parcel and the parcel is not proposed for split, then each building on that parcel 
shall have a separate connection to a private on-site sewer line or SASD public sewer line.  In 
order to obtain sewer service for this project, construction of onsite and offsite sewer 
infrastructure will be required. Sewer infrastructure shall be constructed as per the approved 
sewer study. SASD shall require an approved Subdivision Level (Level 3) sewer study prior to 
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recordation of Final Map or submittal of improvement plans for plan check to SASD, whichever 
comes first. The sewer study shall demonstrate the quantity of discharge and any “flow through 
sewage” along with appropriate pipe sizes and related appurtenances from this subject and 
other upstream areas and shall be done in accordance with the SASD’s most recent “Minimum 
Sewer Study Requirements”. The study shall be done on a no “Shed-Shift” basis unless 
approved by SASD in advance and in compliance with the SASD Design Standards. Developing 
this property will require payment of sewer impact fees to both SASD and SRCSD, in 
accordance with each District’s Ordinances. 

The City is responsible for managing and maintaining its wastewater collection system, and 
ensuring adequate facilities in accordance with the 2035 General Plan. While the proposed 
project would result in an increase in the population of the area, which would increase demand 
on the wastewater facilities, the site has been envisioned for multi-family development in the 
General Plan, and the project’s impacts on wastewater facilities were contemplated in the 
General Plane MEIR.  The project would result in a less than significant impact on wastewater 
facilities.  

Stormwater 

Development of the project site would introduce impervious surfaces to the site which can 
increase storm water runoff.  The project includes the installation of an underground storm drain 
system with inlets throughout the project site.  Storm water from the project site would be 
collected by the project’s storm drain system and directed to existing storm drains in Masters 
Street and Praline Way west of the project site.  A water quality basin would be installed in the 
northern portion of the project site, north of the Masters Street Extension through the project 
site.  Overflows from the basin would enter the existing storm drain in Melville Drive west of the 
project site.   

During construction of the project, the project applicant would be required to comply with the 
State “NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activity” 
(State Permit). To comply with the State Permit, the applicant would need to file a Notice of 
Intent with the State Water Resources Control Board and prepare a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to construction. The SWPPP would be reviewed by the 
Department of Utilities prior to the issuance of a grading permit or approval of improvement 
plans to assure the following items are included: 1) vicinity map, 2) site map, 3) list of potential 
pollutant sources, 4) type and location of erosion and sediment BMPs, 5) name and phone 
number of person responsible for SWPPP, and 6) signed certification page by property owner or 
authorized representative. Post-construction stormwater quality control measures would be 
required to minimize the increase of urban runoff pollution caused by development of the area. 
Source control and onsite treatment measures would be required (refer to “Guidance Manual for 
On-site Stormwater Quality Control Measures” January 2000 for appropriate source control 
measures).  

The City is responsible for maintaining its stormwater system and ensuring adequate capacity 
for build out of the 2035 General Plan.  As previously described, the proposed project is 
consistent with the land use envisioned in the General Plan, and the potential impacts to 
stormwater facilities were contemplated in the General Plan MEIR.  The project would result in a 
less than significant impact on stormwater facilities.  

Water  

The 2010 UWMP for the City projects the annual water per capita demand for year 2015 to be 
256 gallons per capita per day (City of Sacramento 2011).  As a result, the proposed project 
could require a maximum 224,000 gallons of water per day (875 residents x 256 gallons of 
water).  
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While the proposed project would result in an increase in the population of the area, which 
would increase demand on water, the site has been envisioned for multi-family development in 
the General Plan, and the project’s impacts on water resources and facilities were contemplated 
in the General Plan MEIR.  The 2010 UWMP considered these projections during normal, dry, 
and multiple dry years. Thus, the project’s water demand would be met by the city’s existing 
water right permits and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation contract. In addition, according to the 2010 
UWMP, the City’s water supply would be within the City’s water demand and treatment 
capability during a multi-dry year in 2015, 2020, 2025, 2030, and 2035. Thus, the project would 
have a less than significant impact related to water supply.   

The project has been designed to minimize water use to the maximum extent practicable, 
including incorporating elective water efficiency and conservation measures such as installing 
low-water consumption irrigation systems, providing water efficient landscape irrigation design 
that reduces the use of potable water, developing a water budget for the landscape irrigation, 
and providing separate submeters or metering devises for outdoor potable water use of 
landscaped irrigated area more than 2,500 square feet.  Implementation of these design 
elements would further reduce potential impacts to water supply. 

Solid Waste 

The City’s 2035 General Plan MEIR provides solid waste generation rates for residential and 
employment (retail, office, industrial uses).  For residential, the solid waste generation rate is 1.1 
tons per unit per year.  As a result, the proposed project could produce 356.4 tons of solid waste 
per year (324 units x 1.1 tons per unit).  Because the project is consistent with the General Plan 
land use designation, this increase in solid waste production would not exhaust the remaining 
landfill capacity and this impact would be less than significant. 

Electricity and Natural Gas  

Implementation of the proposed project would result in an increase in electricity and natural gas 
consumption.  The project site is served by SMUD (electricity) and PG&E (natural gas).  Both 
utility providers would install new distribution facilities, as needed, according to California Public 
Utilities Commission rules. Because the increased demand in energy is evaluated in the 2035 
General Plan MEIR, and because PG&E and SMUD would ensure their capability of providing 
an adequate level of service to the project site, this impact would be less than significant.  

Question B:  Less than Significant 

The project site is not currently connected to the City’s utility systems; therefore, tie-ins to 
existing City of Sacramento water, sewer, natural gas, and stormwater lines would be installed.  
New solid waste services would be provided.  As part of the project, new underground utilities 
would be installed and would tie-in to existing lines adjacent to the project site.  Potential 
environmental effects associated with the construction of these facilities are generally discussed 
throughout this Initial Study in various sections including: Air Quality (during construction), 
Cultural Resources, Hazards, Noise, and Traffic. With implementation of the applicable 
mitigation measures listed in this document, impacts related to the construction of new utilities 
would be less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None. 

FINDINGS 

The project would have no additional project-specific environmental effects relating to utilities 
and service systems. 
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Issues: 

Effect 
remains 

significant 
with all 

identified 
mitigation 

Effect can be 
mitigated to 

less than 
significant 

No additional 
significant 

environmental 
effect 

13.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE    

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

 X  

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

 X  

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

 X  

ANSWERS TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS 

Question A:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

As discussed in the Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Hazards, Noise, and 
Transportation and Circulation sections of this Initial Study, the proposed project would result in 
potentially significant impacts with the potential to degrade the quality of the environment.  
However, adoption and implementation of the mitigation measures described in this Initial 
Study, and compliance with City programs and requirements identified in this report, impacts 
would be reduced to a less than significant level.  No significant or potentially significant impacts 
would remain.  

Biological Resources 

There is the potential for significant impacts to special status species from previously 
undocumented and undiscovered hazardous materials to be present in the project site.  
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 require that the appropriate investigations be conducted 
on all parcels of the project site, and the necessary remediation be conducted.  Implementation 
of these mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts associated with hazardous 
materials to less than significant levels. 

The loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat is considered a potentially significant impact.  
While the project applicant has secured 18.7 credits to mitigate for impacts to Swainson’s hawk 
based on the project footprint analyzed in the 2006 Initial Study, the proposed project would 
impact 19.7 acres – 1 acre more than what has been mitigated.  Implementation of Mitigation 
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Measure BIO-1 requires that the applicant provide compensatory mitigation at a ratio acceptable 
to CDFW, which would reduce the potential impact to less than significant levels.  

Various species of birds protected under the MBTA and/or Fish and Game Code, including 
white-tailed kite, loggerhead shrike, and short-eared owl, as well as Swainson’s hawk and 
burrowing owl may use the project site and/or project area for nesting.  If active nests are 
present in trees that would be removed during the raptor breeding season (February1 –
August 31), mortality of eggs and chicks could result. In addition, project demolition and 
construction could disturb active nests by increased activity and higher than ambient noise 
levels near the site or in trees not yet removed from the site, potentially resulting in nest 
abandonment by the adults and mortality of chicks and eggs. This would be a significant impact. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures BOI-2 and BIO-3 would reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level.  

With implementation of the mitigation measures described above, the project would not 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, or reduce the number or 
restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species. 

Cultural Resources 

Although no documented cultural or paleontological resources are located at the project site, the 
potential exists to encounter previously undiscovered cultural material or paleontological 
resources during construction-related ground disturbing activities. However, adoption and 
implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1, CUL-2, and CUL-4 would reduce these potential 
impacts to less than significant levels. 

No evidence suggests that any prehistoric or historic-era marked or unmarked interments are 
present within or in the immediate vicinity of the project site. However, there is a possibility that 
unmarked previously unknown graves could be present within the project site. Potential 
disturbance of previously undiscovered human remains during project construction would be a 
potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would reduce the 
project’s potential for disturbance of human remains to a less than significant level.  

Hazards 

The Hazardous Materials Assessment/Phase I prepared for the proposed project did not include 
all parcels associated with the project site.  As a result, there is the potential for previously 
undocumented and undiscovered hazardous materials to be present in the project site, which 
could result in significant impacts on the public and the environment.  Mitigation Measures HAZ-
1 and HAZ-2 require that the appropriate investigations be conducted on all parcels of the 
project site, and the necessary remediation be conducted.  Implementation of these mitigation 
measures would reduce potential impacts associated with hazardous materials to less than 
significant levels. 

Noise 

Implementation of the proposed project could subject future residents to noise levels exceeding 
acceptable thresholds inside some buildings.  With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, 
potentially significant environmental effects related to interior noise can be mitigated to a less 
than significant level. 

Traffic 

Construction activities may result in temporary disruptions to the transportation network near the 
project site, including temporary lane and/or street closures, sidewalk closures, and bikeway 
closures.  Traffic, and pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access may be disrupted.  MEIR 
Mitigation Measure TRA-01 would be implemented to avoid and minimize construction-related 
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impacts on transportation and circulation, and impacts would be reduced to less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. 

Question B:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Cumulative environmental effects are multiple individual effects that, when considered together, 
would be considerable or compound or increase other environmental impacts. Individual effects 
may result from a single project or a number of separate projects and may occur at the same 
place and point in time or at different locations and over extended periods of time.  

While the project would indirectly contribute to cumulative impacts associated with increased 
urban development in the City and region, these impacts have previously been evaluated by the 
City and considered in development of the General Plan.  The proposed project is consistent 
with the land uses envisioned in the General Plan for the project site, and the potential 
cumulative effects of developing the project site have been considered in the MEIR.  
Implementation of the MEIR and project-specific mitigation measures proposed in this Initial 
Study would reduce the project’s impacts to a less than significant level, further reducing the 
project’s contribution to environmental impacts to less than cumulatively considerable. 

Question C:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

With implementation of MEIR and project-specific mitigation measures for potential impacts 
associated with Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Hazards, Noise, and/or 
Transportation and Circulation identified in this Initial Study, the project would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on human beings, either directly or indirectly.  
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SECTION IV – ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 
POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

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

  Aesthetics  X Noise  

 Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas  Public Services  

X Biological Resources   Recreation  

X Cultural Resources  X Transportation/Circulation  

 Geology and Soils   Utilities and Service Systems 

X Hazards   

 Hydrology and Water Quality   

    
 None Identified   
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SECTION V – DETERMINATION 

On the basis of the initial study: 
 

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

  

  

  

  

 

  

   

Signature 

 
Dana Mahaffey 

Printed Name 

 

 

 Date 
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Grading and Drainage Plan
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Figure 4

Source: Wood Rodgers 2016
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Landscape Design
8151 SHELDON ROAD APARTMENTS PROJECT

Figure 5

Source: Fuhrman Leamy Land Group 2016
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CLIMATE ACTION PLAN – CONSISTENCY REVIEW CHECKLIST 
 

The purpose of the Climate Action Plan Consistency Review Checklist (CAP Consistency Review Checklist) is 
to provide a streamlined review process for proposed new development projects which are subject to 
discretionary review and trigger environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA)..  
 
CEQA Guidelines require the analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and potential climate change 
impacts from new development.  The Sacramento Climate Action Plan qualifies under section 15183.5 of the 
CEQA Guidelines as a plan for the reduction of GHG emissions for use in cumulative impact analysis 
pertaining to development projects.  This allows projects that demonstrate consistency with the CAP to be 
eligible for this streamlining procedure.  Projects that demonstrate consistency with the CAP and the 
Sacramento 2030 General Plan may be able to answer “No additional significant environmental effect” in the 
City’s initial study checklist.   Projects that do not demonstrate consistency may, at the City’s discretion, 
prepare a more comprehensive project-specific analysis of GHG emissions consistent with CEQA 
requirements.  (See FAQ about the CAP Consistency Review Checklist for more details.) 
 
The diagram below shows the context for the CAP Consistency Review Checklist within the planning review 
process framework.   
 

Streamlined Review of GHG Emissions in Development Projects 
 

 

CEQA 
Determination 

 

CEQA 
Not exempt  

 

Alternative streamlined 
review of GHGs 

CAP Consistency 
Checklist 

CEQA 
Exempt  

 

 
CEQA analysis of 
GHG emissions 

Remaining 
development 

review process 

Remaining 
development 

review process 
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CLIMATE ACTION PLAN – CONSISTENCY REVIEW CHECKLIST 

Application Submittal Requirements 

1. The CAP Consistency Review Checklist is required only for proposed new development projects which

are subject to CEQA review (non-exempt projects)

2. If required, the CAP Consistency Review Checklist must be submitted in addition to the basic set of

requirements set forth in the Universal Application and the Planning Application Submittal Matrix.

3. The applicant shall work with staff to meet the requirements of this checklist.  These requirements will

be reflected in the conditions of approval and/or mitigation measures.

4. All conditions of approval and mitigation measures from this checklist shall be shown on full-size sheets

for building plan check submittals.

Application Information 

Project Number: 

Address of Property:               8151 Sheldon Road

Was a special consultant retained to complete this checklist?     Yes     No.  If yes, complete following 

Consultant Name*:                Victor Ortiz

Company:       HELIX Environmental Planning Inc.

Phone: 619-462-1515                                                        E-Mail:    victoro@helixepi.com 

PN-16-007
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CAP Consistency Checklist Form for Projects that are Not Exempt from CEQA 

Checklist Item (Check the appropriate box, and provide explanation for your answer). Yes No* 

1. Is the proposed project substantially consistent with the City’s over-all goals for land use and urban
form, allowable floor area ratio (FAR) and/or density standards in the City’s 2035 General Plan, as it
currently exists?

Please explain how proposed project compares to 2035 General Plan with respect to density standards, FAR, land use 
and urban form.  (See directions for filling out CAP Checklist) 

2. Would the project incorporate traffic calming measures?   (Examples of traffic calming measures

include, but are not limited to: curb extensions, speed tables, raised crosswalks, raised intersections,

median islands, tight corner radii, roundabouts or mini-circles, on-street parking, planter strips with

street trees, chicanes/chokers.)

Yes NA 

Please explain how the proposed project meets this requirement (list traffic calming measures).  If “not applicable” 

(NA), explain why traffic calming measures were not required. 

*If “No”, equivalent or better GHG reduction must be demonstrated as part of the project and incorporated into the conditions of

approval. 
Note:  Requirements from this checklist should be incorporated into the conditions of approval, and shown on the full-size plans 
submitted for building plan check. 

X

The project site has been designated as Suburban Center (Density 15-36 units per acre) and Suburban  

Neighborhood High (Density 15-30 units per acre) in the 2035 General Plan.  Both land use designations  

provide for residential land uses within the allowable densities.  The proposed project would result in a net 

density of 17.7 units per acre, which is within the allowable density for both land use designations.  The  

proposed project is consistent with the 2035 General Plan. 

X

The proposed project does not include any roadway or facility improvements, traffic calming measures do not  

apply.
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Checklist Item (Check the appropriate box, and provide explanation for your answer). 
Yes NA 

3. Would the project incorporate pedestrian facilities and connections to public transportation

consistent with the City’s Pedestrian Master Plan?

Please explain how the proposed project meets this requirement.  If “not applicable” (NA), explain why this was not 

required.   

4. Would the project incorporate bicycle facilities consistent with the City’s Bikeway Master Plan, and

meet or exceed minimum standards for bicycle facilities in the Zoning Code and CALGreen?
Yes NA 

Please explain how the proposed project meets this requirement.  If “not applicable” (NA), explain why this was not 

required.   

*If “No”, equivalent or better GHG reduction must be demonstrated as part of the project and incorporated into the

conditions of approval. 
Note:  Requirements from this checklist should be incorporated into the conditions of approval, and shown on the full-
size plans submitted for building plan check. 

Two existing off-site neighborhood streets (Praline Way and Splendid Way) currently terminate at the project  

site’s western boundary.  The project would provide gated pedestrian access to Praline Way.  A similar gate  

would be used for maintenance access only at the Splendid Way terminus.  Existing sidewalks along the north  

and south sides of Praline and Splendid Ways would connect to sidewalks on the project site.  A walking trail  

would follow the perimeter of the project site with continuous pedestrian connectivity to all building entrances in  

the development. The project site is locate approximately 500 feet from Elk Grove Transit (e-Tran) routes 160  

and 162. 

X

Bicycle storage would be available at patios, balconies, or under the private stairways.  Additionally, bicycle racks 
would be installed near each building to provide short-term bicycle parking areas to provide one space for every  
two units.  A total of 486 bicycle spaces would be provided (one long-term storage, and 0.5 short-term storage  
space per unit).

X
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Checklist Item (Check the appropriate box, and provide explanation for your answer). 
Yes No* NA 

5. For residential projects of 10 or more units, commercial projects greater than 25,000 square

feet, or industrial projects greater than 100,000 square feet, would the project include on-site

renewable energy systems (e.g., photovoltaic systems) that would generate at least a minimum

of 15% of the project's total energy demand on-site? (CAP Actions: 3.4.1 and 3.4.2)

Please explain how the proposed project meets this requirement.  If “not applicable” (NA), explain why this was not 

required.  If project does not meet requirements, see DIRECTIONS FOR FILLING OUT CAP CONSISTENCY 

REVIEW CHECKLIST re:  alternatives to meeting checklist requirements. 

Attach a copy of the CalEEMod input and output.  Record the model and version here _____________________. 

Do NOT select the “use historical” box in CalEEMod for energy demand analysis related to this requirement. 

6. Would the project (if constructed on or after January 1, 2014) comply with minimum CALGreen Tier

I water efficiency standards?

Yes NA 

Please explain how the proposed project meets this requirement.  If “not applicable” (NA), explain why this was not 

required.   

*If “No”, equivalent or better GHG reduction must be demonstrated as part and incorporated into the conditions of approval.

Note:  Requirements from this checklist should be incorporated into the conditions of approval, and shown on the full-size 
plans submitted for building plan check. 

The project shall comply with the adopted CAP by meeting the Tier 1 Voluntary Standards in the 2013  
California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen).

X

X

See Additional Pages.

CalEEMod.2013.2.2
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Certification 

I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits present the data and 
information required for this initial evaluation to the best of my ability and that the facts, statements and 
information presented are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.  

Signature: Date: 04/14/2016
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DIRECTIONS FOR FILLING OUT CAP CONSISTENCY REVIEW CHECKLIST  

General Plan Consistency & Sustainable Land Use 
 
1. Is the proposed project substantially consistent with the land use and urban form designation, allowable floor 

area ratio (FAR) and/or density standards in the City’s 2035 General Plan?   

Consistency with the General Plan land use and urban form designation, FAR and/or density standards is a key 
determining factor in whether or not the CAP Consistency Review procedure can be used.  This is because future 
growth and development consistent with the General Plan was used to estimate business as usual emission 
forecasts, as well as emission reductions from actions that would be applicable to new development.   
 
Refer to the 2035 General Plan, Land Use and Urban Form Designations and Development Standards starting on 
page 2-29. If a project is not fully consistent with the General Plan, the project still may qualify for consistency with the 
CAP, but this determination will need to be closely coordinated with the City. The City will determine whether the 
proposed land uses under consideration could be found consistent with the growth projections and assumptions used 
to develop the GHG emissions inventory and projections in the CAP.  

 
 
Mobility 
 
2. Would the project incorporate traffic calming measures? (Applicable CAP Action: 2.1.1) 

 

List the traffic calming measures that have been incorporated into the project.  These may include, but are not 

limited to: curb extensions, speed tables, raised crosswalks, raised intersections, median islands, tight corner 

radii, roundabouts or mini-circles, on-street parking, planter strips with street trees, chicanes/chokers.  

 

The project proponent and City staff should consult with staff in the Department of Public Works-Transportation 

Division to verify that traffic calming measures are adequate and in compliance with the City’s Street Design 

Standards. 

If the proposed project does not include any roadway or facility improvements, traffic calming measures may not 
apply. For example, certain infill projects may not result in on-street or transportation facility improvements because 
sufficient infrastructure already exists. 
 

3. Would the project incorporate pedestrian facilities and connections to public transportation consistent with 

the City’s Pedestrian Master Plan? (Applicable CAP Action: 2.2.1) 

List the pedestrian facilities and connections to public transportation that have been included in the proposed project 
on the Checklist.  These may include, but are not limited to: sidewalks on both sides of streets, marked crosswalks, 
count-down signal timers, curb extensions, median islands, transit shelters, street lighting.  
 
The project proponent and City staff should consult with Department of Public Works-Transportation Division staff to 
verify that pedestrian facilities are consistent with the Pedestrian Master Plan. As in the previous example, if “not 
applicable”, an explanation shall be documented in the Checklist.   For example, certain infill projects may not require 
on-street or transportation facility improvements because sufficient infrastructure already exists. 
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The “Pedestrian Review Process Guide” (Appendix A to the Master Plan) will be used to determine consistency, as 
follows: 

  

 For typical infill development projects where existing streets will serve the site (no new streets are proposed): the 

level of pedestrian improvements necessary to determine Pedestrian Master Plan consistency will be measured 

according to the “Basic, Upgrade or Premium” categories defined in Appendix A to the Pedestrian Master Plan, 

which are based on project location, surrounding land uses, proximity to transit, etc.  If the proposed project does 

not include the minimum level of improvements per the assigned category for the project’s location, the project will 

be required as a condition of approval to include appropriate features, per the approval of the Department of 

Public Works-Transportation Division. 

 

 For new “greenfield” projects and/or larger infill development projects where new streets are proposed as part of 

the project, the following will apply: 

o  “Basic, Upgrade or Premium” levels of improvement will be required based on the proposed project’s 

location and context, where applicable, consistent with the criteria defined in the Master Plan. If the 

proposed project does not include the minimum level of improvements per the assigned category, the  

 

project will be required as a condition of approval to include appropriate features, per the approval of the 

Department of Public Works-Transportation Division. 

o The “Pedestrian Smart Growth Scorecard” (Appendix A to the Master Plan) will be required to be 

completed for the project, and a minimum score of 3 or better will need to be achieved.  If the proposed 

project cannot achieve the minimum score, changes to the proposed project may be required, and/or the 

project may be required as a condition of approval to include certain improvements such that the average 

score will meet 3 or better. (Note: an Excel version of the Pedestrian Smart Growth Scorecard is 

available, to assist in automating the rating & scoring process) 

 

4. Would the project incorporate bicycle facilities consistent with the City’s Bikeway Master Plan, and meet or 

exceed minimum standards for bicycle facilities in the Zoning Code and CALGreen?  (Applicable CAP Action:  

2.3.1) 

List the bicycle facilities that are incorporated into the proposed project on the Checklist.   These include, but are not 
limited to:  Class I bike trails and Class II bike lanes connecting the project site to an existing bike network and transit 
stations, bike parking [bike racks, indoor secure bike parking, bike lockers], end-of-trip facilities at non-residential land 
uses [showers, lockers]).  
 
The project proponent and City staff should consult with staff in the Transportation Division of the Department of 
Public Works to verify that such facilities are consistent with the Bikeway Master Plan and meet or exceed Zoning 
Code and CALGreen standards. Generally, the following guidelines will be used: 
 

 If existing on-street and off-street bikeways are already present and determined to be consistent with the 

Bikeway Master Plan, no additional on-street bikeways will be required.  Check the “not applicable” box if 

appropriate. However, on-site facilities shall still be required to meet or exceed minimum Zoning and 

CALGreen requirements. 

 If not applicable, fully document the reasons why using the Checklist.   
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 If on-street bicycle facilities are not present or are only partially consistent with the Master Plan, the project 

will be required as a condition of approval to construct or pay for its fair-share of on-street and/or off-street 

bikeways described in the Master Plan, in addition to meeting or exceeding minimum on-site facilities.   

 In some cases, a combination of new or upgraded on-street and off-street bikeways may be used to 

determine consistency with the Master Plan, at the discretion of the Department of Public Works-

Transportation Division staff. 

 
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 
 
5. For residential projects of 10 or more units, commercial projects greater than 25,000 square feet, or industrial 

projects greater than 100,000 square feet, would the project include on-site renewable energy systems (e.g., 

solar photovoltaic, solar water heating etc. ) that would generate at least 15% of the project’s total energy 

demand? (CAP Actions: 3.4.1 and 3.4.2) 

For projects of the minimum size specified in this measure, a commitment in the project description or in a mitigation 
measure that the project shall generate a minimum of 15% of the project’s energy demand on-site is sufficient to 
demonstrate consistency with this measure. However, the project conditions of approval or mitigation measures 
should specify the intended renewable energy technology to be used (e.g. solar photovoltaic, solar water heating, 
wind, etc.) and estimated size of the systems to meet project demand based on the project description.   
 
“Total energy demand” refers to the energy (electricity and natural gas) consumed by the built environment (including 
HVAC systems, water heating systems, and lighting systems) as well as uses that are independent of the construction 
of buildings, such as office equipment and other plug-ins.   

Applicants may estimate the total energy demand of their projects using California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod 2013.2), the same software used to estimate greenhouse gas emissions.  For CalEEMod estimates of 
energy demand to meet this specific requirement, the user should NOT select the “use historical” box, 
otherwise they will be “double-counting” emissions reductions that have already been counted. CalEEMod 
outputs for electricity demand are provided in annual kWh, and natural gas demand is provided in annual kBTU. 
 
The energy demand estimate by CalEEMod is based on two datasets:   

 The California Commercial End Use Survey (CEUS); 

 The Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (RASS 

CalEEMod takes energy use intensity data (above) and forecasts energy demand based on climate zone, land use 
subtype (such as “hospital”, “arena”, or “apartments, mid rise”), building area, and the number of buildings or units.  
This is an appropriate level of analysis for use at the planning submittal stage, but it may not provide an accurate 
picture of actual project energy demand because it does not factor project specifics such as building design.   

 
Therefore, the applicant is advised (but not required) to run a more comprehensive energy simulation once project-
specific details are known:  basic building design, square-footage, building envelope, lighting design (at least 
rudimentary), and the mechanical system (at least minimally zoned).  Some of the energy simulation programs that 
are appropriate for this level of analysis include:  DOE 2.2, Trace 700, and Energy Pro. 
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The U.S. DOE maintains a list of energy simulation programs that are available.   
http://apps1.eere.energy.gov/buildings/tools_directory/subjects.cfm/pagename=subjects/pagename_menu=whole_buil
ding_analysis/pagename_submenu=energy_simulation 
 
The applicant may then  revise the estimate and make a final determination regarding the size of the PV system that 
is required. 
 
Substitutions:  Projects may substitute a quantity of energy efficiency for renewable energy, as long as the substituted 
GHG reduction does not “double count” GHG reductions already taken by the CAP.  In other words, substitutions 
must reduce GHG emissions from the project beyond what is already accounted for in the CAP (to avoid double-
counting).   

 Additional mitigation may include equivalent or better GHG reduction from individual measures or a 

combination of: 

 In lieu of installing PV systems that would generate 15% of the projects total energy, the project may exceed 

energy efficiency standards of Title 24, part 6 of the California Building Code, such as building to CALGreen 

Tier 1 energy standards.   (Residential projects shall exceed the 2013 Title 24 energy efficiency by a minimum 

of  10% and commercial projects shall exceed 2013 Title 24 energy efficiency by a minimum of  5%).  

 

 

6. Would the project comply with minimum CALGreen Tier I water efficiency standards? (CAP Action: 5.1.1) 

The California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) includes mandatory green building measures, as well as 
voluntary measures that local jurisdictions may choose to adopt to achieve higher performance tiers, at either Tier 1 or 
Tier 2 compliance levels.  Sacramento has adopted Tier 1 Water Efficiency Standards to be required on or after 
January 1, 2014  Currently, in order to meet the Tier 1 Water Efficiency Standards, buildings are required to 
implement all mandatory water efficiency and conservation measures as well as certain Tier 1 specific measures that 
exceed minimum mandatory measures (e.g. 30% increase in indoor water efficiency).  Specific Tier 1 provisions can 
be found in the CALGreen Code at http://www.bsc.ca.gov/Home/CALGreen.aspx. 
 
The City recognizes that project construction details are often not known at the environmental review stage, and it 
may be premature for a project proponent to identify compliance with precise requirements of CALGreen. A condition 
of approval requiring the project to comply with minimum CALGreen Tier 1 water efficiency and conservation 
standards is sufficient to demonstrate consistency with this criterion. 
 
Planning approval of your project will include the following condition:   
Project must meet CALGreen Tier 1 water efficiency and conservation standards.   Copies of the appropriate 
CalGreen checklist (see FAQ) shall be included on the full-size sheets for building plan check submittals.  

 

 
 
 
 

Note:  Requirements from this checklist should be incorporated into the conditions of approval, and shown on the full-size 
plans submitted for building plan check. 

 



Climate Action Plan – Consistency Review Checklist 

Additional Pages 

8151 Sheldon Road Apartments Project 

 

 

Checklist Item #5.  Please explain how the proposed project meets this requirement.  If “not applicable” (NA), 

explain why this was not required.  If the project does not meet requirements, see DIRECTIONS FOR FILLING OUT 

CAP CONSISTENCY REVIEW CHECKLIST re:  alternatives to meeting checklist requirements. 

Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall comply with the alternative CAP requirement to 

exceed the minimum energy efficiency standards under California Administrative Code Title 24 by 10% 

for residential land uses and 5% for commercial land uses.  Measures to increase the energy efficiency of 

the project buildings shall include, but are not limited to: 

 Increased wall insulation, smart meters, above‐standard ventilation systems or other energy 

efficiency lighting fixtures. 

 Enrollment in Greenergy (SMUD) or other program achieving programmatic reductions in GHG 

emissions 

 Purchase of energy efficiency credits (SMAQMD) or other program achieving programmatic 

improvements in building efficiency. 

The applicant shall submit energy calculations with building plans and certification of any required 

professional to demonstrate compliance with this condition, including specific reference to the 

percentage improvements required under the CAP. 



Sacramento County, Annual

Sheldon Rd Apts

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Apartments Low Rise 324.00 Dwelling Unit 20.25 324,000.00 865

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

2017Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

590.31 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Assumptions based on input from Project Engineer

Off-road Equipment - Assumptions based on input from Project Engineer

Off-road Equipment - Assumptions based on input from Project Engineer

Off-road Equipment - Assumptions based on input from Project Engineer

Off-road Equipment - Assumptions based on input from Project Engineer

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

Grading - 

Demolition - 

Architectural Coating - Low-VOC Coatings

Vehicle Trips - DKS2015

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 2 and Level 2 DPF

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Waste Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Residential_Exterior 100.00 50.00

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Residential_Interior 100.00 50.00

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2
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tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 3.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 3.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 5.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2
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tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 370.00 80.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 10.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 35.00 20.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 9/23/2016 12/16/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 11/17/2016 11/18/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 7/12/2016 6/28/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 12/16/2016 8/26/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/28/2016 6/14/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 7/26/2016 7/28/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 8/27/2016 11/19/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 7/29/2016 8/1/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/15/2016 6/1/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 11/19/2016 8/1/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/15/2016 6/1/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/29/2016 7/1/2016

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Off-Highway Trucks
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rollers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.44

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.44

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 6.44
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2016 1.2726 2.0864 1.9098 3.0100e-
003

0.1040 0.1207 0.2247 0.0244 0.1128 0.1372 0.0000 260.3706 260.3706 0.0486 0.0000 261.3916

Total 1.2726 2.0864 1.9098 3.0100e-
003

0.1040 0.1207 0.2247 0.0244 0.1128 0.1372 0.0000 260.3706 260.3706 0.0486 0.0000 261.3916

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2016 1.1348 1.7268 1.8560 3.0100e-
003

0.0921 0.0298 0.1219 0.0231 0.0296 0.0527 0.0000 260.3704 260.3704 0.0486 0.0000 261.3914

Total 1.1348 1.7268 1.8560 3.0100e-
003

0.0921 0.0298 0.1219 0.0231 0.0296 0.0527 0.0000 260.3704 260.3704 0.0486 0.0000 261.3914

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

10.83 17.23 2.82 0.00 11.49 75.31 45.77 5.33 73.74 61.57 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 1.5732 0.0393 3.3750 1.8000e-
004

0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 5.4580 5.4580 5.4800e-
003

0.0000 5.5730

Energy 0.0237 0.2025 0.0862 1.2900e-
003

0.0164 0.0164 0.0164 0.0164 0.0000 563.3785 563.3785 0.0207 7.6400e-
003

566.1813

Mobile 1.2905 2.9111 13.5845 0.0285 1.9931 0.0387 2.0318 0.5339 0.0356 0.5695 0.0000 2,171.516
6

2,171.516
6

0.0919 0.0000 2,173.446
5

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 30.2538 0.0000 30.2538 1.7880 0.0000 67.8007

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 7.4687 40.6357 48.1044 0.0277 0.0167 53.8493

Total 2.8874 3.1530 17.0456 0.0300 1.9931 0.0734 2.0665 0.5339 0.0703 0.6043 37.7225 2,780.988
7

2,818.711
2

1.9337 0.0243 2,866.850
6

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 1.5732 0.0393 3.3750 1.8000e-
004

0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 5.4580 5.4580 5.4800e-
003

0.0000 5.5730

Energy 0.0189 0.1612 0.0686 1.0300e-
003

0.0130 0.0130 0.0130 0.0130 0.0000 507.9856 507.9856 0.0194 6.6900e-
003

510.4656

Mobile 1.2905 2.9111 13.5845 0.0285 1.9931 0.0387 2.0318 0.5339 0.0356 0.5695 0.0000 2,171.516
6

2,171.516
6

0.0919 0.0000 2,173.446
5

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 15.1269 0.0000 15.1269 0.8940 0.0000 33.9003

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 5.9750 34.1039 40.0789 0.0222 0.0133 44.6814

Total 2.8826 3.1117 17.0281 0.0297 1.9931 0.0701 2.0631 0.5339 0.0670 0.6009 21.1019 2,719.064
1

2,740.165
9

1.0330 0.0200 2,768.066
8

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

0.17 1.31 0.10 0.87 0.00 4.55 0.16 0.00 4.75 0.55 44.06 2.23 2.79 46.58 17.57 3.45
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 6/1/2016 6/14/2016 5 10

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 6/1/2016 6/14/2016 5 10

3 Grading Grading 6/1/2016 6/28/2016 5 20

4 Underground Utilities Trenching 7/1/2016 7/28/2016 5 20

5 Building Construction Building Construction 8/1/2016 11/18/2016 5 80

6 Paving Paving 8/1/2016 8/26/2016 5 20

7 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 11/19/2016 12/16/2016 5 20

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 656,100; Residential Outdoor: 218,700; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – 
sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 40

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Demolition Excavators 1 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Grading Excavators 0 8.00 162 0.38

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 0 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Demolition Off-Highway Trucks 1 6.00 400 0.38

Underground Utilities Excavators 1 8.00 162 0.38

Underground Utilities Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Underground Utilities Rollers 1 8.00 80 0.38

Trips and VMT
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Use DPF for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Water Unpaved Roads

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

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

Demolition 2 5.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 1 3.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 2 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 233.00 35.00 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 47.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Underground Utilities 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 5.1000e-
004

8.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 5.4900e-
003

0.0631 0.0362 8.0000e-
005

2.6300e-
003

2.6300e-
003

2.4200e-
003

2.4200e-
003

0.0000 7.1676 7.1676 2.1600e-
003

0.0000 7.2130

Total 5.4900e-
003

0.0631 0.0362 8.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

2.6300e-
003

3.1400e-
003

8.0000e-
005

2.4200e-
003

2.5000e-
003

0.0000 7.1676 7.1676 2.1600e-
003

0.0000 7.2130

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 6.0000e-
005

6.6000e-
004

8.7000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1643 0.1643 0.0000 0.0000 0.1644

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 8.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
004

1.0500e-
003

0.0000 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.9000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1639 0.1639 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1641

Total 1.4000e-
004

7.6000e-
004

1.9200e-
003

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3282 0.3282 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3284

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.3000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.2400e-
003

0.0609 0.0464 8.0000e-
005

7.9000e-
004

7.9000e-
004

7.9000e-
004

7.9000e-
004

0.0000 7.1676 7.1676 2.1600e-
003

0.0000 7.2130

Total 2.2400e-
003

0.0609 0.0464 8.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

7.9000e-
004

1.0200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

7.9000e-
004

8.2000e-
004

0.0000 7.1676 7.1676 2.1600e-
003

0.0000 7.2130

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 6.0000e-
005

6.6000e-
004

8.7000e-
004

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1643 0.1643 0.0000 0.0000 0.1644

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 8.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
004

1.0500e-
003

0.0000 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.9000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1639 0.1639 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1641

Total 1.4000e-
004

7.6000e-
004

1.9200e-
003

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.4000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3282 0.3282 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3284

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.7000e-
003

0.0163 0.0121 2.0000e-
005

1.2500e-
003

1.2500e-
003

1.1500e-
003

1.1500e-
003

0.0000 1.4682 1.4682 4.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4775

Total 1.7000e-
003

0.0163 0.0121 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2500e-
003

1.2500e-
003

0.0000 1.1500e-
003

1.1500e-
003

0.0000 1.4682 1.4682 4.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4775

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

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

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

Worker 5.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0983 0.0983 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0984

Total 5.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0983 0.0983 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0984

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 2/8/2016 3:34 PMPage 14 of 35



3.3 Site Preparation - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 7.3000e-
004

0.0150 0.0117 2.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.4682 1.4682 4.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4775

Total 7.3000e-
004

0.0150 0.0117 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.4682 1.4682 4.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4775

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

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

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

Worker 5.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0983 0.0983 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0984

Total 5.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.1000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0983 0.0983 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0984

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0212 0.0000 0.0212 2.2900e-
003

0.0000 2.2900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0277 0.3519 0.2204 3.0000e-
004

0.0142 0.0142 0.0131 0.0131 0.0000 28.0769 28.0769 8.4700e-
003

0.0000 28.2548

Total 0.0277 0.3519 0.2204 3.0000e-
004

0.0212 0.0142 0.0354 2.2900e-
003

0.0131 0.0153 0.0000 28.0769 28.0769 8.4700e-
003

0.0000 28.2548

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 1.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.1000e-
003

0.0000 3.7000e-
004

0.0000 3.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.3277 0.3277 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3281

Total 1.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.1000e-
003

0.0000 3.7000e-
004

0.0000 3.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.3277 0.3277 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3281

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 9.5400e-
003

0.0000 9.5400e-
003

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 7.3300e-
003

0.2317 0.1589 3.0000e-
004

2.6900e-
003

2.6900e-
003

2.6900e-
003

2.6900e-
003

0.0000 28.0769 28.0769 8.4700e-
003

0.0000 28.2547

Total 7.3300e-
003

0.2317 0.1589 3.0000e-
004

9.5400e-
003

2.6900e-
003

0.0122 1.0300e-
003

2.6900e-
003

3.7200e-
003

0.0000 28.0769 28.0769 8.4700e-
003

0.0000 28.2547

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 1.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.1000e-
003

0.0000 3.7000e-
004

0.0000 3.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.3277 0.3277 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3281

Total 1.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.1000e-
003

0.0000 3.7000e-
004

0.0000 3.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.3277 0.3277 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3281

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Underground Utilities - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0106 0.1077 0.0784 1.1000e-
004

6.9500e-
003

6.9500e-
003

6.3900e-
003

6.3900e-
003

0.0000 10.3788 10.3788 3.1300e-
003

0.0000 10.4446

Total 0.0106 0.1077 0.0784 1.1000e-
004

6.9500e-
003

6.9500e-
003

6.3900e-
003

6.3900e-
003

0.0000 10.3788 10.3788 3.1300e-
003

0.0000 10.4446

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 2.7000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.3500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.5244 0.5244 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5250

Total 2.7000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.3500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.5244 0.5244 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5250

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Underground Utilities - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 4.7400e-
003

0.1006 0.0833 1.1000e-
004

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 10.3788 10.3788 3.1300e-
003

0.0000 10.4446

Total 4.7400e-
003

0.1006 0.0833 1.1000e-
004

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 10.3788 10.3788 3.1300e-
003

0.0000 10.4446

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 2.7000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.3500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.5244 0.5244 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5250

Total 2.7000e-
004

3.2000e-
004

3.3500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.5244 0.5244 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5250

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Building Construction - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1363 1.1403 0.7403 1.0700e-
003

0.0787 0.0787 0.0739 0.0739 0.0000 96.8614 96.8614 0.0240 0.0000 97.3659

Total 0.1363 1.1403 0.7403 1.0700e-
003

0.0787 0.0787 0.0739 0.0739 0.0000 96.8614 96.8614 0.0240 0.0000 97.3659

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 0.0187 0.1185 0.2307 2.9000e-
004

7.9800e-
003

1.8500e-
003

9.8400e-
003

2.2800e-
003

1.7000e-
003

3.9900e-
003

0.0000 26.4197 26.4197 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 26.4241

Worker 0.0313 0.0373 0.3908 8.2000e-
004

0.0685 5.2000e-
004

0.0690 0.0182 4.8000e-
004

0.0187 0.0000 61.0885 61.0885 3.2700e-
003

0.0000 61.1570

Total 0.0500 0.1558 0.6215 1.1100e-
003

0.0764 2.3700e-
003

0.0788 0.0205 2.1800e-
003

0.0227 0.0000 87.5081 87.5081 3.4800e-
003

0.0000 87.5812

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Building Construction - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0431 0.9385 0.7126 1.0700e-
003

0.0180 0.0180 0.0180 0.0180 0.0000 96.8613 96.8613 0.0240 0.0000 97.3658

Total 0.0431 0.9385 0.7126 1.0700e-
003

0.0180 0.0180 0.0180 0.0180 0.0000 96.8613 96.8613 0.0240 0.0000 97.3658

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 0.0187 0.1185 0.2307 2.9000e-
004

7.9800e-
003

1.8500e-
003

9.8400e-
003

2.2800e-
003

1.7000e-
003

3.9900e-
003

0.0000 26.4197 26.4197 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 26.4241

Worker 0.0313 0.0373 0.3908 8.2000e-
004

0.0685 5.2000e-
004

0.0690 0.0182 4.8000e-
004

0.0187 0.0000 61.0885 61.0885 3.2700e-
003

0.0000 61.1570

Total 0.0500 0.1558 0.6215 1.1100e-
003

0.0764 2.3700e-
003

0.0788 0.0205 2.1800e-
003

0.0227 0.0000 87.5081 87.5081 3.4800e-
003

0.0000 87.5812

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

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

Total 0.0209 0.2239 0.1482 2.2000e-
004

0.0126 0.0126 0.0116 0.0116 0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

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

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

Worker 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Total 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 9.1200e-
003

0.1970 0.1693 2.2000e-
004

3.2700e-
003

3.2700e-
003

3.2700e-
003

3.2700e-
003

0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

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

Total 9.1200e-
003

0.1970 0.1693 2.2000e-
004

3.2700e-
003

3.2700e-
003

3.2700e-
003

3.2700e-
003

0.0000 21.0138 21.0138 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 21.1469

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

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

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

Worker 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Total 5.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.2900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

2.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.9832 0.9832 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9843

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.8 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.0137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6800e-
003

0.0237 0.0188 3.0000e-
005

1.9700e-
003

1.9700e-
003

1.9700e-
003

1.9700e-
003

0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 3.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.5596

Total 1.0174 0.0237 0.0188 3.0000e-
005

1.9700e-
003

1.9700e-
003

1.9700e-
003

1.9700e-
003

0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 3.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.5596

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 1.5800e-
003

1.8800e-
003

0.0197 4.0000e-
005

3.4500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4800e-
003

9.2000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

9.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.0806 3.0806 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.0841

Total 1.5800e-
003

1.8800e-
003

0.0197 4.0000e-
005

3.4500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4800e-
003

9.2000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

9.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.0806 3.0806 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.0841

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.8 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 1.0137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.1400e-
003

0.0235 0.0183 3.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

4.8000e-
004

4.8000e-
004

4.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 3.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.5596

Total 1.0148 0.0235 0.0183 3.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

4.8000e-
004

4.8000e-
004

4.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 3.0000e-
004

0.0000 2.5596

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 1.5800e-
003

1.8800e-
003

0.0197 4.0000e-
005

3.4500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4800e-
003

9.2000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

9.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.0806 3.0806 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.0841

Total 1.5800e-
003

1.8800e-
003

0.0197 4.0000e-
005

3.4500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4800e-
003

9.2000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

9.4000e-
004

0.0000 3.0806 3.0806 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.0841

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 1.2905 2.9111 13.5845 0.0285 1.9931 0.0387 2.0318 0.5339 0.0356 0.5695 0.0000 2,171.516
6

2,171.516
6

0.0919 0.0000 2,173.446
5

Unmitigated 1.2905 2.9111 13.5845 0.0285 1.9931 0.0387 2.0318 0.5339 0.0356 0.5695 0.0000 2,171.516
6

2,171.516
6

0.0919 0.0000 2,173.446
5

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 2,086.56 2,086.56 2086.56 5,354,340 5,354,340

Total 2,086.56 2,086.56 2,086.56 5,354,340 5,354,340

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

Apartments Low Rise 10.00 5.00 6.50 46.50 12.50 41.00 86 11 3

5.0 Energy Detail4.4 Fleet Mix

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

0.504380 0.068251 0.178421 0.147199 0.044767 0.006294 0.020809 0.016358 0.002307 0.002286 0.006181 0.000572 0.002175

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 321.2715 321.2715 0.0158 3.2700e-
003

322.6152

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 328.8230 328.8230 0.0162 3.3400e-
003

330.1983

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0189 0.1612 0.0686 1.0300e-
003

0.0130 0.0130 0.0130 0.0130 0.0000 186.7141 186.7141 3.5800e-
003

3.4200e-
003

187.8504

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0237 0.2025 0.0862 1.2900e-
003

0.0164 0.0164 0.0164 0.0164 0.0000 234.5555 234.5555 4.5000e-
003

4.3000e-
003

235.9829

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

Apartments Low 
Rise

4.3954e
+006

0.0237 0.2025 0.0862 1.2900e-
003

0.0164 0.0164 0.0164 0.0164 0.0000 234.5555 234.5555 4.5000e-
003

4.3000e-
003

235.9829

Total 0.0237 0.2025 0.0862 1.2900e-
003

0.0164 0.0164 0.0164 0.0164 0.0000 234.5555 234.5555 4.5000e-
003

4.3000e-
003

235.9829

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

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

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

3.49889e
+006

0.0189 0.1612 0.0686 1.0300e-
003

0.0130 0.0130 0.0130 0.0130 0.0000 186.7141 186.7141 3.5800e-
003

3.4200e-
003

187.8504

Total 0.0189 0.1612 0.0686 1.0300e-
003

0.0130 0.0130 0.0130 0.0130 0.0000 186.7141 186.7141 3.5800e-
003

3.4200e-
003

187.8504

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.22805e
+006

328.8230 0.0162 3.3400e-
003

330.1983

Total 328.8230 0.0162 3.3400e-
003

330.1983

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.5732 0.0393 3.3750 1.8000e-
004

0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 5.4580 5.4580 5.4800e-
003

0.0000 5.5730

Unmitigated 1.5732 0.0393 3.3750 1.8000e-
004

0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 5.4580 5.4580 5.4800e-
003

0.0000 5.5730

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.19985e
+006

321.2715 0.0158 3.2700e-
003

322.6152

Total 321.2715 0.0158 3.2700e-
003

322.6152

Mitigated
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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

0.2027 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

1.2654 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.1051 0.0393 3.3750 1.8000e-
004

0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 5.4580 5.4580 5.4800e-
003

0.0000 5.5730

Total 1.5732 0.0393 3.3750 1.8000e-
004

0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 5.4580 5.4580 5.4800e-
003

0.0000 5.5730

Unmitigated
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Apply Water Conservation Strategy

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

0.2027 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

1.2654 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.1051 0.0393 3.3750 1.8000e-
004

0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 5.4580 5.4580 5.4800e-
003

0.0000 5.5730

Total 1.5732 0.0393 3.3750 1.8000e-
004

0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 5.4580 5.4580 5.4800e-
003

0.0000 5.5730

Mitigated
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 40.0789 0.0222 0.0133 44.6814

Unmitigated 48.1044 0.0277 0.0167 53.8493

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

21.1099 / 
13.3084

48.1044 0.0277 0.0167 53.8493

Total 48.1044 0.0277 0.0167 53.8493

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Institute Recycling and Composting Services

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

16.8879 / 
10.6467

40.0789 0.0222 0.0133 44.6814

Total 40.0789 0.0222 0.0133 44.6814

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 15.1269 0.8940 0.0000 33.9003

 Unmitigated 30.2538 1.7880 0.0000 67.8007

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

149.04 30.2538 1.7880 0.0000 67.8007

Total 30.2538 1.7880 0.0000 67.8007

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

74.52 15.1269 0.8940 0.0000 33.9003

Total 15.1269 0.8940 0.0000 33.9003

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Sacramento County, Winter

Sheldon Rd Apts

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Apartments Low Rise 324.00 Dwelling Unit 20.25 324,000.00 865

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

2017Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

590.31 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Assumptions based on input from Project Engineer

Off-road Equipment - Assumptions based on input from Project Engineer

Off-road Equipment - Assumptions based on input from Project Engineer

Off-road Equipment - Assumptions based on input from Project Engineer

Off-road Equipment - Assumptions based on input from Project Engineer

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - 

Grading - 

Demolition - 

Architectural Coating - Low-VOC Coatings

Vehicle Trips - DKS2015

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 2 and Level 2 DPF

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Waste Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Residential_Exterior 100.00 50.00

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Residential_Interior 100.00 50.00

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2
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tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation DPF No Change Level 2

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 3.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 3.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 5.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2
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tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 2

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 370.00 80.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 10.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 35.00 20.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 9/23/2016 12/16/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 11/17/2016 11/18/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 7/12/2016 6/28/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 12/16/2016 8/26/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 6/28/2016 6/14/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 7/26/2016 7/28/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 8/27/2016 11/19/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 7/29/2016 8/1/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/15/2016 6/1/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 11/19/2016 8/1/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/15/2016 6/1/2016

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/29/2016 7/1/2016

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.37 0.37

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Off-Highway Trucks
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Rollers

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.44

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.44

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 6.44
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2016 101.9002 55.0155 51.3275 0.0776 2.3312 3.2890 5.3811 0.5590 3.0642 3.6232 0.0000 7,450.725
9

7,450.725
9

1.5131 0.0000 7,482.500
9

Total 101.9002 55.0155 51.3275 0.0776 2.3312 3.2890 5.3811 0.5590 3.0642 3.6232 0.0000 7,450.725
9

7,450.725
9

1.5131 0.0000 7,482.500
9

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2016 101.6457 47.2846 52.7465 0.0776 2.0921 0.8385 2.9307 0.5590 0.8336 1.3925 0.0000 7,450.725
9

7,450.725
9

1.5131 0.0000 7,482.500
8

Total 101.6457 47.2846 52.7465 0.0776 2.0921 0.8385 2.9307 0.5590 0.8336 1.3925 0.0000 7,450.725
9

7,450.725
9

1.5131 0.0000 7,482.500
8

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

0.25 14.05 -2.76 0.00 10.26 74.50 45.54 0.00 72.80 61.57 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 8.8851 0.3147 26.9997 1.4100e-
003

0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.0000 48.1310 48.1310 0.0483 0.0000 49.1454

Energy 0.1299 1.1098 0.4722 7.0800e-
003

0.0897 0.0897 0.0897 0.0897 1,416.729
6

1,416.729
6

0.0272 0.0260 1,425.351
5

Mobile 7.4884 16.9115 81.8148 0.1534 11.3372 0.2137 11.5509 3.0285 0.1966 3.2251 12,877.19
64

12,877.19
64

0.5575 12,888.90
36

Total 16.5034 18.3360 109.2867 0.1619 11.3372 0.4501 11.7872 3.0285 0.4330 3.4615 0.0000 14,342.05
69

14,342.05
69

0.6330 0.0260 14,363.40
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 8.8851 0.3147 26.9997 1.4100e-
003

0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.0000 48.1310 48.1310 0.0483 0.0000 49.1454

Energy 0.1034 0.8834 0.3759 5.6400e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 1,127.764
9

1,127.764
9

0.0216 0.0207 1,134.628
3

Mobile 7.4884 16.9115 81.8148 0.1534 11.3372 0.2137 11.5509 3.0285 0.1966 3.2251 12,877.19
64

12,877.19
64

0.5575 12,888.90
36

Total 16.4769 18.1097 109.1904 0.1605 11.3372 0.4318 11.7689 3.0285 0.4147 3.4432 0.0000 14,053.09
23

14,053.09
23

0.6274 0.0207 14,072.67
73

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 Demolition Demolition 6/1/2016 6/14/2016 5 10

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 6/1/2016 6/14/2016 5 10

3 Grading Grading 6/1/2016 6/28/2016 5 20

4 Underground Utilities Trenching 7/1/2016 7/28/2016 5 20

5 Building Construction Building Construction 8/1/2016 11/18/2016 5 80

6 Paving Paving 8/1/2016 8/26/2016 5 20

7 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 11/19/2016 12/16/2016 5 20

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

0.16 1.23 0.09 0.89 0.00 4.07 0.16 0.00 4.23 0.53 0.00 2.01 2.01 0.87 20.37 2.02

Residential Indoor: 656,100; Residential Outdoor: 218,700; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – 
sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 40

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Demolition Excavators 1 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Grading Excavators 0 8.00 162 0.38

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 0 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Demolition Off-Highway Trucks 1 6.00 400 0.38

Underground Utilities Excavators 1 8.00 162 0.38

Underground Utilities Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Underground Utilities Rollers 1 8.00 80 0.38

Trips and VMT
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Use DPF for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Water Unpaved Roads

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Clean Paved Roads

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

Demolition 2 5.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 1 3.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 2 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 233.00 35.00 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 47.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Underground Utilities 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.1026 0.0000 0.1026 0.0155 0.0000 0.0155 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0982 12.6105 7.2379 0.0152 0.5266 0.5266 0.4845 0.4845 1,580.177
2

1,580.177
2

0.4766 1,590.186
5

Total 1.0982 12.6105 7.2379 0.0152 0.1026 0.5266 0.6292 0.0155 0.4845 0.5000 1,580.177
2

1,580.177
2

0.4766 1,590.186
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 0.0148 0.1339 0.2045 3.6000e-
004

8.6700e-
003

1.9200e-
003

0.0106 2.3700e-
003

1.7600e-
003

4.1300e-
003

36.1763 36.1763 2.6000e-
004

36.1817

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 0.0175 0.0224 0.2178 4.3000e-
004

0.0380 2.8000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.6000e-
004

0.0104 35.0945 35.0945 1.9300e-
003

35.1351

Total 0.0323 0.1563 0.4223 7.9000e-
004

0.0467 2.2000e-
003

0.0489 0.0125 2.0200e-
003

0.0145 71.2708 71.2708 2.1900e-
003

71.3167

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0462 0.0000 0.0462 6.9900e-
003

0.0000 6.9900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4488 12.1858 9.2710 0.0152 0.1584 0.1584 0.1584 0.1584 0.0000 1,580.177
2

1,580.177
2

0.4766 1,590.186
5

Total 0.4488 12.1858 9.2710 0.0152 0.0462 0.1584 0.2046 6.9900e-
003

0.1584 0.1654 0.0000 1,580.177
2

1,580.177
2

0.4766 1,590.186
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 0.0148 0.1339 0.2045 3.6000e-
004

8.6700e-
003

1.9200e-
003

0.0106 2.3700e-
003

1.7600e-
003

4.1300e-
003

36.1763 36.1763 2.6000e-
004

36.1817

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 0.0175 0.0224 0.2178 4.3000e-
004

0.0380 2.8000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.6000e-
004

0.0104 35.0945 35.0945 1.9300e-
003

35.1351

Total 0.0323 0.1563 0.4223 7.9000e-
004

0.0467 2.2000e-
003

0.0489 0.0125 2.0200e-
003

0.0145 71.2708 71.2708 2.1900e-
003

71.3167

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3406 3.2551 2.4126 3.1100e-
003

0.2506 0.2506 0.2306 0.2306 323.6773 323.6773 0.0976 325.7276

Total 0.3406 3.2551 2.4126 3.1100e-
003

0.0000 0.2506 0.2506 0.0000 0.2306 0.2306 323.6773 323.6773 0.0976 325.7276

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 0.0105 0.0134 0.1307 2.6000e-
004

0.0228 1.7000e-
004

0.0230 6.0500e-
003

1.5000e-
004

6.2100e-
003

21.0567 21.0567 1.1600e-
003

21.0810

Total 0.0105 0.0134 0.1307 2.6000e-
004

0.0228 1.7000e-
004

0.0230 6.0500e-
003

1.5000e-
004

6.2100e-
003

21.0567 21.0567 1.1600e-
003

21.0810

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1456 3.0067 2.3421 3.1100e-
003

0.0608 0.0608 0.0608 0.0608 0.0000 323.6773 323.6773 0.0976 325.7276

Total 0.1456 3.0067 2.3421 3.1100e-
003

0.0000 0.0608 0.0608 0.0000 0.0608 0.0608 0.0000 323.6773 323.6773 0.0976 325.7276

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 0.0105 0.0134 0.1307 2.6000e-
004

0.0228 1.7000e-
004

0.0230 6.0500e-
003

1.5000e-
004

6.2100e-
003

21.0567 21.0567 1.1600e-
003

21.0810

Total 0.0105 0.0134 0.1307 2.6000e-
004

0.0228 1.7000e-
004

0.0230 6.0500e-
003

1.5000e-
004

6.2100e-
003

21.0567 21.0567 1.1600e-
003

21.0810

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 2.1210 0.0000 2.1210 0.2290 0.0000 0.2290 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.7649 35.1914 22.0429 0.0298 1.4184 1.4184 1.3050 1.3050 3,094.951
0

3,094.951
0

0.9336 3,114.555
5

Total 2.7649 35.1914 22.0429 0.0298 2.1210 1.4184 3.5394 0.2290 1.3050 1.5340 3,094.951
0

3,094.951
0

0.9336 3,114.555
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

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

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

Worker 0.0175 0.0224 0.2178 4.3000e-
004

0.0380 2.8000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.6000e-
004

0.0104 35.0945 35.0945 1.9300e-
003

35.1351

Total 0.0175 0.0224 0.2178 4.3000e-
004

0.0380 2.8000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.6000e-
004

0.0104 35.0945 35.0945 1.9300e-
003

35.1351

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.9545 0.0000 0.9545 0.1031 0.0000 0.1031 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.7335 23.1655 15.8919 0.0298 0.2689 0.2689 0.2689 0.2689 0.0000 3,094.951
0

3,094.951
0

0.9336 3,114.555
5

Total 0.7335 23.1655 15.8919 0.0298 0.9545 0.2689 1.2234 0.1031 0.2689 0.3720 0.0000 3,094.951
0

3,094.951
0

0.9336 3,114.555
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

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

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

Worker 0.0175 0.0224 0.2178 4.3000e-
004

0.0380 2.8000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.6000e-
004

0.0104 35.0945 35.0945 1.9300e-
003

35.1351

Total 0.0175 0.0224 0.2178 4.3000e-
004

0.0380 2.8000e-
004

0.0383 0.0101 2.6000e-
004

0.0104 35.0945 35.0945 1.9300e-
003

35.1351

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Underground Utilities - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0619 10.7683 7.8365 0.0110 0.6950 0.6950 0.6394 0.6394 1,144.068
9

1,144.068
9

0.3451 1,151.315
8

Total 1.0619 10.7683 7.8365 0.0110 0.6950 0.6950 0.6394 0.6394 1,144.068
9

1,144.068
9

0.3451 1,151.315
8

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 0.0280 0.0358 0.3485 6.8000e-
004

0.0609 4.5000e-
004

0.0613 0.0161 4.1000e-
004

0.0166 56.1512 56.1512 3.0900e-
003

56.2161

Total 0.0280 0.0358 0.3485 6.8000e-
004

0.0609 4.5000e-
004

0.0613 0.0161 4.1000e-
004

0.0166 56.1512 56.1512 3.0900e-
003

56.2161

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Underground Utilities - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.4741 10.0593 8.3286 0.0110 0.1812 0.1812 0.1812 0.1812 0.0000 1,144.068
9

1,144.068
9

0.3451 1,151.315
8

Total 0.4741 10.0593 8.3286 0.0110 0.1812 0.1812 0.1812 0.1812 0.0000 1,144.068
9

1,144.068
9

0.3451 1,151.315
8

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 0.0280 0.0358 0.3485 6.8000e-
004

0.0609 4.5000e-
004

0.0613 0.0161 4.1000e-
004

0.0166 56.1512 56.1512 3.0900e-
003

56.2161

Total 0.0280 0.0358 0.3485 6.8000e-
004

0.0609 4.5000e-
004

0.0613 0.0161 4.1000e-
004

0.0166 56.1512 56.1512 3.0900e-
003

56.2161

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Building Construction - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268 1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 2,669.286
4

2,669.286
4

0.6620 2,683.189
0

Total 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268 1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 2,669.286
4

2,669.286
4

0.6620 2,683.189
0

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 0.5566 3.0139 7.2002 7.3000e-
003

0.2056 0.0468 0.2524 0.0585 0.0429 0.1015 724.3752 724.3752 5.9200e-
003

724.4995

Worker 0.8146 1.0422 10.1497 0.0199 1.7724 0.0130 1.7855 0.4702 0.0120 0.4821 1,635.404
1

1,635.404
1

0.0900 1,637.293
7

Total 1.3713 4.0561 17.3499 0.0272 1.9780 0.0598 2.0378 0.5287 0.0549 0.5836 2,359.779
2

2,359.779
2

0.0959 2,361.793
2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Building Construction - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0782 23.4615 17.8156 0.0268 0.4508 0.4508 0.4508 0.4508 0.0000 2,669.286
4

2,669.286
4

0.6620 2,683.189
0

Total 1.0782 23.4615 17.8156 0.0268 0.4508 0.4508 0.4508 0.4508 0.0000 2,669.286
4

2,669.286
4

0.6620 2,683.189
0

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 0.5566 3.0139 7.2002 7.3000e-
003

0.2056 0.0468 0.2524 0.0585 0.0429 0.1015 724.3752 724.3752 5.9200e-
003

724.4995

Worker 0.8146 1.0422 10.1497 0.0199 1.7724 0.0130 1.7855 0.4702 0.0120 0.4821 1,635.404
1

1,635.404
1

0.0900 1,637.293
7

Total 1.3713 4.0561 17.3499 0.0272 1.9780 0.0598 2.0378 0.5287 0.0549 0.5836 2,359.779
2

2,359.779
2

0.0959 2,361.793
2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

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

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

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

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

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

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

Worker 0.0524 0.0671 0.6534 1.2800e-
003

0.1141 8.4000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.7000e-
004

0.0310 105.2835 105.2835 5.7900e-
003

105.4052

Total 0.0524 0.0671 0.6534 1.2800e-
003

0.1141 8.4000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.7000e-
004

0.0310 105.2835 105.2835 5.7900e-
003

105.4052

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Paving - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9122 19.6998 16.9276 0.0223 0.3271 0.3271 0.3271 0.3271 0.0000 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9122 19.6998 16.9276 0.0223 0.3271 0.3271 0.3271 0.3271 0.0000 2,316.376
7

2,316.376
7

0.6987 2,331.049
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

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

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

Worker 0.0524 0.0671 0.6534 1.2800e-
003

0.1141 8.4000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.7000e-
004

0.0310 105.2835 105.2835 5.7900e-
003

105.4052

Total 0.0524 0.0671 0.6534 1.2800e-
003

0.1141 8.4000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.7000e-
004

0.0310 105.2835 105.2835 5.7900e-
003

105.4052

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.8 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 101.3675 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3685 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Total 101.7359 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

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 0.1643 0.2102 2.0474 4.0100e-
003

0.3575 2.6300e-
003

0.3602 0.0948 2.4100e-
003

0.0973 329.8884 329.8884 0.0182 330.2696

Total 0.1643 0.2102 2.0474 4.0100e-
003

0.3575 2.6300e-
003

0.3602 0.0948 2.4100e-
003

0.0973 329.8884 329.8884 0.0182 330.2696

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.8 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 101.3675 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1139 2.3524 1.8324 2.9700e-
003

0.0475 0.0475 0.0475 0.0475 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Total 101.4814 2.3524 1.8324 2.9700e-
003

0.0475 0.0475 0.0475 0.0475 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

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 0.1643 0.2102 2.0474 4.0100e-
003

0.3575 2.6300e-
003

0.3602 0.0948 2.4100e-
003

0.0973 329.8884 329.8884 0.0182 330.2696

Total 0.1643 0.2102 2.0474 4.0100e-
003

0.3575 2.6300e-
003

0.3602 0.0948 2.4100e-
003

0.0973 329.8884 329.8884 0.0182 330.2696

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 7.4884 16.9115 81.8148 0.1534 11.3372 0.2137 11.5509 3.0285 0.1966 3.2251 12,877.19
64

12,877.19
64

0.5575 12,888.90
36

Unmitigated 7.4884 16.9115 81.8148 0.1534 11.3372 0.2137 11.5509 3.0285 0.1966 3.2251 12,877.19
64

12,877.19
64

0.5575 12,888.90
36

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 2,086.56 2,086.56 2086.56 5,354,340 5,354,340

Total 2,086.56 2,086.56 2,086.56 5,354,340 5,354,340

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

Apartments Low Rise 10.00 5.00 6.50 46.50 12.50 41.00 86 11 3

5.0 Energy Detail4.4 Fleet Mix

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

0.504380 0.068251 0.178421 0.147199 0.044767 0.006294 0.020809 0.016358 0.002307 0.002286 0.006181 0.000572 0.002175

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

0.1034 0.8834 0.3759 5.6400e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 1,127.764
9

1,127.764
9

0.0216 0.0207 1,134.628
3

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.1299 1.1098 0.4722 7.0800e-
003

0.0897 0.0897 0.0897 0.0897 1,416.729
6

1,416.729
6

0.0272 0.0260 1,425.351
5

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

Apartments Low 
Rise

12042.2 0.1299 1.1098 0.4722 7.0800e-
003

0.0897 0.0897 0.0897 0.0897 1,416.729
6

1,416.729
6

0.0272 0.0260 1,425.351
5

Total 0.1299 1.1098 0.4722 7.0800e-
003

0.0897 0.0897 0.0897 0.0897 1,416.729
6

1,416.729
6

0.0272 0.0260 1,425.351
5

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 8.8851 0.3147 26.9997 1.4100e-
003

0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.0000 48.1310 48.1310 0.0483 0.0000 49.1454

Unmitigated 8.8851 0.3147 26.9997 1.4100e-
003

0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.0000 48.1310 48.1310 0.0483 0.0000 49.1454

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

Apartments Low 
Rise

9.586 0.1034 0.8834 0.3759 5.6400e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 1,127.764
9

1,127.764
9

0.0216 0.0207 1,134.628
3

Total 0.1034 0.8834 0.3759 5.6400e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 1,127.764
9

1,127.764
9

0.0216 0.0207 1,134.628
3

Mitigated
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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

1.1109 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

6.9336 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.8407 0.3147 26.9997 1.4100e-
003

0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 48.1310 48.1310 0.0483 49.1454

Total 8.8851 0.3147 26.9997 1.4100e-
003

0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.0000 48.1310 48.1310 0.0483 0.0000 49.1454

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Institute Recycling and Composting Services

Apply Water Conservation Strategy

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

1.1109 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

6.9336 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.8407 0.3147 26.9997 1.4100e-
003

0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 48.1310 48.1310 0.0483 49.1454

Total 8.8851 0.3147 26.9997 1.4100e-
003

0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.1466 0.0000 48.1310 48.1310 0.0483 0.0000 49.1454

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Foothill Associates’ biologists prepared this Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) for 
the 8151 Sheldon Road Project (Project Site), located in the City of Sacramento, 
California.  A BRA was prepared for a portion of this Project Site in 2006 (Foothill 
Associates 2006).  The purpose of this BRA is to provide an updated assessment of 
current conditions, to summarize the general biological resources within the Project Site, 
to assess the suitability of the Project Site to support special-status species and sensitive 
habitat types, to provide recommendations for regulatory permitting or further analysis 
that may be required, and to recommend mitigation measures to avoid or minimize 
potential impacts to special-status species and sensitive habitat types.   

Biological constraints within the Project Site include known or potential habitat for: 

• Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swansoni); 

• Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia); 

• Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus); 

• Short-eared owl (Asio flammeus); 

• White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus); 

• Migratory birds and raptors; and   

• Sensitive habitats (oak trees and potential waters of the State).  
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 

This BRA summarizes the general biological resources within the Project Site, assesses 
the suitability of the Project Site to support special-status species and sensitive habitat 
types, provides recommendations for regulatory permitting or further analysis that may 
be required, and provides recommended mitigation measures to avoid or minimize 
potential impacts to special-status species and sensitive habitat types.   
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3.0 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

Federal, State, and local environmental laws, regulations, and policies relevant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process are summarized below.  
The CEQA significance criteria are also included in this section.   

3.1 Federal Jurisdiction 

3.1.1 Federal Endangered Species Act 
The U.S. Congress passed the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) in 1973 to protect 
those species that are endangered or threatened with extinction.  FESA is intended to 
operate in conjunction with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to help 
protect the ecosystems upon which endangered and threatened species depend. 

FESA prohibits the “take” of endangered or threatened wildlife species.  “Take” is 
defined to include harassing, harming, pursuing, hunting, shooting, wounding, killing, 
trapping, capturing, or collecting wildlife species or any attempt to engage in such 
conduct (FESA Section 3 [(3)(19)]).  Harm is further defined to include significant 
habitat modification or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by 
significantly impairing behavioral patterns (50 CFR §17.3).  Harass is defined as actions 
that create the likelihood of injury to listed species to such an extent as to significantly 
disrupt normal behavior patterns (50 CFR §17.3).  Actions that result in take can result in 
civil or criminal penalties.   

FESA and Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 guidelines prohibit the issuance of 
wetland permits for projects that jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered 
species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
habitat of such species.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) must consult with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) when threatened or endangered species under their jurisdiction may be 
affected by a proposed project.  In the context of the proposed project, FESA would be 
initiated if development resulted in take of a threatened or endangered species or if 
issuance of a Section 404 permit or other federal agency action could result in take of an 
endangered species or adversely modify critical habitat of such a species.   

3.1.2 Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
Raptors (birds of prey), migratory birds, and other avian species are protected by a 
number of State and federal laws.  The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 
prohibits the killing, possessing, or trading of migratory birds except in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Interior.   
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3.1.3 The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (Eagle Act) prohibits the taking or possession 
of and commerce in bald and golden eagles with limited exceptions.  Under the Eagle 
Act, it is a violation to “take, possess, sell, purchase, barter, offer to sell, transport, export 
or import, at any time or in any manner, any bald eagle commonly known as the 
American eagle, or golden eagle, alive or dead, or any part, nest, or egg, thereof.”  Take 
is defined to include pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, 
destroy, molest, and disturb.  Disturb is further defined in 50 CFR Part 22.3 as “to agitate 
or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, based on the 
best scientific information available (1) injury to an eagle, (2) a decrease in its 
productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering 
behavior, or (3) nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, 
feeding, or sheltering behavior.”   

3.2 State Jurisdiction 

3.2.1 California Endangered Species Act  
The State of California enacted the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) in 1984.  
CESA is similar to the FESA but pertains to State-listed endangered and threatened 
species.  CESA requires state agencies to consult with the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW), when preparing California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
documents.  The purpose is to ensure that the state lead agency actions do not jeopardize 
the continued existence of a listed species or result in the destruction, or adverse 
modification of habitat essential to the continued existence of those species, if there are 
reasonable and prudent alternatives available (Fish and Game Code §2080).  CESA 
directs agencies to consult with CDFW on projects or actions that could affect listed 
species, directs CDFW to determine whether jeopardy would occur and allows CDFW to 
identify “reasonable and prudent alternatives” to the project consistent with conserving 
the species.  CESA allows CDFW to authorize exceptions to the State’s prohibition 
against take of a listed species if the "take" of a listed species is incidental to carrying out 
an otherwise lawful project that has been approved under CEQA (Fish & Game Code § 
2081).   

3.2.2 California Department of Fish and Game Codes 
Fully protected fish species are protected under Section 5515; fully protected amphibian 
and reptile species are protected under Section 5050; fully protected bird species are 
protected under Section 3511; and fully protected mammal species are protected under 
Section 4700.  The California Fish and Game Code defines take as “hunt, pursue, catch, 
capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.”  Except for take related 
to scientific research, all take of fully protected species is prohibited.  

Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibits the killing of birds or the 
destruction of bird nests. Section 3503.5 prohibits the killing of raptor species and the 
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destruction of raptor nests.  Sections 2062 and 2067 define endangered and threatened 
species.   

3.2.3 California Department of Fish and Wildlife Species of Concern 
In addition to formal listing under FESA and CESA, species receive additional 
consideration by CDFW and local lead agencies during the CEQA process.  Species that 
may be considered for review are included on a list of “Species of Special Concern,” 
developed by the CDFW.  It tracks species in California whose numbers, reproductive 
success, or habitat may be threatened.   

3.3 Jurisdictional Waters 

3.3.1 Federal Jurisdiction 
The Corps regulates discharge of dredge or fill material into waters of the U.S. under 
Section 404 of the CWA.  “Discharges of fill material” is defined as the addition of fill 
material into waters of the U.S., including, but not limited to the following: placement of 
fill that is necessary for the construction of any structure, or impoundment requiring rock, 
sand, dirt, or other material for its construction; site-development fills for recreational, 
industrial, commercial, residential, and other uses; causeways or road fills; fill for intake 
and outfall pipes and subaqueous utility lines [33 C.F.R. §328.2(f)].  In addition, Section 
401 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. 1341) requires any applicant for a Federal license or permit 
to conduct any activity that may result in a discharge of a pollutant into waters of the U.S. 
to obtain a certification that the discharge will comply with the applicable effluent 
limitations and water quality standards.   

Waters of the U.S. include a range of wet environments such as lakes, rivers, streams 
(including intermittent streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, and wet 
meadows.  Boundaries between jurisdictional waters and uplands are determined in a 
variety of ways depending on which type of waters is present.  Methods for delineating 
wetlands and non-tidal waters are described below.   

• Wetlands are defined as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support and under normal 
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in 
saturated soil conditions” [33 C.F.R. §328.3(b)].  Presently, to be a wetland, a site 
must exhibit three wetland criteria: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and 
wetland hydrology existing under the “normal circumstances” for the site.   

• The lateral extent of non-tidal waters is determined by delineating the ordinary 
high water mark (OHWM) [33 C.F.R. §328.4(c)(1)].  The OHWM is defined by 
the Corps as “that line on shore established by the fluctuations of water and 
indicated by physical character of the soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the 
presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the 
characteristics of the surrounding areas” [33 C.F.R. §328.3(e)].   
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3.3.2 State Jurisdiction 
CDFW is a trustee agency that has jurisdiction under Section 1600 et seq. of the 
California Fish and Game Code.  Under Sections 1602 and 1603, a private party must 
notify CDFW if a proposed project will “substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow 
or substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake designated 
by the department, or use any material from the streambeds…except when the 
department has been notified pursuant to Section 1601.”  Additionally, CDFW may assert 
jurisdiction over native riparian habitat adjacent to aquatic features, including native trees 
over 4 inches in diameter at breast height (DBH).  If an existing fish or wildlife resource 
may be substantially adversely affected by the activity, CDFW may propose reasonable 
measures that will allow protection of those resources.  If these measures are agreeable to 
the parties involved, they may enter into an agreement with CDFW identifying the 
approved activities and associated mitigation measures.   

Section 13260(a) of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (contained in the 
California Water Code) requires any person discharging waste or proposing to discharge 
waste, other than to a community sewer system, within any region that could affect the 
quality of the waters of the State (all surface and subsurface waters) to file a report of 
waste discharge.  The discharge of dredged or fill material may constitute a discharge of 
waste that could affect the quality of waters of the State.  All of the wetlands and 
waterways in the Project Site are waters of the State, which are protected under this act.  

Historically, California relied on its authority under Section 401 of the CWA to regulate 
discharges of dredged or fill material to California waters.  That section requires an 
applicant to obtain “water quality certification” from the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) through its Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) to 
ensure compliance with state water quality standards before certain federal licenses or 
permits may be issued.  The permits subject to Section 401 include permits for the 
discharge of dredged or fill materials (CWA Section 404 permits) issued by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers.  Waste discharge requirements under the Porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Control Act were typically waived for projects that required certification.  
With the recent changes that limited the jurisdiction of wetlands under the CWA, the 
SWRCB has needed to rely on the report of waste discharge process.  

3.4 CEQA Significance Criteria 
Section 15064.7 of the CEQA Guidelines encourages local agencies to develop and 
publish the thresholds that the agency uses in determining the significance of 
environmental effects caused by projects under its review.  However, agencies may also 
rely upon the guidance provided by the expanded Initial Study checklist contained in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  Appendix G provides examples of impacts that 
would normally be considered significant.  Based on these examples, impacts to 
biological resources would normally be considered significant if the project would: 

• Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS; 
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• Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFW 
or USFWS; 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the CWA (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

• Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species, or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; 

• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 
a tree preservation policy or ordinance; and 

• Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural 
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, regional or state 
habitat conservation plan. 

An evaluation of whether or not an impact on biological resources would be substantial 
must consider both the resource itself and how that resource fits into a regional or local 
context.  Substantial impacts would be those that would diminish, or result in the loss of, 
an important biological resource, or those that would obviously conflict with local, State, 
or federal resource conservation plans, goals, or regulations.  Impacts are sometimes 
locally important but not significant according to CEQA.  The reason for this is that 
although the impacts would result in an adverse alteration of existing conditions, they 
would not substantially diminish, or result in the permanent loss of, an important resource 
on a population-wide or region-wide basis.   

3.4.1 California Native Plant Society 
The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) maintains a rank of plant species native to 
California that has low population numbers, limited distribution, or are otherwise 
threatened with extinction.  This information is published in the Inventory of Rare and 
Endangered Vascular Plants of California.  Potential impacts to populations of CNPS-
ranked plants receive consideration under CEQA review.  The following identifies the 
definitions of the CNPS ranks: 

• Rank 1A:  Plants presumed Extinct in California 

• Rank 1B:  Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere 

• Rank 2:  Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, but more numerous 
elsewhere 

• Rank 3:  Plants about which we need more information – A Review List 

• Rank 4:  Plants of limited distribution – A Watch List 
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All plants appearing on CNPS Ranked 1 or 2 are considered to meet CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15380 criteria.  While only some of the plants ranked 3 and 4 meet the definitions 
of threatened or endangered species, the CNPS recommends that all Rank 3 and Rank 4 
plants be evaluated for consideration under CEQA.  

3.4.2 City of Sacramento Tree Ordinance 
The City of Sacramento City Code (City Code) protects City Street Trees (any tree 
growing on a public street right-of-way) and heritage trees.  According to City General 
Tree Ordinance Code #12.56.060, a heritage tree is defined as: 

Any tree of any species with a trunk circumference of 100 inches (31.8 inches 
diameter at breast height; DBH) or more at 4.5 feet from the ground, which is of 
good quality in terms of health, vigor of growth and conformity to generally 
accepted horticultural standards of shape and location for its species. 

Any oak (Quercus sp.), sycamore (Platanus racemosa), or buckeye (Aesculus 
california) having a circumference of 36 inches (11.5 inches DBH) or greater 
when a single trunk, or a cumulative circumference of 36 inches (11.5 inches 
DBH) or greater when a multi-trunk, which is of good quality in terms of health, 
vigor of growth and conformity to generally accepted horticultural standards of 
shape and location for its species.   

Any tree 36 inches in circumference (11.5 inches DBH) or greater in a riparian 
zone.  The riparian zone is measured from the centerline of the water course to 30 
feet beyond the high water line.   

Any tree, grove of trees, or woodland trees designated by resolution of the City 
Council to be of special historical or environmental value or of significant 
community benefit (Ord. 2008-018 § 3; prior code § 45.04.211).   
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4.0 METHODS 

Available information pertaining to the natural resources of the region was reviewed.  All 
references reviewed for this assessment are listed in the References section.  The 
following site-specific information was reviewed:  

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).  2015.  California Natural 
Diversity Data Base (CNDDB:  Bruceville, Carmichael, Clarksburg, Courtland, 
Elk Grove, Florin, Galt, Sacramento East, and Sacramento West U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute series quadrangles (quadrangles)), Sacramento, CA. 
[Accessed 11/30/2015] (Appendix A); 

• California Native Plant Society (CNPS).  2015.  Inventory of Rare and 
Endangered Plants (online edition, v8-01a) (CNPS:  Bruceville, Carmichael, 
Clarksburg, Courtland, Elk Grove, Florin, Galt, Sacramento East, and 
Sacramento West quadrangles). [Accessed 11/30/2015] (Appendix A); 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  2015.  Information for Planning and 
Conservation (IPaC) Trust Resource Report:  My Project. [Accessed 11/30/2015] 
(Appendix A); and 

• U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resource Conservation Service 
(NRCS).  1993.  Soil Survey of Sacramento County, California.  U.S. Department 
of Agriculture.   

Foothill Associates’ biologists conducted a biological survey on December 3, 2015.  The 
biological survey consisted of conducting botanical inventories, evaluating biological 
communities, determining whether wetlands and waterways occur, and documenting 
habitat for special-status species with the potential to occur within the Project Site.  
Plants and wildlife observed within the Project Site are identified in Appendix B.   

A wetland delineation was prepared for the majority of the Project Site in 2007 (Foothill 
Associates 2007a).  Although the wetland delineation does not include a 0.7-acre portion 
of the Project Site associated with a remnant residential dwelling, this portion of the 
Project Site does not contain wetland features.  The Corps verified the delineation on 
September 11, 2007.  A subsequent delineation map was submitted on August 21, 2012 
requesting an approved determination (Foothill Associates 2012).  The Corps verified the 
2012 delineation on October 16, 2012.  The Corps concurred that the features onsite are 
intrastate isolated waters with no apparent interstate or foreign commerce connection and 
are therefore not regulated by the Corps.   

Protocol-level invertebrate surveys were conducted during the dry season in 2006 
(EcoAnalysts, Inc. 2006) and during the wet season from 2006 to 2007 (Foothill 
Associates 2007b).  The results of the surveys are summarized herein.   
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5.0 RESULTS 

5.1 Site Location and Description 
The Project Site consists of 19.7 acres of disturbed land within the City of Sacramento, 
California that is currently composed of disturbed non-native annual grassland and 
disturbed/developed areas associated with graded roads, a cargo container storage lot, and 
a foundation associated with a remnant residence.  The disturbed non-native annual 
grassland had been recently tilled and appears to be tilled periodically as part of the 
normal maintenance of the Project Site.  Land uses surrounding the Project Site include 
single-family residences to the north, commercial complexes and State Highway 99 to the 
east, Sheldon Road and commercial retail complexes to the south, and Sheldon Golf 
Center and single-family residences to the west.  The Project Site is located within 
Township 17 North, Range 5 East, and Section 23 of the Florin quadrangle (Figure 1).   

5.2 Physical Features 

5.2.1 Topography and Drainage 
Topography within the Project Site is relatively level.  Elevations range from 
approximately 25 to 30 feet above mean sea level (MSL).  Scattered seasonal depressions 
collect some limited surface runoff from the Project Site.  A manmade roadside ditch 
flows north to south along the western edge of a graded road.  Surface runoff drains 
southward to a roadside ditch that runs along the north side of Sheldon Road to the south 
of the Project Site.   

5.2.2 Soils 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has mapped two soil units within 
the Project Site (Figure 2):  San Joaquin Silt Loam, Leveled, 0 to 1 Percent Slopes and 
San Joaquin-Galt Complex, 0 to 3 Percent Slopes.  General characteristics associated 
with these soils types are described below (USDA, NRCS 1993, 2015a, and 2015b).   

• (213) San Joaquin Silt Loam, Leveled, 0 to 1 Percent Slopes:  This soil unit is 
found on low terraces at an elevation of 20 to 125 feet above MSL.  San Joaquin silt 
loam is a moderately deep, moderately well-drained soil formed in alluvium derived 
from dominantly granitic rocks.  Permeability is very slow and runoff is very slow.  
Available water capacity is low.  The hydric soils list for Sacramento County does not 
identify any hydric inclusions within this soil type. (USDA, NRCS 2015b).   

• San Joaquin-Galt Complex, 0 to 3 Percent Slopes:  This soil unit is found on low 
terraces at an elevation of 20 to 95 feet above MSL.  The San Joaquin soil is 
moderately deep and moderately well-drained.  Permeability is very slow and runoff 
is slow.  It formed in alluvium derived from mixed granitic rocks.  The Galt soil is 
moderately deep and moderately well-drained.  Permeability is slow and runoff is 
ponded.  It formed in textured alluvium derived from granitic rocks.  Most areas with 
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this soil type are used for rangeland.  The hydric soils list for Sacramento County 
identifies the Galt hydric component occurring within depressions and the Clearlake 
hydric inclusion found on basin floors as occurring within this soil unit (USDA, 
NRCS 2015b).   

5.3 Wildlife Corridors 
Wildlife corridors link together areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are otherwise 
separated by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human disturbance.  The 
fragmentation of open space areas by urbanization creates isolated "islands" of wildlife 
habitat.  Fragmentation can also occur when a portion of one or more habitats is 
converted into another habitat, such as when woodland or scrub habitat is altered or 
converted into grasslands after a disturbance such as fire, mudslide, or grading activities.  
Wildlife corridors mitigate the effects of this fragmentation by:  (1) allowing animals to 
move between remaining habitats, thereby permitting depleted populations to be 
replenished and promoting genetic exchange; (2) providing escape routes from fire, 
predators, and human disturbances, thus reducing the risk of catastrophic events (such as 
fire or disease) on population or local species extinction; and (3) serving as travel routes 
for individual animals as they move within their home ranges in search of food, water, 
mates, and other needs. 

The Project Site is not part of a major or local wildlife corridor/travel route because it 
does not connect two significant habitats.  The Project Site is surrounded by single-family 
residences to the north, commercial complexes and State Highway 99 to the east, Sheldon 
Road and commercial retail complexes to the south, and Sheldon Golf Center and single-
family residences to the west.  Therefore, no wildlife corridors occur within the Project 
Site.   

5.4 Biological Communities 
The following biological communities occur within the Project Site:  disturbed non-
native annual grassland, disturbed/developed, depressional seasonal wetland, and 
ditch/canal.  Table 1 below summarizes the biological communities by acreages.  
Dominant vegetation observed within each biological community is discussed in detail 
below.  A comprehensive list of plants observed within the Project Site is provided in 
Appendix B.  The biological communities are depicted in Figure 3.   

Table 1 — Biological Communities by Acreages 

Biological Community Total Acreage1 
Non-Native Annual Grassland 15.02 
Disturbed/Developed   4.43 
Depressional Seasonal Wetland   0.19 
Ditch/Canal   0.01 
Total 19.65 

1GIS calculations may not reflect exact acreage of Project Site due to rounding. 
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5.4.1 Non-Native Annual Grassland 
Disturbed non-native annual grassland occurs throughout the Project Site.  The majority 
of the disturbed non-native annual grassland had been recently tilled.  Dominant 
vegetation includes: wild oat (Avena fatua), soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), ripgut grass 
(Bromus diandrus), winter vetch (Vicia villosa), yellow star-thistle (Centaurea 
solstitialis), and filaree (Erodium botrys).  Isolated trees and shrubs including coyote 
bush (Baccharis pilularis), Aleppo pine (Pinus halepensis), valley oak (Quercus lobata), 
common fig (Ficus carica), mulberry (Morus sp.), and eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.) occur 
within the disturbed non-native annual grassland.   

5.4.2 Disturbed/Developed 
Disturbed/developed areas occur throughout the southern and eastern portions of the 
Project Site.  Disturbed/developed areas include: graded roads, a cargo container storage 
lot, and a foundation associated with a remnant residence.  Dominant vegetation includes 
soft chess, wild oat, yellow star-thistle, Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), rose 
(Rosa sp.), and annual canarygrass (Phalaris canariensis).  Mexican fan palms 
(Washingtonia robusta) are growing throughout the developed areas.   

5.4.3 Depressional Seasonal Wetland 
Depressional seasonal wetlands were mapped and verified in the wetland delineation in 
2012.  The locations of these features were not apparent during the December 3, 2015 
biological survey.  Based on current conditions, only a few low spots less than one inch 
in depth are present within the areas where these features were previously mapped due to 
ongoing disking.  Dominant vegetation within the depressional seasonal wetlands 
includes: ryegrass (Festuca perennis), soft chess, and ripgut grass.   

5.4.4 Ditch/Canal 
One manmade roadside ditch occurs within the Project Site.  Dominant vegetation 
includes the upland species identified within the disturbed non-native annual grassland 
biological community.   

5.5 Wildlife Observed 

Commonly occurring wildlife observed within the Project Site includes:  western scrub 
jay (Aphelocoma californica), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), black phoebe 
(Sayornis nigricans), and black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus).  A comprehensive 
list of wildlife observed is provided in Appendix B.   

5.6 Special-Status Species 
Special-status species are plant and animal species that have been afforded special 
recognition by federal, State, or local resource agencies or organizations.  Listed and 
special-status species are of relatively limited distribution and may require specialized 
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habitat conditions.  Special-status species are defined as meeting one or more of the 
following criteria: 

• Listed or proposed for listing under the CESA or the FESA; 

• Protected under other regulations (e.g. Migratory Bird Treaty Act); 

• CDFW Species of Special Concern; 

• Plant species ranked by the CNPS; or  

• Receive consideration during environmental review under CEQA. 

Special-status species considered for this analysis are based on the CNDDB, CNPS, and 
USFWS lists.  CNDDB occurrences of special-status species documented within five 
miles of the Project Site are illustrated within Figure 4 (CDFW 2015).  Appendix C 
includes the common and scientific names for each species, regulatory status (federal, 
State, local, CNPS), habitat descriptions, and potential for occurrence on the Project Site.  
The following set of criteria has been used to determine each species potential for 
occurrence within the Project Site:   

• Present:  Species known to occur within the Project Site based on CNDDB records 
and/or observed within the Project Site during the biological survey. 

• High:  Species known to occur on or near the Project Site (based on CNDDB records 
within five miles and/or based on professional expertise specific to the Project Site or 
species) and there is suitable habitat within the Project Site. 

• Low:  Species known to occur in the vicinity of the Project Site and there is marginal 
habitat within the Project Site -OR- Species is not known to occur in the vicinity of 
the site, however, there is suitable habitat on the site. 

• None:  Species is not known to occur on or in the vicinity of the Project Site and there 
is no suitable habitat within the Project Site -OR- The Project Site does not provide 
suitable soils or occurs outside of the known elevation or geographic ranges -OR- 
Species is not known in Sacramento County.   

Only those species that are known to be present or that have a high or low potential for 
occurrence will be discussed further in the following paragraphs.   

5.6.1 Listed and Special-Status Plants 

No special-status plants have the potential to occur within the Project Site.   
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5.6.2 Listed and Special-Status Wildlife 
The following special-status wildlife species have a high potential to occur within the 
Project Site:  Swainson’s hawk.  The following special-status wildlife have a low 
potential to occur within the Project Site: burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, short-eared 
owl, and white-tailed kite.  The following special-status wildlife no longer have the 
potential to occur due to lack of habitat based on current conditions: vernal pool 
invertebrates including vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp.  These 
species are discussed in detail below.   

Wildlife with a High Potential to Occur 
Swainson’s Hawk 

Swainson’s hawk is a long-distance migrant with nesting grounds in western North 
America.  The Swainson’s hawk population that nests in the Central Valley winters 
primarily in Mexico, while the population that nests in the interior portions of North 
America winters in South America (Bradbury et. al., in prep.).  Swainson’s hawks arrive 
in the Central Valley between March and early April to establish breeding territories.  
Breeding occurs from late March to late August, peaking in late May through July 
(Zeiner et. al., 1990).  In the Central Valley, Swainson’s hawks nest in isolated trees, 
small groves, or large woodlands next to open grasslands or agricultural fields.  This 
species typically nests near riparian areas; however, it has been known to nest in urban 
areas as well.  Valley oak, Fremont cottonwood, walnut, and large willow trees, ranging 
in height from 41 to 82 feet, are the most commonly used nest trees in the Central Valley 
(County of Sacramento 2007).  Nest locations are usually in close proximity (up to a 10-
mile radius) to suitable foraging habitats, which include fallow fields, all types of 
grasslands, irrigated pastures, alfalfa and other hay crops, and low-growing row crops 
(SAIC 2012).  Swainson’s hawks leave their breeding grounds to return to their wintering 
grounds in late August or early September (Bloom and De Water 1994).   

There are 162 CNDDB occurrences of this species within five miles of the Project Site 
(Figure 4) (CDFW 2015).  The nearest CNDDB occurrence is from 2002 and is located 
0.05 miles northeast of the Project Site.  The nearest CNDDB occurrence (Occurrence 
#2245) that documents an active nest within the last five years is from 2011 and is 
located approximately 3.52 miles east of the Project Site.  The record states that a nest 
was observed in a medium-sized oak tree.   

The Project Site provides marginal nesting habitat since it does not contain tall mature 
trees aside from a single eucalyptus tree within the southeastern portion of the Project 
Site.  No Swainson’s hawks were observed during the December 3, 2015 biological 
survey; however, the survey was conducted outside of the breeding season.  The 
generally accepted nesting season is from February 1 through August 31.  There is a high 
potential for this species to forage in the non-native annual grassland within the Project 
Site.   
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Wildlife with a Low Potential to Occur 
Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing owl is a small ground-dwelling owl that occurs in western North America 
from Canada to Mexico and east to Texas and Louisiana.  Although in certain areas of its 
range burrowing owls are migratory, these owls are predominantly non-migratory in 
California.  The breeding season for burrowing owls occurs from March to August, 
peaking in April and May (Zeiner et. al. 1990).  Burrowing owls nest in burrows in the 
ground, often in old ground squirrel burrows.  Burrowing owl also uses artificial burrows 
including pipes, culverts, and nest boxes.  There are nine CNDDB records for this species 
within five miles of the Project Site (CDFW 2015).  The disturbed non-native annual 
grassland provides nesting or wintering habitat for this species, however, no burrowing 
owls or potential burrow sites that could be utilized by this species were observed during 
the December 3, 2015 biological survey.  Therefore, this species has a low potential to 
nest or winter within the disturbed non-native annual grassland within the Project Site.   

Loggerhead Shrike 

Loggerhead shrikes are common residents and winter visitors of valleys and foothills 
throughout California.  This species utilizes open habitats with scattered shrubs and trees, 
posts, fences, utility lines, and occurs often in cropland (Zeiner et. al. 1990).  The highest 
density of shrikes occurs in open valley foothill grassland areas with occasional shrubs 
and available perch sites.  This species nests from March to May, building twig nests 
within the dense foliage of shrubs or trees that conceal the nest.  There are no records in 
the CNDDB for this species within five miles of the Project Site (CDFW 2015).  The 
trees and shrubs within the non-native annual grassland provide nesting habitat for this 
species.  Although no loggerhead shrike was observed nesting within the Project Site, the 
December 3, 2015 biological survey was conducted outside of the nesting season.  
Therefore, this species has a low potential to nest or winter within the disturbed non-
native annual grassland within the Project Site.   

Short-Eared Owl  

Short-eared owls are ground-nesting species found in open areas with few trees, such as 
marshes, annual and perennial grasslands, prairies, dunes, meadows, irrigated lands, and 
saline and fresh emergent wetlands.  The nests are usually located on dry sites with 
enough vegetation to conceal incubating females.  There are no CNDDB records for this 
species within five miles of the Project Site (CDFW 2015).  The disturbed non-native 
annual grassland provides nesting and foraging habitat for this species.  Although no 
short-eared owl was observed nesting within the Project Site, the December 3, 2015 
biological survey was conducted outside of the nesting season.  This species has a low 
potential to nest and forage within the Project Site. 

White-Tailed Kite 

White-tailed kite is a medium sized raptor that is a yearlong resident in coastal and valley 
lowlands in California.  White-tailed kite breed from February to October, peaking from 
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May to August (Zeiner et. al. 1990).  This species nests near the top of dense oaks, 
willows, or other large trees.  There are 14 CNDDB records of white-tailed kite 
documented within five miles of the Project Site (Figure 4) (CDFW 2015).  The nearest 
is located one mile north of the Project Site.  The disturbed non-native annual grassland 
provides foraging habitat.  The isolated trees within the non-native annual grassland 
provide marginal nesting habitat for this species given that they lack dense vegetation.  
Although no white-tailed kites were observed nesting within the Project Site, the 
December 3, 2015 biological survey was conducted outside of the nesting season.  This 
species has a low potential to nest within the isolated trees within the Project Site.   

Wildlife with a Low Potential to Occur with Negative Protocol-Level Survey 
Findings 
Vernal Pool Invertebrates 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp are found most commonly in small swales, earth slumps, or 
basalt-flow depression basins with grassy or muddy bottoms in unplowed soils, and 
occasionally in clear depressions less than three feet (one meter) in diameter in sandstone 
outcrops surrounded by foothill grasslands (Eriksen and Belk 1999).  Vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp inhabit natural and artificial seasonally ponded habitats including:  vernal pools, 
swales, ephemeral drainages, stock ponds, reservoirs, ditches, backhoe pits, and ruts 
caused by vehicular activities that range in size from very small (2 square meters) to very 
large (356,253 square meters) (Helm 1998).  There are several CNDDB occurrences for 
these species within five miles of the Project Site (Figure 4) (CDFW 2015).   

The depressional seasonal wetlands that were mapped and verified in the wetland 
delineation in 2012 are no longer present.  Based on current conditions, only a few low 
spots less than one inch in depth are present within the areas where these features were 
previously mapped due to ongoing maintenance activities associated with routine disking.  
Therefore, these features no longer provide habitat for listed vernal pool invertebrates.  
Further, protocol-level surveys were conducted during the dry season in 2006 
(EcoAnalysts, Inc.) and during the wet season in 2006 to 2007 (Foothill Associates 
2007b).  No listed or non-listed invertebrates or invertebrate cysts were observed within 
the depressional seasonal wetlands.  The results of the surveys conclude that the 
depressional seasonal wetlands within the Project Site do not inundate for a sufficient 
period of time to support listed branchiopod species.  This is supported by the results of 
the dry season survey that did not find any cysts of listed branchiopods.  Since the habitat 
is no longer there and previous protocol level surveys were conducted with negative 
findings, listed invertebrates do not occur within the Project Site.   

5.6.3 Nesting Birds of Conservation Concern Protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA) and §3503.5 Department of Fish and Game Code 

Migratory birds and other birds of prey, including those identified as Birds of 
Conservation Concern in Table 2 in Appendix C, are protected under 50 CFR 10 of the 
MBTA and/or Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code.  Although no active 
nests were observed within the Project Site, the December 3, 2015 biological survey was 
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conducted outside of the nesting season.  Migratory birds and other birds of prey have a 
high potential to nest within the Project Site during the nesting season.  The generally 
accepted nesting season is from February 1 through August 31.   

5.7 Sensitive Habitats 
Sensitive habitats include those that are of special concern to resource agencies or those 
that are protected under CEQA, Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code, or 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Sensitive habitats within the Project Site include a 
valley oak tree protected under the City of Sacramento General Tree Ordinance Code 
#12.56.060.  The valley oak is comprised of multiple stems totaling approximately 32 
inches DBH.  

5.7.1 Jurisdictional Status of Onsite Aquatic Features 
A total of 0.195 acres of aquatic features occur within the Project Site.  The Corps 
verified the 2012 delineation on October 16, 2012.  The Corps concurred that the features 
onsite are intrastate isolated waters with no apparent interstate or foreign commerce 
connection and are therefore not regulated by the Corps.  The verification expires on 
October 16, 2017.  These features may be considered waters of the State.   
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6.0 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The proposed project would result in the removal of 15.02 acres of non-native annual 
grassland, 4.43 acres of disturbed developed areas, 0.19 acres of depressional seasonal 
wetland, and 0.01 acres of ditch/canal.   

Biological constraints within the Project Site include known or potential habitat for: 

• Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swansoni); 

• Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia); 

• Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus); 

• Short-eared owl (Asio flammeus); 

• White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus); 

• Migratory birds and raptors); and   

• Sensitive habitats (oak trees and potential waters of the State).  

6.1 Swainson’s Hawk 
The CDFW considers five or more vacant acres within ten miles of an active nest within 
the last five years to be significant foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, the conversion 
of which to urban uses is considered a significant impact, in accordance with the Staff 
Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawk in the Central Valley of 
California (CDFG 1994; Staff Report).  Currently, the CDFW recommends that impacts 
to suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat within 10 miles of an active nest should be 
mitigated by securing a conservation easement or fee title on suitable Swainson’s hawk 
foraging habitat in the region.  Currently, this translates to the following:  (1) for projects 
within a one-mile radius of an active nest site, the project proponent should preserve 1.0 
acre of similar habitat for each acre lost, (2) for projects within a one to five-mile radius 
of an active nest site, the project proponent should preserve 0.75 acre of similar habitat 
for each acre lost, and (3) for projects within a five to ten-mile radius of an active nest 
site, the project proponent should preserve 0.5 acre of similar habitat for each acre lost. 

In the case of a conservation easement, the applicant should prepare and implement a 
Swainson’s hawk mitigation plan to the satisfaction of CDFW that includes the 
preservation of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat on the appropriate amount of foraging 
acreage.  The lead agency under CEQA, in coordination with CDFW, would determine 
what mitigations would be appropriate for impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging and 
nesting habitat.   

The loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat can also be mitigated by securing 
mitigation credits at a City of Sacramento-approved mitigation bank.   
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6.2 Burrowing Owl 
Although the non-native annual grassland provides nesting and wintering habitat for 
burrowing owl, no potential burrow sites that could be utilized by this species were 
observed within the Project Site.  Due to the low likelihood of presence, a single take 
avoidance survey should be conducted between 14 days and 30 days prior to 
commencement of construction activities, in accordance with Appendix D of the 2012 
CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012 Staff Report) (CDFW 2012).  
The survey area includes an approximately 500-foot (150-meter) buffer around the 
Project Site, where access is permitted.  If the survey is negative, then a letter report 
documenting the results of the survey should be provided to the project proponent for 
their records, and no additional measures are recommended.   

If active burrows are observed within 500 feet of the Project Site, an impact assessment 
should be prepared and submitted to the CDFW, in accordance with the 2012 Staff 
Report.  If it is determined that project activities may result in impacts to nesting, 
occupied, and satellite burrows and/or burrowing owl habitat, the project proponent 
should delay commencement of construction activities until the biologist determines that 
the burrowing owls have fledged and the burrow is no longer occupied.  If this is 
infeasible, the project proponent should consult with the CDFW and develop a detailed 
mitigation plan such that the habitat acreage, number of burrows, and burrowing owls 
impacted are replaced.  The mitigation plan should be based on the requirements set forth 
in Appendix A of the 2012 Staff Report.  No construction can commence until the CDFW 
has approved the mitigation plan.   

6.3 Vernal Pool Invertebrates 
No vernal pool invertebrates occur onsite.  Therefore, no mitigation is recommended.   

6.4 Migratory Birds and Other Birds of Prey  
Migratory birds and other birds of prey, protected under 50 CFR 10 of the MBTA and/or 
Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code have the potential to nest in the non-
native annual grassland and within the trees and shrubs within the non-native annual 
grassland, including white-tailed kite, loggerhead shrike, and short-eared owl.  
Vegetation clearing operations, including pruning or removal of the ornamental trees and 
shrubs, should be completed between September 1 and January 31, if feasible.  If 
vegetation removal begins during the nesting season (February 1 to August 31), a 
qualified biologist should conduct a pre-construction survey for active nests.  The pre-
construction survey should be conducted within 14 days prior to commencement of 
ground-disturbing activities for planning purposes.  An additional pre-construction survey 
should be conducted within 72 hours of commencement of ground-disturbing activities.  
If the pre-construction survey shows that there is no evidence of active nests, then a letter 
report should be submitted to the project proponent for their records and no additional 
measures are recommended.  If construction does not commence within 72 hours of the 
pre-construction survey, or halts for more than 72 hours, an additional pre-construction 
survey is recommended.   
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If any active nests are located within the Project Site, an appropriate buffer zone should 
be established around the nests, as determined by the biologist.  The biologist should 
mark the buffer zone with construction tape or pin flags and maintain the buffer zone 
until the end of breeding season or until the young have successfully fledged.  Buffer 
zones are typically 100 feet for migratory bird nests and 250 feet for raptor nests.  If 
active nests are found on the Project Site, a qualified biologist should monitor nests 
weekly during construction to evaluate potential nesting disturbance by construction 
activities.  If establishing the typical buffer zone is impractical, the qualified biologist 
may reduce the buffer depending on the species and daily monitoring is recommended to 
ensure that the nest is not disturbed and no forced fledging occurs.  Daily monitoring 
should occur until the qualified biologist determines that the nest is no longer occupied.   

6.5 Sensitive Habitats 
The project proponent should apply for a tree removal permit if the valley oak tree is 
proposed for removal.   

Since the project is not subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the RWQCB has 
no jurisdiction under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.  However, under the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Act, any activity that results or may result in a discharge that 
directly or indirectly impacts waters of the State, defined as “any surface water or 
groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state”, or the 
beneficial uses of those waters, are subject to waste discharge requirements (WDRs).  
The applicant should obtain a waste discharge requirement permit from the RWQCB 
prior to fill of the depressional seasonal wetlands and ditch within the Project Site.   

6.6 Summary of Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

• Conduct a take avoidance survey for burrowing owl between 14 and 30 days prior to 
commencement of construction activities; 

• Compensate for impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat; 

• Conduct clearing and tree removal operations between September 1 and January 31 to 
minimize potential impacts to nesting birds; 

• If construction begins or trees are anticipated for removal during the nesting season 
(February 1 – August 31), conduct a pre-construction survey for active migratory bird 
and raptor nests within the Project Site; 

• Apply for a tree removal permit if the valley oak tree is proposed for removal; and 

• Comply with the waste discharge requirements prior to fill of potential waters of the 
State.    
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CNDDB Occurrences
! Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop

! dwarf downingia

! legenere

! Peruvian dodder

! saline clover

! Sanford's arrowhead

! woolly rose-mallow

!= California linderiella

!= midvalley fairy shrimp

!= vernal pool fairy shrimp

!= vernal pool tadpole shrimp

G giant garter snake

^ western pond turtle

# black-crowned night heron

# burrowing owl

# Cooper's hawk

" double-crested cormorant

# ferruginous hawk

" great blue heron

" great egret

# merlin

" song sparrow  ("Modesto" population)

## Swainson's hawk

# tricolored blackbird

# white-tailed kite
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Appendix A — CDFW, CNPS, and USFWS Queries  
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CDFW CNDDB:  Bruceville, Carmichael, Clarksburg, 
Courtland, Elk Grove, Florin, Galt, Sacramento East, and 

Sacramento West Quadrangles 
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CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered:  Bruceville, 
Carmichael, Clarksburg, Courtland, Elk Grove, Florin, 

Galt, Sacramento East, and Sacramento West 
Quadrangles 
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USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation 
Trust Resource Report:  My Project 
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Appendix B — Plants and Wildlife Observed within the 
Project Site 
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Appendix C — Regionally Occurring Listed and 
Special-Status Species 
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
SITE ASSESSMENT (PHASE 1)





































































































































Appendix F

NOISE ANALYSIS





 

HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. 

7578 El Cajon Boulevard 

La Mesa, CA 91942 

619.462.1515 tel 

619.462.0552 fax 

www.helixepi.com 

March 25, 2016 

 

Rich Alexander 

985 Pearce Street 

Folsom, CA 95630 

 

Subject: Exterior-to-interior Noise Analysis for the 8151 Sheldon Road Apartments 

Project 

 

Dear Mr. Alexander: 

 

At your request, HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX) has performed an exterior-to-

interior noise analysis for proposed residences at the 8151 Sheldon Road Apartments Project 

(project). 

 

Site Information 

 

The proposed project is located in the City of Sacramento (City) in Sacramento County. The 

project is on a 19.7-acre site located at 8151 Sheldon Road (Assessor’s Parcel Number 117-

0220-023, -024, -038, -039, -040). The project site is zoned as Multi-Family, 21 units per acre 

(R-2B). 

 

Project Description 

 

The proposed project is a 324-unit apartment complex, which includes a total of 22 buildings 

including 14 fourteen-unit buildings, and 8 sixteen-unit buildings. A unit mix consisting of 33 

percent one-bedroom, 50 percent two-bedroom, and 17 percent three-bedroom would be 

constructed, with the units averaging 1,025 square feet per unit (ranging from 755 to 1,465 

square feet). All residential buildings would be two stories in height. A concrete masonry would 

be constructed along most of the perimeter of the site; the wall would be 6 feet high along the 

eastern and western perimeter and would be 3 feet high along the southern perimeter. 

 

Environmental Setting 

 

The predominant existing noise sources in the vicinity of the project site are vehicles on State 

Route 99 (SR 99), West Stockton Boulevard, and Sheldon Road. No commercial or private 

airports are located within two miles of the project site, though occasional overflights and 

associated noise occur from aircraft using the public Sacramento Executive Airport (located 
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approximately 4.7 miles northwest of the project site) or the privately-owned Elk Grove Airport 

(located approximately 4.7 miles east of the project site).  

 

Metrics 

 

All noise level or sound level values presented herein are expressed in terms of decibels (dB), 

with A-weighting (dBA) to approximate the hearing sensitivity of humans. Time-averaged noise 

levels are expressed by the symbol LEQ, with a specified duration. The Day-Night sound level 

(LDN) is a 24-hour average with an added 10 dBA weighting on the nighttime hours between 

10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 

 

Impacts to interior noise may be considered significant to on-site residences if the proposed 

project residences would be exposed to interior noise levels of 45 dBA LDN or greater per City 

standards.  

 

Exterior-to-interior Analysis 

 

Exterior noise levels at the building façades for the second stories of the 16-unit buildings range 

from 67.1 to 70.7 dBA LDN as the 6-foot project perimeter wall would provide limited noise 

attenuation at second story heights. Noise levels at the building façades for the 14-unit buildings 

would range from 62.3 to 65.0 dBA LDN. Traditional architectural materials are normally able to 

reduce exterior to interior noise by up to 20 dBA. Based on these exterior noise levels, traditional 

architectural materials may not attenuate interior noise to a level of 45 dBA LDN at the 16-unit 

buildings.  

 

For the 16-unit buildings, an exterior-to-interior noise analysis was conducted to estimate interior 

noise levels at these units. The information in the interior noise analysis includes wall 

heights/lengths, room volumes, and window/door tables typical for a standard building plan, as 

well as information on any other openings in the building shell. The analysis provides noise 

control specifications for the project rooms with the highest potential interior noise levels and 

extends these requirements to other applicable project rooms.  

 

The residential rooms used in the exterior-to-interior analysis are the eastern bedroom and the 

dining room of the second story unit of Building 16P-7 (Receivers 16-7a through 16-7c). These 

rooms are the closest on the project site to State Route 99 and are therefore exposed to the 

highest traffic noise levels (see Figure 1 for location of the unit on the site plan).  

 

The bedroom and dining room specifications used in this analysis are based on January 2016 

floor plans provided by the project applicant. Refer to Figure 2 for the project plans for the 

rooms included in this Title 24 analysis. The bedroom has one wall (Wall 1); the noise level at 

this wall was modeled with Receiver 16-7a at 70.7 dBA LDN. The dining room has two walls 

(Wall 1 and 2) that are exposed to traffic noise; the noise levels at these walls were modeled with 

Receiver 16-7b at 70.6 dBA LDN and Receiver 16-7c at 67.3 dBA LDN. 

 

For the second-story bedroom, Wall 1 is approximately 11.6 feet wide with an approximate 

height of 9.1 feet. The window for Wall 1 is approximately 4.9 feet wide with an approximate 
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height of 8.4 feet. The bedroom has a depth of 11.9 feet. The second-story dining room Wall 1 is 

approximately 8.9 feet wide; Wall 2 is approximately 13 feet wide. Both have a height of 

approximately 9.1 feet. The window for Wall 1 is approximately 4.7 feet wide and the window 

for Wall 2 is approximately 4.2 feet wide, both with an approximate height of 7.8 feet. The 

dining room has a depth of 13 feet.   

 

Table 1 displays the Sound Transmission Class (STC) ratings necessary to ensure interior noise 

levels for the proposed project would be below the 45 dBA LDN threshold. Detailed modeling 

results can be seen in the attached modeling results. 

 

Table 1 

EXTERIOR-TO-INTERIOR NOISE LEVELS 

FOR SECOND STORY ROOMS WITHIN UNIT 16P-7 

 

Specification Bedroom Dining Room 

Exterior wall requirement STC 46 STC 46 

Minimum window 

requirement 
STC 31 STC 31 

Window construction 

Dual Glazing Window 

Thickness ⅛- and ½-inch 

Air Gap 

Dual Glazing Window 

Thickness ⅛- and ½-inch 

Air Gap 

Exterior Noise 70.7 dBA LDN on Wall 1 
70.5 dBA LDN on Wall 1; 

67.3 dBA LDN on Wall 2 

Interior Noise (calculated): 
40.8 dBA LDN with  

windows closed 

44.5 dBA LDN with 

windows closed 

Above 45 LDN interior  

noise standard? 
No No 

 

 

With standard dual glazing and the incorporation of the building materials as described in 

Table 1, all rooms would be in compliance with the relevant interior noise standards of 

45 dBA LDN for multi-family residences. Appropriate means of air circulation and provision of 

fresh air must be present to allow windows to remain closed for extended intervals of time so 

that acceptable levels of noise can be maintained on the interior. The building design would 

include HVAC units that would meet the criteria of the International Building Code (Chapter 12, 

Section 1203.3 of the 2013 California Building Code) to ensure that windows would be able to 

remain closed for extended periods of time.  

 

Because the remaining rooms within the proposed complex are further from State Route 99 and 

therefore exposed to lower traffic noise levels, it is assumed that with the incorporation of 

standard building materials, all units would be within the 45 dBA LDN limit.  
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Conclusion 

 

The proposed project would not expose on-site residences to interior noise levels in excess of the 

45 dBA LDN standard with incorporation of double-paned windows and standard building 

materials for all units. Therefore, no further measures are required.  

 

Regards 

 

 

 

  March 25, 2016 

Charles Terry  Date 
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                                                                    EXTERIOR TO INTERIOR NOISE REDUCTION ANALYSIS 

Project Name: 8151 Sheldon Road Apartments Wall 1 of 1

Project # : LCI-01

Room Name: Bedroom - 2nd Floor Room Type :

125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

Reverberation Time (sec) : 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 : Highly Absorptive Room

Room Absorption (Sabins) : 76 76 76 76 95 95

 Noise Level  125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

Source 1: 70.7 CNEL 54.0 59.5 62.0 66.0 66.0 60.0 : Traffic Spectrum

Source 2: 0.0 CNEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   

Source 3: 0.0 CNEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   

Source 4: 0.0 CNEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   

Overall: 70.7 CNEL 54.0 59.5 62.0 66.0 66.0 60.0 : Effective Noise Spectrum

                                            Assembly Type                                           Open Width Height Qty Total Area 125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

STC 46 Typical Exterior Wall N 11.655 9.094 1 68.1 29 40 46 46 44 53

STC 31 1/8"-1/2"-1/8" Dual Insulating Window Y 4.87 7.78 1 37.9 17 18 29 36 40 39

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Room Depth: 11.9 ft         Overall Area: 105.99057 ft²

Volume: 1261 ft³

Number of Impacted Walls: 1

 Windows Open 125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

 Interior Noise Level: 51.5 CNEL 54.0 59.5 62.0 66.0 66.0 60.0 : Exterior Wall Noise Exposure

7.4 7.4 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 : Transmission Loss

 Windows Closed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 : Noise Reduction

 Interior Noise Level: 40.8 CNEL 18.8 18.8 18.8 18.8 19.8 19.8 : Absorption

35.2 40.7 43.2 47.2 46.2 40.2 : Noise Level

51.5 CNEL WINDOWS OPEN

125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

54.0 59.5 62.0 66.0 66.0 60.0 : Exterior Wall Noise Exposure

21.0 22.4 33.3 39.7 42.1 43.2 : Transmission Loss

0.7 2.2 13.1 19.5 21.9 22.9 : Noise Reduction

18.8 18.8 18.8 18.8 19.8 19.8 : Absorption

34.5 38.6 30.2 27.7 24.4 17.3 : Noise Level

40.8 CNEL WINDOWS CLOSED

<N/A>

Traffic

Soft

<N/A>

<N/A>



                                                                    EXTERIOR TO INTERIOR NOISE REDUCTION ANALYSIS 

Project Name: 8151 Sheldon Road Apartments Wall 1 of 2

Project # : LCI-01

Room Name: Dining Room - 2nd Floor Room Type :

125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

Reverberation Time (sec) : 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.0 1.0 : Moderately Reflective Room

Room Absorption (Sabins) : 42 42 42 42 52 52

 Noise Level  125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

Source 1: 70.5 CNEL 53.8 59.3 61.8 65.8 65.8 59.8 : Traffic Spectrum

Source 2: 0.0 CNEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   

Source 3: 0.0 CNEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   

Source 4: 0.0 CNEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   

Overall: 70.5 CNEL 53.8 59.3 61.8 65.8 65.8 59.8 : Effective Noise Spectrum

                                            Assembly Type                                           Open Width Height Qty Total Area 125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

STC 46 Typical Exterior Wall N 8.875 9.094 1 44.2 29 40 46 46 44 53

STC 31 1/8"-1/2"-1/8" Dual Insulating Window Y 4.69 7.78 1 36.5 17 18 29 36 40 39

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Room Depth: 13 ft         Overall Area: 80.70925 ft²

Volume: 1049 ft³

Number of Impacted Walls: 2

 Windows Open 125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

 Interior Noise Level: 55.6 CNEL 53.8 59.3 61.8 65.8 65.8 59.8 : Exterior Wall Noise Exposure

6.4 6.4 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 : Transmission Loss

 Windows Closed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 : Noise Reduction

 Interior Noise Level: 44.5 CNEL 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 17.2 17.2 : Absorption

37.6 43.1 45.6 49.6 48.6 42.6 : Noise Level

53.9 CNEL WINDOWS OPEN

125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

53.8 59.3 61.8 65.8 65.8 59.8 : Exterior Wall Noise Exposure

20.1 21.4 32.3 39.0 41.7 42.2 : Transmission Loss

1.1 2.3 13.3 19.9 22.7 23.2 : Noise Reduction

16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 17.2 17.2 : Absorption

36.5 40.7 32.3 29.7 25.9 19.4 : Noise Level

42.9 CNEL WINDOWS CLOSED

<N/A>

Traffic

Moderate

<N/A>

<N/A>



                                                                    EXTERIOR TO INTERIOR NOISE REDUCTION ANALYSIS 

Project Name: 8151 Sheldon Road Apartments Wall 2 of 2

Project # : LCI-01

Room Name: Dining Room - 2nd Floor

 Noise Level  125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

Source 1: Traffic 67.3 CNEL 50.6 56.1 58.6 62.6 62.6 56.6 : Traffic Spectrum

Source 2: <N/A> 0.0 CNEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   

Source 3: <N/A> 0.0 CNEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   

Source 4: <N/A> 0.0 CNEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   

Overall: 67.3 CNEL 50.6 56.1 58.6 62.6 62.6 56.6 : Effective Noise Spectrum

                                            Assembly Type                                           Open Width Height Qty Total Area 125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

STC 46 Typical Exterior Wall N 13 9.094 1 85.9 29 40 46 46 44 53

STC 31 1/8"-1/2"-1/8" Dual Insulating Window Y 4.16 7.78 1 32.4 17 18 29 36 40 39

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<N/A> N 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0

        Overall Area: 118.222 ft²

125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

50.6 56.1 58.6 62.6 62.6 56.6 : Exterior Wall Noise Exposure

8.5 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.6 : Transmission Loss

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 : Noise Reduction

16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 17.2 17.2 : Absorption

34.4 39.9 42.4 46.4 45.4 39.4 : Noise Level

50.7 CNEL WINDOWS OPEN

125 Hz 250 Hz 500 Hz 1KHz 2KHz 4KHz

50.6 56.1 58.6 62.6 62.6 56.6 : Exterior Wall Noise Exposure

22.0 23.6 34.4 40.6 42.5 44.2 : Transmission Loss

1.2 2.8 13.7 19.9 21.8 23.5 : Noise Reduction

16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 17.2 17.2 : Absorption

33.2 37.1 28.7 26.5 23.6 15.9 : Noise Level

39.3 CNEL WINDOWS CLOSED





Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date:2/1/2016

Case Description:LCI-01

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Homes Residential 75 75 75

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Scraper No 40 83.6 100 0

Scraper No 40 83.6 100 0

Results

Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq

Scraper 77.6 73.6

Scraper 77.6 73.6

Total 77.6 76.6

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 2/1/2016

Case Description:LCI-01

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Homes Residential 75 75 75

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Excavator No 40 80.7 190 0

Dump Truck No 40 76.5 190 0

Results

Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq

Excavator 69.1 65.1

Dump Truck 64.9 60.9

Total 69.1 66.5

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.
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INTRODUCTION 

 
This transportation analysis addresses transportation and circulation conditions associated with the 
proposed 8151 Sheldon Road Apartments project.  The analysis includes consideration of 
automobile traffic impacts on roadway capacity, transit impacts, bicycle impacts, and pedestrian 
impacts.  Quantitative transportation analyses have been conducted for the following scenarios: 
 

• Existing (without project) 

• Existing Plus Project 
 
Since this project is consistent with the City’s 2035 General Plan, cumulative impacts on roadway 
segments, transit, bicycle facilities, pedestrian circulation, and parking from development associated 
with the General Plan were identified and analyzed in the Master EIR, and this study reviews such 
issues on a project-specific basis only. 
 
For more details of the project, please see “Project Land Use and Circulation” later in this report. 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
As illustrated in Figure 1, the project is located at 8151 Sheldon Road in the City of Sacramento.  
The proposed apartment complex will consist of 324 units. 
 
The site is located on the north side of Sheldon Road, west of SR 99 and West Stockton Boulevard.  
The property consists of vacant land and a few vacant structures.  As illustrated in Figure 2, site 
access is proposed via Sheldon Boulevard to the south, via West Stockton Boulevard to the east, 
and via an extension of Masters Street to the northwest.  
 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

 
The existing roadway, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian transportation systems within the study area 
are described below.  Figure 1 illustrates the roadway system near the project site. 
 
The site is located at the boundary of the cities of Sacramento and Elk Grove.  Parcels north of 
Sheldon Road and west of West Stockton Boulevard are in the City of Sacramento.  Parcels south 
of Sheldon Road and west of SR 99 are in the City of Elk Grove.  Parcels east of SR 99 both north 
and south of Sheldon Road are also in the City of Elk Grove. 
 
ROADWAY SYSTEM  

 
Regional access to the site is provided primarily by SR 99.  Local access is proposed via Sheldon 

Road, West Stockton Boulevard, and an extension of Masters Street. 
 
 
 
  



 

Figure 1 
Site Location and Study Area Intersections 
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Figure 2 
Site Plan 
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SR 99 is a north-south limited-access freeway, with three through travel lanes in each direction 
near the site.  A full interchange with Sheldon Road is located near the site.  To the north, SR 99 
continues to Central City Sacramento.  To the south, SR 99 provides access to Elk Grove, southern 
Sacramento County, and communities to the south in the Central Valley. 
 
Sheldon Road is an east-west roadway with three through travel lanes in each direction adjacent 
to the site.  It is designated as an arterial roadway in both the Sacramento and Elk Grove general 
plans.   
 
To the west, Sheldon Road curves to the north and becomes Center Parkway, continuing in the 
City of Sacramento.  To the east, Sheldon Road continues through the City of Elk Grove to 
Grant Line Road. 
 
West Stockton Boulevard is a collector roadway in the City of Sacramento which parallels the 
west side of SR 99.  It has one travel lane in each direction adjacent to the site.  This section of 
West Stockton Boulevard ends at Sheldon Road to the southeast of the site.  To the north, it 
continues north and then west to Bruceville Road. 
 
Masters Street is a local east-west residential street which terminates at Melville Drive at the site 
boundary.  To the west, it provides access to Bruceville Road indirectly via Damascas Drive.  
Melville Drive, a residential street, begins at Masters Street and continues north and then east to 
West Stockton Boulevard.   
 
Jocelyn Way is a north-south roadway providing access to Sheldon Road from the residential 
neighborhoods along its east and west sides.  To the south of Sheldon Road, it continues as 

Lewis Stein Road in the City of Elk Grove. 
 
Praline Way and Splendid Way are east-west residential streets that terminate in dead-ends at 
the western site boundary. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SYSTEM 

 
In the vicinity of the project site, the pedestrian infrastructure is incomplete.   
 
Along Sheldon Road, sidewalks exist on both sides of the roadway from Jocelyn Way / 
Lewis Stein Road across SR 99 for almost two miles to the east.  West of Jocelyn Way / Lewis 
Stein Road, there are sidewalks along the north side of the street.  Along the south side of the 
street, there is an off-street bike / pedestrian path.  There are crosswalks with pedestrian signal 
heads at the Sheldon Road intersections with Jocelyn Way / Lewis Stein Road and with West 
Stockton Boulevard.  These crosswalks provide access from the project site to the commercial 
shopping area located across Sheldon Road. 
 
Along West Stockton Boulevard, there are sidewalks along both sides of the roadway from 
Sheldon Road to just north of the site access location.  North of that location, pedestrian travel is 
via paved shoulders and intermittent sidewalks along the west side of the roadway. 
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The adjacent residential neighborhoods to the north and west of the project site include a complete 
sidewalk system on both sides of each street.  These sidewalks provide a continuous path to the 
Irene B. West Elementary School, located about one-third mile northwest of the intersection of 
Masters Street and Melville Drive (site access 2).  Continuous sidewalks are also provided to the 
Jacinto Creek Park. 
 
BICYCLE SYSTEM 

 
Figure 3 illustrates existing bikeways in the site vicinity. 
 
Along Sheldon Road, there are on-street bikeways along both sides of the roadway from 
Center Parkway to the west across SR 99 to Waterman Road to the east.  There is an off-street bike 
path along the south side of Sheldon Road from Bruceville Road to Lewis Stein Road. 
 
Along Jocelyn Way, there are on-street bikeways along both sides of the roadway from 
Sheldon Road to Masters Street.  South of Sheldon Road, on-street bikeways continue along 
Lewis Stein Road to Big Horn Boulevard. 
 
Along Masters Street, there are on-street bikeways along both sides of the roadway from 
Jocelyn Way to Melville Drive. 
 
There is an east-west off-street bikeway north of the site along Jacinto Creek.  This bikeway begins 
at Jacinto Creek Park / Irene B. West Elementary School and continues to the west across 
Bruceville Road and Center Parkway.  This off-street bikeway can be accessed from 
Melville Drive and from Jocelyn Way. 
 
TRANSIT SYSTEM 

 
The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) operates 67 bus routes and 38.6 miles of light rail 
covering a 418 square-mile service area. Buses and light rail run 365 days a year using 76 light rail 
vehicles, 182 buses (with an additional 30 buses in reserve) powered by compressed natural gas 
(CNG) and 11 shuttle vans. Buses operate daily from 5 a.m. to 11 p.m. every 12 to 75 minutes, 
depending on the route. Light rail trains begin operation at 4 a.m. with service every 15 minutes 
during the day and every 30 minutes in the evening and on weekends. Blue Line and Gold Line 
trains operate until 12:30 a.m. and the Gold Line to Folsom operates until 7 p.m. Green Line trains 
operate every 30 minutes Monday through Friday. 
 
Passenger amenities include 50 light rail stops or stations, 31 bus and light rail transfer centers and 
18 park-and-ride lots. RT also serves over 3,300 bus stops throughout Sacramento County. 
 
Annual ridership has steadily increased on both the bus and light rail systems from 
14 million passengers in 1987 to over 31.5 million passengers in FY 2010. Weekday light rail 
ridership averages about 50,000. Bus weekday ridership has reached an average of 
51,000 passengers per day.1 
 

                                                 
1 www.sacrt.com, accessed December 16, 2015. 



 

Figure 3 
Existing Bikeway System 
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There is no Regional Transit bus service near the project site.  Blue Line light rail service begins 
at Cosumnes River College about one mile to the northwest of the site, providing service to the 
north extending to Central City Sacramento. 
 
The City of Elk Grove’s e-tran provides both local and commuter public transit service.  e-tran is 
Elk Grove's own bus system serving close to 1 million passengers / year with an annual operating 
cost of $7.5 million.  Routes are coordinated with RT buses and light rail and 
South County Transit / Link (SCT / LINK) to areas outside the city.  Main transfer points are at 
the Cosumnes River College, Meadowview Light Rail Station and Laguna Town Hall.  Services 
are funded with Transportation Development Act (TDA) and Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) funds.2  Figure 4 illustrates the e-tran system map. 
 
Two e-tran commuter routes provide service near the site from a park-and-ride lot (located at 
East Stockton Boulevard south of Sheldon Road) to Central City Sacramento.  Commuter routes 
59 and 60 provide ten northbound trips for the morning commute, and eight southbound trips for 
the afternoon / evening commute. 
 
Local Route 160 (Elk Grove Boulevard and Waterman Road to Cosumnes River College) provides 
service along Sheldon Road in both directions past the site from about 7:00 a.m. to about 7:00 p.m. 
at about sixty-minute headways.   
 
Local Route 162 (Cosumnes River College to Elk Grove Boulevard and Elk Grove-Florin Road) 
provides service in a counter-clockwise loop along Sheldon Road eastbound past the site from 
about 6:00 a.m. to about 9:00 p.m. at about seventy five-minute headways. 
 
STUDY AREA 

 

For traffic analysis purposes, a set of intersections was selected based upon the anticipated volume 
of project traffic, the distributional patterns of project traffic, and known locations of operational 
difficulty.  The following locations, shown in Figure 1, were identified: 
 

• Intersections 
 

1. Driveway 1 and Sheldon Road 
2. Melville Drive and Masters Street  
3. West Stockton Boulevard and Driveway 3 
4. Lewis Stein Road / Jocelyn Way and Sheldon Road 
5. West Stockton Boulevard / SR 99 Southbound Ramps and Sheldon Road 
6. SR 99 Northbound Ramps and Sheldon Road 
 

 
  

                                                 
2  http://www.elkgrovecity.org/city_hall/departments_divisions/transit_e-tran/comprehensive_transit_analysis/, 
accessed December 16, 2015. 
 



 

Figure 4 
e-tran Transit System Map 
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EXISTING INTERSECTION GEOMETRY 

 

Existing intersection geometry (number of approach lanes and traffic control) is illustrated in 
Figure 5. 
 
EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

 
Intersection turning movement counts were collected to coincide with the peak time periods of 
commuter activity.  Counts were collected on Wednesday, November 18, 2015 from 
7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and from 3:00 to 5:00 p.m. in 15-minute intervals at the study area intersections.  
The peak hour volumes are shown on Figure 5.    
 

REGULATORY SETTING 

 
Roadway operations are regulated by agencies with jurisdiction of the particular roadway.  Study 
area roadways are under the jurisdiction of the City of Sacramento, City of Elk Grove, and 
Caltrans. 
 
METHODOLOGY 

 
Field reconnaissance was undertaken to ascertain the traffic control characteristics of each of the 
study area intersections and roadway segments.  Determination of roadway operating conditions 
is based upon comparison of known or projected traffic volumes during peak hours to roadway 
capacity.  In an urban setting, roadway capacity is generally governed by intersection 
characteristics, and intersection delay is used to determine “levels of service.”  Levels of service 
describe roadway operating conditions.  Level of service is a qualitative measure of the effect of 
a number of factors, including speed and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, 
safety, driving comfort and convenience, delay, and operating costs.  Levels of service are 
designated A through F from best to worst, which cover the entire range of traffic operations that 
might occur.  Levels of Service (LOS) A through E generally represent traffic volumes at less than 
roadway capacity, while LOS F represents over capacity and / or forced flow conditions.  
 
Level of Service Policy 

 

City of Sacramento 
 
The Mobility Element of the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan outlines goals and policies 
that coordinate the transportation and circulation system with planned land uses.  The City of 
Sacramento has the following level of service policy relevant to this study: 
 
  



 

Figure 5 
Existing Peak Hour Traffic Counts and Intersection Geometry 
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Policy M 1.2.2  Level of Service (LOS) Standard. The City shall implement 

a flexible context-sensitive Level of Service (LOS) standard, and will measure 

traffic operations against the vehicle LOS thresholds established in this policy. The 

City will measure Vehicle LOS based on the methodology contained in the latest 

version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) published by the Transportation 

Research Board. The City’s specific vehicle LOS thresholds have been defined 

based on community values with respect to modal priorities, land use context, 

economic development, and environmental resources and constraints. As such, the 

City has established variable LOS thresholds appropriate for the unique 

characteristics of the City’s diverse neighborhoods and communities. The City will 

strive to operate the roadway network at LOS D or better for vehicles during typical 

weekday conditions, including AM and PM peak hour with the following exceptions 

described below and mapped on Figure M-1: 

 

All of the study area intersections are located in an area of the City with a LOS D standard, with 
no exceptions to the LOS Standard within the study area. 
 
City of Elk Grove 
 
The City of Elk Grove General Plan has the following level of service policy: 
 

CI-13 The City shall require that all roadways and intersections in Elk Grove 

operate at a minimum Level of Service “D” at all times. 

 

Caltrans 
 
In the Caltrans’ State Route 99 & Interstate 5 Corridor System Management Plan, the 20-year 
concept level of service is “F”. 
 
Intersection Analysis 

 
Intersection analyses were conducted using a methodology outlined in the Transportation Research 
Board’s Highway Capacity Manual 2010.  The methodology utilized is known as “operational 
analysis.”  This procedure calculates an average control delay per vehicle at an intersection, and 
assigns a level of service designation based upon the delay.  Table 1 presents the level of service 
criteria for signalized and unsignalized intersections.  Based upon the LOS policies described 
previously, a goal of LOS D was established for the study area intersections.  
 

RESULTS OF EXISTING CONDITIONS ANALYSIS 

 
Existing conditions were evaluated for weekday a.m. peak hour and p.m. peak hour.   
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Intersection Operations 

 
Table 2 summarizes the existing peak hour operating conditions at the study area intersections.  At 
unsignalized intersections, the average intersection level of service is utilized to determine 
conformity with the LOS goals.  Individual movements may operate at worse levels of service.   
 
During the a.m. peak hour, all of the three existing intersections meet the LOS D goal.  During the 
p.m. peak hour, intersections 4 and 5 currently operate at worse than the LOS D goal. 
 

TABLE 2 

EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATING CONDITIONS 

 A.M. Peak 

Hour 
P.M. Peak 

Hour 

Intersection D
el

a
y
 

(S
ec

o
n

d
s)

 

L
O

S
 

D
el

a
y
 

(S
ec

o
n

d
s)

 

L
O

S
 

4. Lewis Stein Road / Jocelyn Way and Sheldon Road (signalized) 38.5 D 146.0 F 

5. West Stockton Boulevard / SR 99 Southbound Ramps and 
Sheldon Road (signalized) 32.5 C 60.7 E 

6. SR 99 Northbound Ramps and Sheldon Road (signalized) 16.2 B 9.2 A 

Source:  DKS Associates, 2015. 

TABLE 1 

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA 

Level of Service (LOS) 

Total Delay Per Vehicle (seconds) 

Signalized Unsignalized 

A < 10 < 10 

B > 10 and < 20 > 10 and < 15 

C > 20 and < 35 > 15 and < 25 

D > 35 and < 55 > 25 and < 35 

E > 55 and < 80 > 35 and < 50 

F > 80 > 50 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2010, Transportation Research Board. 
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INTRODUCTION TO ANALYSIS 

 
PROJECT LAND USE AND CIRCULATION 

 
Land Use 

 
Project 
 
The project is a residential apartment development of 324 units. 
 
Access 

 
The project site plan is illustrated in Figure 2.   
 
Driveway 1 provides right-in / right-out access to Sheldon Road.  Left turn movements can be 
accommodated by eastbound U-turns at West Stockton Boulevard, and by westbound U-turns at 
Jocelyn Way / Lewis Stein Road. 
 
Driveway 2 connects to an extension of Masters Street into the site.  This extension provides access 
to Melville Drive and the existing Masters Street.  Masters Street will not be extended to the east 
at this time. 
 
Driveway 3 provides full access to West Stockton Boulevard.   
 
Each entry to the project is proposed to be gated. 
 
Pedestrian access would be provided at the three access points.  Pedestrian access may also be 
provided to Praline Way via a gate. 
 
Trip Generation 

 
Trip generation of the project was calculated from data in ITE Trip Generation, Ninth Edition.  
No adjustments were made for non-automotive mode access.  The estimates are presented in 
Table 3. 
 
Trip Distribution 

 
The distribution of trips associated with the proposed school was derived from the regional 
SACSIM travel model, observations of travel patterns near the site, and knowledge of the proposed 
access locations associated with the site.  Trip distribution varies by time of day and direction of 
travel.  Figures 6 and 7 illustrate the project trip distribution.   
 
  



 

Figure 6 
Existing Plus Project Entering Trip Distribution 
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Figure 7 
Existing Plus Project Exiting Trip Distribution 
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TABLE 3 

8151 SHELDON ROAD APARTMENTS 

 ESTIMATED VEHICULAR TRIP GENERATION 

Land Use 

D
a
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y

 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 
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g
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o
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E
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T
o
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Vehicle Trips 

ITE Land Use Code 220 (Apartments), 
324 dwelling units 

2,087 32 130 162 127 69 196 

Source: DKS Associates, 2015, and ITE Trip Generation, Ninth Edition, 2012. 

 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION  

 
METHOD OF ANALYSIS 

 
Traffic impacts of the project are determined by adding the project traffic to existing traffic 
volumes.  In this manner, the traffic and impacts associated with the project can be directly 
compared to known and measured conditions.  Impacts are determined by comparing traffic 
operating conditions associated with the project to traffic operating conditions without the project. 
 
THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 

In accordance with CEQA, the effects of a project are evaluated to determine if they will result in 
a significant adverse impact on the environment.  For purposes of this analysis, an impact is 
considered significant if implementation of the project would have the effects described below. 
 
The standards of significance in this analysis are based upon current practice of the City of 
Sacramento.  Standards defined in the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (City of 
Sacramento, February, 1996) have been used, updated with the adopted LOS policies of the 
2035 General Plan. 
 

Intersections 

 

A significant traffic impact occurs when: 
 

• the traffic generated by a project degrades peak period LOS from an acceptable condition 
(LOS D) to an unacceptable condition (LOS E or F); or, 

 

• the LOS (without project) is unacceptable (LOS E or F), and project generated traffic increases 
the peak period average vehicle delay by five seconds or more. 
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The City of Elk Grove utilizes the same criteria for the determination of impacts. 
 
Transit 

 
Impacts to the transit system are considered significant if the proposed project would: 
 

• Adversely affect public transit operations; or, 

• Fail to adequately provide access to transit. 
 
Bicycle Facilities 

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

• Adversely affect existing or planned bicycle facilities; or, 

• Fail to adequately provide for access by bicycle. 
 
Pedestrian Circulation 

 

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

• Adversely affect existing or planned pedestrian facilities; or, 

• Fail to adequately provide for access by pedestrians. 
 
Construction-Related Traffic Impacts 

 
The project would have a temporarily significant impact during construction if it would: 
 

• Degrade an intersection or roadway to an unacceptable level of service; 
 

• Cause inconveniences to motorists due to prolonged road closures; or, 
 

• Result in increased frequency of potential conflicts between vehicles, pedestrians, and 
bicyclists. 

 
Traffic Volumes 

 
Existing Plus Project  
 
Figure 8 illustrates a.m. peak commuter hour and p.m. peak school hour traffic volumes associated 
with the existing plus project scenario.   
 
 
  



 

Figure 8 
Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Traffic Counts and Intersection Geometry 

 

 

 

 



 

  

Page 19 – 8151 Sheldon Road Apartments – December 24, 2015  

Intersection Geometry 

 

Existing Plus Project  
 
Figure 8 illustrates existing plus project intersection geometry (number of approach lanes and 
traffic control).   
 
Existing plus Project Analysis 

 
Intersection Operations 
 
Table 4 summarizes peak hour intersection operations for existing plus project scenario. 
 
PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES (EXISTING PLUS PROJECT) 

 
Impact 1  Intersections 

 
Table 4 presents the intersection operating conditions associated with the existing plus project 
scenario.  The project would increase traffic volumes at study area intersections.  
 
During the a.m. peak hour, all intersections would operate at LOS D or better. 
 
During the p.m. peak hour, intersections 1, 2, 3, and 6 would operate at LOS D or better. 
 
During the p.m. peak hour, intersection 4 would operate at LOS F.  However, this intersection is 
currently operating at LOS F during the p.m. peak hour, and the increase in average delay at the 
intersection would be less than 5 seconds. 
 
During the p.m. peak hour, intersection 5 would operate at LOS E.  However, this intersection is 
currently operating at LOS E during the p.m. peak hour, and the increase in average delay at the 
intersection would be less than 5 seconds. 
 
The impacts of the project would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measure  
 
None required. 
 
Impact 2  Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation Impacts 
 
The project would not remove any existing or planned pedestrian facility.  The project would not 
remove any existing bicycle facility or any facility that is planned in the City of Sacramento or 
City of Elk Grove.  The project would add pedestrian and bicycle demands within the project site 
and to and from nearby land uses.  Continuous sidewalks are provided along Sheldon Road and 
residential areas to the north and west.  Continuous sidewalks are provided to the Jacinto Creek 
Park and Irene B. West Elementary School.  Crosswalks are located at the signalized intersections 
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of Sheldon Road with Jocelyn Way / Lewis Stein Road and with West Stockton Boulevard.  
Bikeways are provided along both sides of Sheldon Road, Jocelyn Way, and the Jacinto Creek 
bikeway is located just north of the site.  The impacts of the project would be less than significant. 

 

TABLE 4 

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATING CONDITIONS 

Intersection 

Existing Existing Plus Project 

A.M. Peak 

Hour 
P.M. Peak 

Hour 
A.M. Peak 
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P.M. Peak 
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1. Driveway 1 and Sheldon Road 
(unsignalized) (intersection 
average) - - - - 0.3 A 0.2 A 

- Southbound Right Turn - - - - 12.7 B 16.4 C 

2. Melville Drive and Masters Street 
(unsignalized) (intersection 
average) - - - - 3.2 A 4.3 A 

- Southbound - - - - 8.5 A 8.7 A 

- Eastbound Left Turn - - - - 7.3 A 7.3 A 

3. Melville Drive and Masters Street 
(unsignalized) (intersection 
average) - - - - 1.5 A 1.4 A 

- Northbound Left Turn - - - - 7.7 A 7.7 A 

- Eastbound  - - - - 10.1 B 9.6 A 

4. Lewis Stein Road / Jocelyn Way 
and Sheldon Road (signalized) 38.5 D 146.0 F 44.5 D 150.9 F 

5. West Stockton Boulevard / SR 99 
Southbound Ramps and Sheldon 
Road (signalized) 32.5 C 60.7 E 41.2 D 65.3 E 

6. SR 99 Northbound Ramps and 
Sheldon Road (signalized) 16.2 B 9.2 A 15.1 B 9.3 A 

Source:  DKS Associates, 2015. 

 

Mitigation Measure 

 
None required. 
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Impact 3  Transit Impacts 
 
The project would not adversely affect existing or planned transit operations.  Transit access is 
provided e-tran along Sheldon Road adjacent to the site.  The project would add transit demands, 
although such demand is expected to be relatively low, and can be readily accommodated by the 
transit system.  The impacts of the project would be less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measure 

 
None required. 
 
Impact 4  Construction Impacts 
 
Construction may potentially include disruptions to the transportation network near the site, 
including the possibility of temporary lane closures, street closures, sidewalk closures, and 
bikeway closures.  Pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access may be disrupted.  Heavy vehicles will 
access the site and may need to be staged for construction.  These activities could result in degraded 
roadway operating conditions 
 
As required by City Code (City Code 12.20.030), the project is required to prepare a construction 
traffic and parking management plan prior to beginning of construction, to the satisfaction of the 
City Traffic Engineer and subject to review by all affected agencies.  The plan shall ensure that 
acceptable operating conditions on local roadways and freeway facilities are maintained.  At a 
minimum, the plan shall include: 
 

• The number of truck trips, time, and day of street closures. 
 

• Time of day of arrival and departure of trucks. 
 

• Limitations on the size and type of trucks, provision of a staging area with a limitation on 
the number of trucks that can be waiting. 

 

• Provision of a truck circulation pattern 
 

• Provision of driveway access plan so that save vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle 
movements are maintained (e.g., steel plates, minimum distances of open trenches, and 
private vehicle pick up and drop off areas). 

 

• Maintain safe and efficient access routes for emergency vehicles. 
 

• Manual traffic control when necessary. 
 

• Proper advance warning and posted signage concerning street closures. 
 

• Provisions for pedestrian safety. 
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A copy of the construction traffic management plan shall be submitted to local emergency response 
agencies and these agencies shall be notified at least 14 days before the commencement of 
construction that would partially or fully obstruct roadways.  With the implementation of the traffic 
control plan, the impact of the project would be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure 

 
None required. 
 

SITE CIRCULATION AND ACCESS RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the site circulation plan.   
 
GATED ACCESS 

 
Gated access is proposed at all three entrances.  The City requires a turn-around area in advance 
of the entry gate, which allows vehicles to safely and efficiently return to the City street system if 
entry is denied or not possible.  This design will allow adequate space to prevent queuing onto the 
City street system / sidewalks during normal operations.  A minimum throat depth of 50 feet from 
the gate to the nearest sidewalk / roadway will provide adequate space for the storage of two 
queued entering and two queued exiting vehicles.   
 
DRIVEWAY 1 

 
Right-in / right-out access is proposed to Sheldon Road.  Exit delay with stop-sign control will be 
reasonable in the peak hours, at LOS B or C.  Minimal exit queuing is expected. 
 
The location of the driveway in relationship to the existing median left-turn lane could not be 
precisely determined due to the conceptual nature of the site plans.  It is recommended that the 
Driveway 1 exit lane be located west of the gore point of the median left turn lane to prevent 
vehicles exiting the proposed apartment project continuing into the left turn lane to the commercial 
retail center across Sheldon Road. 
 
Based on the intersection operating conditions, and consistent with other driveways in the site 
vicinity, acceleration and deceleration lanes are not required. 
 
DRIVEWAY 2 

 
Driveway 2 would include extension of Masters Street.  It is recommended that the intersection of 
Masters Street and Melville Drive be controlled by a stop sign on the southbound Melville Drive 
approach.  Delays and queuing will be very low due to the relatively low volumes anticipated at 
this location. 
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DRIVEWAY 3 

 
Full access is proposed to West Stockton Boulevard.  Little vehicular delay is anticipated.  Entering 
left turn traffic will operate at LOS A, with an average queue of less than one vehicle.  Exiting 
traffic will operate at LOS B or better.  There will be adequate gaps in the traffic stream to permit 
left turn exiting vehicles to enter the traffic stream with minimal delay.   
 
These calculations were made assuming no northbound left turn lane or two-way-left-turn-lane on 
West Stockton Boulevard.  In accordance with the City Design and Procedures Manual, a left turn 
lane or two-way-left-turn-lane is not required, as West Stockton Boulevard is not designated as a 
Major Collector or Arterial in the 2035 General Plan (refer to Figure M4). 
 
Future traffic volumes on West Stockton Boulevard were also reviewed to ascertain their potential 
effect on driveway operations.  Year 2025 peak hour traffic volumes at the intersection of West 
Stockton Boulevard and Sheldon Road were obtained from the Sheldon Road Interchange 
engineering and environmental studies.  With these future volumes, queuing on the southbound 
approach to Sheldon Road is not expected to extend to Driveway 3.  The future extension of 
Masters Street to West Stockton Boulevard is not expected to substantially change traffic volumes 
or traffic patterns on West Stockton Boulevard. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO: Aelita Milatzo 

FROM: Vic Maslanka 

DATE: 11 March 2016 

SUBJECT: 8151 Sheldon Road Apartments – Information for 
Response to Caltrans Comments 

P 15221-000 

 

 
 
This memorandum provides technical information in response to the Caltrans comment letter dated 
February 25, 2016. 
 
Queuing at Freeway Exit Ramps 
 
Table 1 summarizes queuing at the SR 99 Freeway exit ramp intersections.  None of the queues 
are projected to exceed the available storage capacity.  Synchro output is attached to this 
memorandum. 
 

TABLE 1 

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR FREEWAY RAMP TERMINI QUEUING 

Direction Location Available 

Storage 

Length 

(feet / lane) 

Maximum Queue Length (feet / 

lane) 

A.M. Peak 

Hour 

P.M. Peak 

Hour 

Northbound 
SR 99 Exit to 
Sheldon Road 

Single Left Turn Lane 590 56 87 

Shared Left / Right Lane 590 41 73 

Single Right Turn Lane 590 37 69 

Southbound 
SR 99 Exit to 
Sheldon Road 

Double Left Turn Lane 310 59 160 

Single Through Lane 310 17 21 

Double Right Turn Lane 310 22 28 

Source:  DKS Associates, 2016. 

 



 
 

Sheldon Road Apartments - Trip Generation and Trip Distribution Estimates 2 11 March 2016 

 

Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) 

 
Table 2 presents project vehicle miles of travel (VMT) for the a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour, and 
daily (weekday) time periods.  The calculations are based upon the ITE vehicular trip generation 
from the transportation study, and average trip length statistics from SACOG’s regional SACMET 
travel model (for the project traffic analysis zone).  This is in accordance with the Caltrans request 
for VMT calculation based upon “O-D matrixes and trip generation”. 
 
It should be cautioned that these numbers should not be directly compared to average numbers 
calculated by the regional SACSIM travel model, as the SACSIM values are based upon a different 
methodology (tour-based rather than O-D matrix based) and different vehicular trip generation 
estimates. 
 

TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED PROJECT VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL (VMT) 

Time Period Vehicle Trips Average Trip Length 

(miles) 

Vehicle Miles of 

Travel 

AM Peak Hour 162 8.78 1,422 

PM Peak Hour 196 7.04 1,380 

Daily 2,087 7.28 15,193 

Source:  DKS Associates, 2016. 



Queues

5: SR 99 Southbound Rampws/West Stockton Boulevard & Sheldon Road 3/2/2016

8151 Sheldon Road Apartments 12:00 am 12/15/2015 Existing  Plus Project AM Synchro 8 Report

DKS Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Group Flow (vph) 30 1361 152 321 812 247 167 14 170 201 68

v/c Ratio 0.22 0.97 0.28 0.87 0.52 0.38 0.45 0.03 0.21 0.93 0.14

Control Delay 32.4 42.3 5.2 52.4 31.6 14.3 31.5 18.9 4.5 77.5 14.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 32.4 42.3 5.2 52.4 31.6 14.3 31.5 18.9 4.5 77.5 14.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 11 193 0 70 115 9 32 4 0 80 14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 34 #288 37 #135 153 87 59 17 22 #194 41

Internal Link Dist (ft) 670 920 920 720

Turn Bay Length (ft) 285 410 680 155 315 315 230

Base Capacity (vph) 136 1408 548 369 1564 658 369 458 814 217 480

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.22 0.97 0.28 0.87 0.52 0.38 0.45 0.03 0.21 0.93 0.14

Intersection Summary

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



Queues

6: SR 99 Northbound Ramps & Sheldon Road 3/2/2016

8151 Sheldon Road Apartments 12:00 am 12/15/2015 Existing  Plus Project AM Synchro 8 Report

DKS Page 1

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR

Lane Group Flow (vph) 1355 352 1292 539 85 81 77

v/c Ratio 0.47 0.33 0.45 0.48 0.16 0.16 0.16

Control Delay 15.4 7.1 8.7 2.3 17.5 10.2 9.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 15.4 7.1 8.7 2.3 17.5 10.2 9.8

Queue Length 50th (ft) 139 35 97 0 25 10 9

Queue Length 95th (ft) m153 m46 126 35 56 41 37

Internal Link Dist (ft) 920 920 920

Turn Bay Length (ft) 645 485 595

Base Capacity (vph) 2894 1052 2894 1133 517 494 493

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.47 0.33 0.45 0.48 0.16 0.16 0.16

Intersection Summary

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.



Queues

5: SR 99 Southbound Rampws/West Stockton Boulevard & Sheldon Road 3/2/2016

8151 Sheldon Road Apartments 12:00 pm 12/15/2015 Existing PM Plus Project Synchro 8 Report

DKS Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Group Flow (vph) 73 1101 179 301 1287 148 410 24 347 127 87

v/c Ratio 0.62 0.81 0.32 1.05 0.89 0.26 1.02 0.05 0.35 0.62 0.18

Control Delay 53.0 26.7 5.2 92.0 41.8 14.7 82.1 16.8 3.6 40.5 12.2

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 53.0 26.7 5.2 92.0 41.8 14.7 82.1 16.8 3.6 40.5 12.2

Queue Length 50th (ft) 26 135 0 ~65 194 16 ~80 6 0 45 14

Queue Length 95th (ft) #82 #184 39 #138 #258 m56 #160 21 28 #110 43

Internal Link Dist (ft) 670 920 920 720

Turn Bay Length (ft) 285 410 680 155 315 315 230

Base Capacity (vph) 118 1356 553 286 1440 566 400 496 997 206 492

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.62 0.81 0.32 1.05 0.89 0.26 1.02 0.05 0.35 0.62 0.18

Intersection Summary

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.



Queues

6: SR 99 Northbound Ramps & Sheldon Road 3/2/2016

8151 Sheldon Road Apartments 12:00 pm 12/15/2015 Existing PM Plus Project Synchro 8 Report

DKS Page 1

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR

Lane Group Flow (vph) 1238 292 1597 230 166 158 158

v/c Ratio 0.47 0.30 0.61 0.25 0.28 0.29 0.28

Control Delay 17.5 8.3 11.5 2.1 15.7 12.0 11.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 17.5 8.3 11.5 2.1 15.7 12.0 11.9

Queue Length 50th (ft) 126 17 136 0 44 30 29

Queue Length 95th (ft) 173 m62 177 27 87 73 69

Internal Link Dist (ft) 920 920 920

Turn Bay Length (ft) 645 485 595

Base Capacity (vph) 2627 959 2627 929 588 539 555

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.47 0.30 0.61 0.25 0.28 0.29 0.28

Intersection Summary

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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This Errata and Response to Comments document contains comments received during the public 

review period for the 8151 Sheldon Road Apartments (proposed project) Initial Study/Mitigated 

Negative Declaration (ISMND). The proposed project is located at the northwest corner of Sheldon 

Road with West Stockton Boulevard at the southern City of Sacramento boundary. The project site 

is located at 8151 Sheldon Road, and the parcels are identified as Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 

(APN) 117-0220-023, -024, -038, -039, -040. 

 

The proposed project includes the construction of a 324-unit apartment project on an 

approximately 19.7-acre site.  The proposed apartment development would feature two-story, 

garden style Class A apartments with fully furnished 1-, 2-, and 3-bedroom units with resort style 

amenities.  Additional proposed improvements include a clubhouse/leasing building, the extension 

of Masters Street through the project site, underground utilities, 551 on-site parking spaces, 

driveways, drive aisles, sidewalks and walkways, fencing, lighting, outdoor use areas, landscaping, 

and trash/recycling enclosures.   

 

An ISMND was prepared for the proposed project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 

Act (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, Section 15000 et 

seq. of the California Code of Regulations) and the Sacramento Local Environmental Regulations 

(Resolution 91-892) adopted by the City of Sacramento. The ISMND for the proposed project was 

prepared in January 2016. The City of Sacramento, as lead agency, released the ISMND for public 

review beginning on January 5, 2016 and ending on February 4, 2016 pursuant to California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15105. The ISMND and supporting 

documents were made available at the City of Sacramento Planning Department at 300 Richards 

Blvd, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 95811 and online at the City of Sacramento website. According 

to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15073 and 15074, the lead agency must consider the comments 

received during consultation and review periods together with the ISMND. However, the CEQA 

Guidelines do not require the lead agency to send responses directly to commenters. Unlike within 

an Environmental Impact Report, comments received on an ISMND are not required to be attached 

to the ISMND, nor must the lead agency make specific written responses to public agencies. In 

addition, comments on an ISMND are typically responded to in the Staff Report prepared for 

project hearings. Nevertheless, the City of Sacramento as the lead agency has chosen to provide 

responses to all of the comments received during the public review process for the proposed project 

ISMND. 

 

ERRATA 

The Errata section identifies minor errors and omissions noted in the Public Review Draft ISMND. 

None of the noted errors or omissions, related to the Utilities discussion presented on Pages 6 and 

56 of the Public Review Draft ISMND, requires recirculation of the document per Section 15073.5 

of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines. As presented below, the revised ISMND 

text is identified as double underlined and deleted text is shown as strike through.  The removal of 

“1.1 acre” from the sentence below is also reflected on page 56 in the Hydrology and Water 

Quality discussion under Operation-Related Impacts. 

ERRATA AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
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Utilities 

 

The project includes the installation of an underground storm drain system with inlets throughout 

the project site. Storm water from the project site would be collected by the project’s storm drain 

system and directed to existing storm drains in Masters Street and Praline Way west of the project 

site. A 1.1-acre detention basin would be installed in the northern portion of the project site, north 

of the Masters Street Extension through the project site, for water quality purposes. Overflows 

from the basin would enter the existing storm drain in Melville Drive west of the project site. Refer 

to Figure 4 in Appendix A for the grading and drainage plans. 

 

The project site is served by the City of Sacramento, Department of Utilities District for water, and 

the Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD) for sanitary sewer. The project’s water supply 

network would tie-in to existing water lines in Masters Street, Splendid Way, and Praline Way. 

The project’s sewer network would tie-in to an existing sewer line in Praline Way. 

 

LIST OF COMMENTERS 

 

The City of Sacramento received three comment letters on the ISMND for the proposed project 

during the public comment period. The comment letters were authored by the following State 

agency and local agencies: 

 

Letter 1 Steven Hutchason, Wilton Rancheria 

Letter 2 Stephanie Tadlock, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Letter 3 Scott Morgan, Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and Planning 

Unit 

 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

The Response to Comments section includes responses to the comment letters submitted regarding 

the proposed project. Each comment letter received has been numbered at the top and bracketed to 

indicate how the letter has been divided into individual comments. Each comment is given a 

number with the letter number appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example, the 

first comment in Letter 1 would have the following format: 1-1. To the extent that any revisions to 

the ISMND text are required based on the comments received, new text is identified as double 

underlined and deleted text is shown as strike through. 
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Letter 1 

1-1 
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1-1 

Cont’d 

 

1-2 

 

1-3 
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1-3 

Cont’d 

 

1-4 
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LETTER 1: STEVEN HUTCHASON, WILTON RANCHERIA 

 

Response to Comment 1-1: 

 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) section 21080.3.1, on February 9, 2016 the City of 

Sacramento notified Steven Hutchason and Wilton Rancheria of the proposed project.  

  

Under PRC section 21080.3.1 the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request 

consultation from the date of notice receipt. If the lead agency does not receive a request for 

consultation from the California Native American tribe, the City’s obligations have been met per 

AB 52. After the representative for the Applicant initiated informal consultation with the tribes, the 

City of Sacramento received a letter from Wilton Rancheria.   

 

The tribe identified that the project is within ancestral territory.  They requested consultation on: 

 

 Alternatives to the project, 

 Project funding, 

 Recommended mitigation measures, and 

 Significant effects of the project. 

 

The City provided the ISMND and the associated technical studies to the tribes at the beginning of 

the public review period.  No response was received from Wilton Rancheria.  The City has chosen 

to include this letter to address the concerns of Wilton Rancheria. 

 

Response to Comment 1-2: 

 

Wilton Rancheria also requested consultation on the following discretionary topics that were 

included in the ISMND for the proposed project.    

 

The City provided the ISMND and the associated technical studies to the tribes at the beginning of 

the public review period.  No response was received from Wilton Rancheria.  The City has chosen 

to include this letter to address the concerns of Wilton Rancheria. 

 

Response to Comment 1-3: 

 

Wilton Rancheria also requested information regarding cultural resources assessment or other 

assessments that have been completed on all or part of the project’s area of potential effect (APE), 

and area surrounding the APE. 

 

The City provided the ISMND and the associated technical studies to the tribes at the beginning of 

the public review period.  No response was received from Wilton Rancheria.  The City has chosen 

to include this letter to address the concerns of Wilton Rancheria. 

 

Response to Comment 1-4: 

Wilton Rancheria provided their schedule of fees to the City.  While the City appreciates the 

forefront nature of the information, the tribe did not request to monitor ground-disturbing activities, 
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and the City is not requiring tribal monitoring.  No other consultation is anticipated to occur and no 

fees will be warranted. 
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Letter 2 

2-1 
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2-2 

 

2-1 

Cont’d 

 

2-3 
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LETTER 2: STEPHANIE TADLOCK, CENTRAL VALLEY WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 

 

Response to Comment 2-1 

 

The comment provides background regarding the responsibilities of the Central Valley Regional 

Water Quality Control Board. The project site is located within the Water Quality Control Plan 

(Basin Plan) area for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins.  

 

Response to Comment 2-2 

 

This comment provides input on preventing degradation of high quality waters of the State. No 

wastewater discharge is anticipated to be released into high quality waters without treatment.  

Pollution prevention measures will be used at all times during construction and operation of the 

proposed project. 

 

Response to Comment 2-3 

 

This comment provides input regarding the necessary permits for construction, specifically for 

storm water discharge that may occur.  The applicant will obtain this permit prior to any 

construction activities.  The applicant and their chosen contractor will also be responsible for the 

development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  

 

Response to Comment 2-4 

 

As described on page 54 of the IS/MND, within Section 6, Hydrology and Water Quality, the 

Stormwater Quality Improvement Plan (SQIP) outlines the priorities, key elements, strategies, and 

evaluation methods of the City’s Stormwater Management program. The SQIP was prepared as 

part of the Sacramento County area-wide NPDES MS4 Permit. In addition, the Sacramento City 

Code Section 13.08.145 requires that when a property contributes drainage to the storm drain 

system or to the City Combined Sewer System (CSS), all stormwater and surface runoff drainage 

impacts resulting from the improvement or development must be fully mitigated to ensure that the 

improvement or development does not affect the function of the storm drain system or CSS. As 

discussed on page 56 of the IS/MND, conformance with City regulations and permit requirements 

along with implementation of BMPs would ensure that the proposed project would result in a less-

than-significant impact related to stormwater absorption rates, discharges, flows, and water quality. 

 

Response to Comment 2-5 

 

The proposed project does not include industrial uses. 

 

Response to Comment 2-6 

 

As discussed on page 31 of the IS/MND, within Section 3, Biological Resources, there are only 

“intrastate isolated waters” within the project area, “with no apparent interstate or foreign 

commerce connection,” which are not regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  No waters 

of the U.S. are present. Therefore, the proposed project would not involve the discharge of dredged 
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or fill materials into any navigable waters or wetlands or any disturbance of waters of the U.S., and 

a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit would not be required.  

 

Response to Comment 2-7 

 

As discussed above, there are no Waters of the U.S. within the project area.   

 

Response to Comment 2-8 

 

As discussed above, there are potential waters of the State within the project area.  A Water 

Discharge Requirement permit is being drafted for submittal to the Central Valley Regional Water 

Quality Control Board. 

 

Response to Comment 2-9 

 

Dewatering is not anticipated to be required as a result of construction of the proposed project. 

However, should groundwater be encountered during construction and dewatering become 

necessary, the applicant would be required to file a Notice of Intent with the Central Valley 

Water Board to obtain a dewatering permit prior to beginning discharge of groundwater.  

 

Response to Comment 2-10 

 

The comment is noted; however, the proposed project does not include commercially irrigated 

agriculture. 

 

Response to Comment 2-11 

 

Dewatering is not anticipated to be required as a result of construction of the proposed project. 

However, should groundwater be encountered during construction and dewatering become 

necessary, the applicant would be required to seek the proper NPDES permit for dewatering 

actvities.  
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LETTER 3: SCOTT MORGAN, OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

AND PLANNING UNIT 

 

Response to Comment 3-1 

 

As described in this letter, the City has complied with State Clearinghouse review requirements, 

pursuant to the CEQA. 
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