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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1

PROPOSED PROJECT

The applicant has requested City entitlements that would allow for the development of seven
single-family residences at 7446 Pocket Road, Sacramento California. The requested entitlements
include a change in the zoning for the project site, and a tentative map to subdivide the project
site. The project site is 3.64 acres in size.
Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15367, a lead agency
is the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.
The City of Sacramento is the lead agency for the proposed project.
The City of Sacramento maintains a website (http://www.cityofsacramento.org) that includes
information regarding the city, its programs and services, and its various departments. The text of
the City’s 2035 General Plan and the Master Environmental Impact Report may be found at
http://www.sacgp.org. Environmental documents prepared by the City’s Community
Development
Department,
including
this
document,
are
located
online
at
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/ImpactReports.

1.2

PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) has been prepared in conformance with CEQA
to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of the
proposed project. CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR when there is substantial evidence
that a project could have a significant effect on the physical environment. An EIR provides
decision-makers, public agencies, and the general public with an objective and informational
document that fully discloses the potential environmental effects of the proposed project. The
term proposed project, as used in this EIR, refers to the development and operation of the Azores
Subdivision project.
The City of Sacramento certified a Master EIR in March 2015 as part of the City’s approval of the
2035 General Plan. Projects that are consistent with the City’s General Plan and have been
accounted for in the analysis contained in the Master EIR require evaluation of any projectspecific effects that were not evaluated in the Master EIR. As described in the initial study prepared
for the proposed project and circulated with the Notice of Preparation (see Appendix A), the
proposed project would have the potential to result in significant impacts on tribal cultural
resources that were not analyzed in the Master EIR, requiring analysis in this EIR.
Because the proposed project is consistent with the land uses contained in the 2035 General Plan
and analyzed in the Master EIR, the proposed project is within the scope of the Master EIR.
Consequently, this Draft EIR is prepared in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section
15176(d) and Section 15178, Subsequent Projects identified in the MEIR [Master EIR]. The key
question is whether the proposed project would have significant effects not evaluated in the
Master EIR.
Pursuant to CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR will be circulated for public review and comment
for a period of 45 days. Upon completion of the public review period, a Final EIR will be prepared
that will include written comments on the Draft EIR received during the public review period and
the City’s responses to those comments. The Final EIR will address any revisions to the Draft EIR
made by staff or in response to public comments.

City of Sacramento
July 2018

Azores Subdivision
Draft Environmental Impact Report

1.0-1

1.0 INTRODUCTION
The Draft EIR and Final EIR together comprise the EIR for the proposed project. Before the City of
Sacramento may consider approval of the proposed project, it must first certify that the EIR was
completed in compliance with CEQA, that the City Council reviewed and considered the
information in the EIR, and that the EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment. If it decides to
approve the proposed project, the City Council would also be required to adopt Findings of Fact
for any significant impacts determined to be significant and unavoidable, and to adopt a
Statement of Overriding Considerations identifying the basis for approving the project
notwithstanding the presence of significant effects.

1.3

PROPOSED PROJECT BACKGROUND

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and initial study for the
proposed project were released on October 21, 2015, for a 30-day agency and public review
period (State Clearinghouse No. 2015102061). The NOP was distributed to interested parties,
business owners, residents, and landowners near the project site and was posted on the City’s
website. The purpose of the NOP was to provide notification that an EIR for the proposed project
would be prepared and to solicit input on the scope and content of the document.
Appendix A:

Notice of Preparation (NOP) initial study;

Appendix B:

Written comments received on the NOP.

Appendix C:

Wallace Kuhl Geotechnical Investigation, 2013

Concerns raised in response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. See
Section 3.0, Summary of Environmental Effects, for a description of the NOP comments received.
The City will provide public notice of the document’s availability for public review and invite
comment from the general public, agencies, organizations, and other interested parties in the
Notice of Availability. The Draft EIR is available for review on the City’s website at:
http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/ImpactReports.
The Draft EIR is also available for review at:
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
(open to the public from 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. except weekends and holidays.)
Comments or questions regarding the Draft EIR should be submitted to:
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner
Email: srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org
Direct line: 916-808-5842

1.4

SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR is an informational document used to inform public agency
decision-makers and the general public of the significant environmental effects of a project, to
identify possible ways to avoid, eliminate, or reduce the significant effects, and to describe a
range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly attain most of the
Azores Subdivision
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
proposed project’s basic objectives while substantially lessening or avoiding any of the significant
environmental impacts. Public agencies are required to consider the information presented in the
EIR when determining whether to approve a project.
The CEQA Guidelines require that each public agency avoid or mitigate to less than significant
levels, wherever feasible, the significant environmental effects of projects it approves or
implements. A project may be approved even though the project would result in significant and
unavoidable environmental impacts that cannot be feasibly mitigated to less than significant
levels; however, prior to any such approval the lead agency’s decision-makers must adopt a
statement of overriding considerations explaining in writing the specific economic, social, or other
considerations that, based on substantial evidence, make those significant effects acceptable.
The CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project
circumstances. CEQA also allows for variations in EIRs and tailoring of documents for different
situations and intended uses. Lead agencies may use variations consistent with the State CEQA
Guidelines to address a variety of project circumstances (CEQA Guidelines Section 15160). A
project EIR examines the environmental impacts of a specific development project, and the
analysis is focused primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from the project.
This type of EIR examines all phases of the project—planning, construction, and operation (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15161). This EIR is a project EIR.
CEQA requires that state and local government agencies consider the environmental effects of
projects over which they have discretionary authority before taking action on those projects. As
the lead agency under CEQA, the City of Sacramento has determined that implementing the
proposed project may have significant effects on the environment and has directed that this Draft
EIR analyze these potentially significant effects.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1

PROJECT LOCATION

The project site is located at 7446 Pocket Road in an area of Sacramento generally referred to as
the Pocket (see Figure 2.0-1 for regional location and Figure 2.0-2 for project location). The Pocket
neighborhood has been developed with single-family and multi-family residential uses,
interspersed with various public and commercial/office uses.
The project site is located on the west side of Pocket Road across from Nasca Way and
immediately east of the Sacramento River and an associated levee. A single-family residential
development has been developed on a cul-de-sac north of the project site. South of the site is a
private elementary school. Additional single-family residences with frontage on Pocket Road are
located east of the site.

2.2

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The following are the project objectives for the proposed project:

2.3



Provide for the productive use of an infill parcel, consistent with the land use assumptions
and policies of the 2035 General Plan.



Provide for housing that will contribute to the city’s economic base.



Create land uses that are compatible with and contribute to the surrounding community.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is consistent with the 2035 General Plan land use designation for the site
(Suburban Neighborhood Low Density: 3–8). The project applicant requests a rezone to change
the zoning of the project site from its current zoning of A (Agricultural) to R-1 (Single-Unit Dwelling
Zone). The proposed Tentative Subdivision Map (see Figure 2.0-3) would divide the 3.64-acre site
into seven single-family residential lots for future development and a 0.44-acre undeveloped
parcel.
Home construction would last a period of six months. The initial development action on the site
would involve installation of protective fencing, scraping of land surfaces that will be affected by
construction, removal of non-native soils and excavation for utility tie in connections and plumbing
trenches, both on and off site.
The geotechnical report prepared for the project site identified the presence of approximately 1
to 1.5 feet of loose, cobbley, sandy silt over the project site (Wallace Kuhl 2013, Appendix 3). The
report states that this fill material is not suitable for support of structures unless the material is
removed and recompacted. Therefore, the top 1.5 feet of soil on the site will be removed and
recompacted, where residential lots and roads are proposed, as part of site preparation. The
remaining 0.44-acre undeveloped parcel, as well as the land area near the levee toe, the levee
itself and land on the river side of the levee, would not be disturbed or recompacted. Based on
the grading plan for the proposed project, grading on the residential lots could be up to 2.5 feet
deep, including the 1.5-foot layer of non-native soil. Native soils on the site are adequate for
structure support with scarifcation to a depth of 12 inches, conditioning for soil moisture content,
and compaction (Wallace Kuhl 2013).
The project applicant would use post-tension foundations for the homes to reduce the depth of
ground disturbance required for home construction and trenching for utilities. Post-tensioned slab
City of Sacramento
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
construction uses high-strength cable reinforcing, which is stressed after the concrete is poured. A
post-tension slab is stiffer than conventional rebar construction, which allows the slabs and other
structural members to be thinner, thus requiring less excavation. It also allows slabs to be
constructed on expansive or soft soils.

2.3.1 SITE ACCESS, PARKING, AND CIRCULATION
Ingress and egress to and from the project site would be via Pocket Road, which is a four-lane
divided roadway located to the east of the project site. A 50-foot left turn pocket would be
created on northbound Pocket Road to provide access to the site. The proposed residential lots
would be situated on either side of a residential roadway ending in a cul-de-sac. At the terminus
of the cul-de-sac, a 20-foot-wide emergency levee access easement would connect to an
existing levee easement that runs parallel to the levee. This existing easement would be extended
an additional 20 feet onto the project site (see Figure 2.0-3).

2.3.2 UTILITIES AND PUBLIC FACILITIES
The project would connect to existing utility infrastructure located in Pocket Road. The project
would connect to an existing 6-inch sewer main and an existing 12-inch water main immediately
east of the site and an existing 12-inch storm drain approximately 175 feet to the south.
Site work for utilities would last for a period of approximately three to four months. There would be
a singular set of trenches, 2-feet wide, 10- to 12-feet deep located in the middle of the proposed
cul de sac. The sanitary sewer would be approximately 10-feet deep, storm drain at approximately
6- to 9-feet deep, and the water and dry utilities approximately 5-feet deep. Utility connections
within the residential lots are estimated to be approximately 4-feet deep. The approximate depth
and location of utility trenching is shown in Figure 2.0-4. Once utility construction is completed, the
trenches would be filled and re-compacted. The street section and side would then be graded,
cut out, and poured.
The public facilities within one-half mile of the project site are shown in Figure 2.0-5.

2.4

PROPOSED ACTIONS

The proposed project would require the following City actions:


Certification of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to determine that the EIR was
completed in compliance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), that the decision-making body has reviewed and considered the information
in the EIR, and that the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City of Sacramento.



Adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP), which specifies the
methods for monitoring mitigation measures required to eliminate or reduce the proposed
project’s significant effects on the environment.



Adoption of Findings of Fact, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for any
impacts determined to be significant and unavoidable.



Amendment of the zoning map to change the zoning of the project site from A
(Agricultural) to R-1 (Single-Unit Dwelling Zone).



Approval of a Tentative Subdivision Map (Figure 2.0-3).
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2.4.1 RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES
Responsible agencies are state and local public agencies, other than the lead agency, that have
some authority to carry out or approve a project or that are required to approve a portion of the
project for which a lead agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR or an initial study/negative
declaration. The City has not identified any responsible agencies for the proposed project.
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3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
3.1

INTRODUCTION

This section summarizes the Azores Subdivision project, the potential issues of concern identified in
responses to the Notice of Preparation (NOP), and the proposed project impacts and applicable
mitigation measures. Table 3.0-1 details the following: the proposed project’s impacts, the
significance of the impact after implementation of the 2035 General Plan Master Environmental
Impact Report (Master EIR) mitigation measure and/or policy, additional mitigation measures that
could be implemented, and the significance of the impact after the mitigation measure(s) is
applied.

3.2

PROJECT UNDER REVIEW

The proposed Azores Subdivision project (proposed project) consists of a rezone and a Tentative
Subdivision Map to create seven single-family residential lots for future development and a 0.44acre undeveloped parcel on a 3.64-acre parcel at 7446 Pocket Road (Assessor’s Parcel Number
031-0030-001) in the City of Sacramento. For purposes of general plan consistency, the portions of
the project site that are not developable, including the levee and land on the river side, the
setback from the levee toe and the 0.44-acre undeveloped parcel, have not been included in
the project site acreage. The resulting land area is approximately 2.08 acres (see Figure 3.0-1). The
general plan land use designation calls for a development density of 3-8 units per acre (6-16 units)
so the applicant’s proposed 7-unit project (7 units/ 2.08 acres = approximately 3.4 units per acre)
is consistent with the general plan density.
The project site is on the west side of Pocket Road across from Nasca Way and immediately east
of the Sacramento River and an associated levee. A single-family residential neighborhood on a
cul-de-sac similar to that proposed by the project is located north of the project site. South of the
site is a private elementary school. Additional single-family residences with frontage on Pocket
Road are located east of the site.

3.3

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an environmental impact report (EIR) describe a
range of reasonable alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of
the project and reduce the degree of environmental impact. Section 6.0, Project Alternatives,
qualitatively analyzes the following three scenarios:

3.4



Alternative 1: No Project-No Build Alternative



Alternative 2: No Project-Build Out Under Existing Zoning



Alternative 3: Two residential parcels



Alternative 4: Five residential parcels

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

In accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared and distributed a
Notice of Preparation of an EIR on October 21, 2015, for a 30-day review period. This notice was
circulated to the public, local, state, and federal agencies, and other interested parties to solicit
comments on the proposed project. The NOP is included as Appendix A.
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Environmental issues raised in comment letters on the NOP include impacts related to the
following:


Archeological and tribal cultural resources resources



Biological resources



Vibration



Water quality



Construction of wastewater infrastructure

Concerns raised in response to the NOP were considered during the preparation of the Draft EIR.
Comment letters received by the City are included in Appendix B.

3.5

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 defines a significant effect as a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any physical conditions within the area affected by the proposed
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or
aesthetic significance. Implementation of the proposed project would result in significant impacts
to the physical environment in several different ways. Mitigation measures were identified in the
Initial Study that would reduce most of these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
The City will implement the various mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study. The Initial
Study prepared for the proposed project is attached to this Draft EIR as Appendix A.
The City determined that this Draft EIR would address the remaining issue area: project effects on
tribal cultural resources.
Table 3.0-1 presents a summary of project impacts and proposed mitigation measures that would
avoid or minimize potential impacts. In the table, the level of significance of each environmental
impact is indicated both before and after the application of the recommended mitigation
measure(s). For detailed discussions of all project impacts and mitigation measures, the reader is
referred to the topical environmental analysis in this Draft EIR.
The references to significance of impact are as follows:
N/A = Not Applicable;
NI = No Impact; LTS = Less Than Significant;
LTS/MM = Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures;
PS = Potentially Significant;
SU = Significant and Unavoidable;
CC = Cumulatively Considerable
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TABLE 3.0-1
PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance After
Implementation of
2035 General Plan
Master EIR Mitigation
Measures or Policies

Additional Mitigation, if Required

Significance
After
Mitigation

A) Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista?

NI

N/A

N/A

B) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

NI

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

NI

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

A) Result in construction emissions of
NOx (oxides of nitrogen) above 85
pounds per day?

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

Impact

Aesthetics

Air Quality
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Significance After
Implementation of
2035 General Plan
Master EIR Mitigation
Measures or Policies

Additional Mitigation, if Required

Significance
After
Mitigation

D) Result in PM10 (particulate matter)
concentrations equal to or greater than 5
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?

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

H) Impede City or state efforts to meet
AB 32 standards for the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions?

NI

N/A

N/A

LTS

N/A

N/A

Impact

Biological Resources
A) Create a potential health hazard, or
use, produce, or dispose of materials that
would pose a hazard to plant or animal
populations in the area affected?
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3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Impact

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?

Significance After
Implementation of
2035 General Plan
Master EIR Mitigation
Measures or Policies
LTS/MM

Significance
After
Mitigation

Additional Mitigation, if Required

BIO-1

Worker Environmental Awareness Training: Before the start of
construction activities, the project applicant shall retain a
qualified biologist to conduct mandatory contractor/worker
awareness training for construction personnel. The awareness
training shall be provided to all construction personnel to brief
them on the identified location of sensitive biological resources,
including how to identify species (visual and auditory) most
likely to be present and the need to avoid impacts to biological
resources (e.g., special-status wildlife and jurisdictional waters)
and to brief them on the penalties for not complying with
biological mitigation requirements. If new construction personnel
are added to the project, the contractor shall ensure that they
receive the mandatory training before starting work.

BIO-2

Survey for Active Swainson’s Hawk and Raptor Nests. If
clearing and/or construction activities would occur during the
raptor nesting season (January 15–August 15), preconstruction
surveys to identify active raptor nests shall be conducted by a
qualified biologist within 14 days prior to construction
initiation in specific project sites. Focused surveys must be
performed by a qualified biologist for the purposes of
determining the presence/absence of active nest sites within the
proposed impact area, including construction access routes and
a 500-foot buffer, where accessible. If no active nests are found,
no further mitigation is required. Surveys shall be repeated if
construction is delayed for more than 15days.

LTS

If active raptor (excluding Swainson’s hawk) nest sites are
identified within 500 feet of project activities, the applicant
shall impose a 250-foot setback of all active nest sites prior to
commencement of any construction activities to avoid
construction- or access-related disturbances to nesting raptors.
Project-related activities (i.e., vegetation removal, earth moving,
and construction) will not occur within the setback until the
nest is deemed inactive. Activities permitted within setbacks
and the size of setbacks may be adjusted through consultation
with the CDFW and/or the City.
City of Sacramento
July 2018
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Impact

Significance After
Implementation of
2035 General Plan
Master EIR Mitigation
Measures or Policies

Additional Mitigation, if Required

Significance
After
Mitigation

If active Swainson’s hawk nest sites are identified within 500
feet of project activities, the applicant shall impose a 500-foot
setback of all active nest sites prior to commencement of any
construction activities to avoid construction or access-related
disturbances to nesting raptors. Project-related activities (i.e.,
vegetation removal, earth moving, and construction) will not
occur within the setback until the nest is deemed inactive.
Activities permitted within setbacks and the size of setbacks
may be adjusted through consultation with the CDFW and/or
the City.
BIO-3

Survey for Migratory Birds. If any clearing and/or construction
activities will occur during the nesting season (March 15–
August 15), preconstruction surveys to identify active migratory
bird nests shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within 14
days prior to construction initiation. Focused surveys must be
performed by a qualified biologist for the purposes of
determining the presence/absence of active nest sites within the
proposed impact area. Surveys shall be repeated if construction
is delayed for more than 15 days.
If active nest sites are identified within 200 feet of project
activities, the applicant shall impose an exclusionary buffer for
all active nest sites prior to commencement of any project
construction activities, to avoid construction or access-related
disturbances to migratory bird nesting activities. An
exclusionary buffer constitutes an area where project-related
activities (i.e., vegetation removal, earth moving, and
construction) will not occur, and will be imposed within 100
feet of any active nest sites until the nest is deemed inactive by
a qualified biologist. Activities permitted within and the size
(i.e., 100 feet) of the exclusionary buffer may be adjusted
through consultation with the CDFW.

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

LTS/MM

Incorporation of MM BIO-1, MM BIO-2, and MM BIO-3 (see above).
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3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
Significance After
Implementation of
2035 General Plan
Master EIR Mitigation
Measures or Policies

Additional Mitigation, if Required

Significance
After
Mitigation

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

NI

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

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 contaminates generated by
construction and/or development of the
project?

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

Impact

Geology and Soils
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?
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hydrology and Water Quality
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3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
Significance After
Implementation of
2035 General Plan
Master EIR Mitigation
Measures or Policies

Additional Mitigation, if Required

Significance
After
Mitigation

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?

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

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?

LTS

N/A

N/A

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?

LTS

N/A

N/A

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?

LTS

N/A

N/A

Impact

Noise
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3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
Significance After
Implementation of
2035 General Plan
Master EIR Mitigation
Measures or Policies

Additional Mitigation, if Required

Significance
After
Mitigation

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

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 the projectgenerated traffic increases the volume to
capacity ration (v/c ratio) by 0.02 or
more?

LTS

N/A

N/A

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?

LTS

N/A

N/A

Impact

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

Transportation and Traffic
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3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
Significance After
Implementation of
2035 General Plan
Master EIR Mitigation
Measures or Policies

Additional Mitigation, if Required

Significance
After
Mitigation

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?

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

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

LTS

N/A

N/A

A) Result in the determination that
adequate capacity is not available to
serve the project’s demand in addition to
existing commitments?

LTS

N/A

N/A

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?

LTS

N/A

N/A

Impact

Utilities and Service Systems
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Impact

Significance After
Implementation of
2035 General Plan
Master EIR Mitigation
Measures or Policies

Significance
After
Mitigation

Additional Mitigation, if Required

Cultural Resources
4.0.1: Residential development of the
project site will result in disturbance of
tribal history including consideration of
the site as a sacred place with landscapes
and vistas of importance to the tribes.

PS

No mitigation is available avoid or reduce the significance of the impact.

SU

4.0.2: Project land preparation,
excavation, construction, and project
operations could result in disturbance of
physical tribal cultural resources.

PS

4.0.2a

SU

4.0.2b

4.0.2c

Prior to any ground disturbance or construction activities on the
project site, the City shall conduct a pedestrian survey of the site
sensitivity for human remains and cultural artifacts. The City shall
invite tribal representatives and the applicant to participate and
shall conduct the survey under the guidance of a qualified
Archaeologist selected by the City. The archaeologist shall
prepare a written report of the survey, which may be used in
identifying the areas of special sensitivity in the TSR Site Map to
be prepared (see Mitigation Measure 4.01(b). The report shall be
treated as confidential consistent with PRC section 21082.3(c)(1).
The City shall prepare a Tribal Cultural Resources Map (TSR Site
Map) map of the project area, in consultation with Native
American Tribal Representatives, identifying previously recorded
archaeological resources and potential locations of TCR special
sensitivity for use by the City, Contractor, archaeologist, and
Native American monitor. The report shall be treated as
confidential, consistent with PRC section 21082.3(c)(1). The TCR
Map shall identify Lot A as a portion of the project site that shall
not be disturbed, and shall identify appropriate measures (e.g.,
fencing) to ensure avoidance of Lot A.
A Native American monitor and qualified archaeologist shall be
employed at Applicant expense to conduct monitoring of all
project construction activities related to ground disturbance for
all areas of the project site, including utility connections and
required off-site improvements. The conduct and work of any
Native American monitor shall be consistent with the California
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Guidelines for
Native American Monitors/Consultants (NAHC, 2005). Potential
TCRs discovered during project work shall be treated in
consultation with the Native American monitor on site. If a tribal
cultural resource is identified, work shall stop within a
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Impact

Significance After
Implementation of
2035 General Plan
Master EIR Mitigation
Measures or Policies

Additional Mitigation, if Required

4.0.2d

4.0.2e

Significance
After
Mitigation

reasonable buffer area established by the archeologist. The
Native American monitor will assess the find and evaluate it for
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources, if
applicable, to determine if it is a Tribal Cultural Resource
pursuant to PRC Section 21074.
The Applicant shall prepare a Preservation Plan for review and
approval by the City, in consultation with Native American
representatives, prior to any ground disturbance on the project
site. The Preservation Plan shall include the following:
• Locations of TCR sensitive areas as shown on the TCR Site
Map;
• Construction protocol identifying reasonable horizontal
and vertical limits of work that can be conducted on site;
• Excavation in areas on the project site identified as highly
sensitive for human remains or cultural artifacts shall be
hand-excavated with the goal of leaving cultural materials
in place and directing the construction activity to avoid
disturbance of the discovery;
• Removed native soils shall be returned to their original
location if feasible; native soils that cannot be returned
shall be placed elsewhere on the site in a location not
subject to further disturbance and in consultation with the
Native American monitor;
• Reasonable effort shall be made to avoid mature
landscaping (includes trees, vegetation); and
• No native site soils shall be exported. If any new soil is
brought to the site, such soils shall be certified as to their
origin, and shall not contain human remains or cultural
material from another archaeological deposit. The Native
American monitor shall be advised of soil movement in
advance and provided with the required certification.
The monitoring archaeologist will prepare and submit a
confidential monitoring report of findings to the project
proponent and the City within 60 days of the last day of
monitoring. Such studies shall be deposited with the California
Historical Resources Regional Information Center.
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Impact

Significance After
Implementation of
2035 General Plan
Master EIR Mitigation
Measures or Policies

Significance
After
Mitigation

Additional Mitigation, if Required

4.0.2f

Swimming Pools Prohibited: Belowground swimming pools shall
be prohibited within the project area. This restriction shall be
noted on the Final Map and shall be recorded as a deed
restriction on each residential lot.

4.0.3: Project implementation would
have the potential to disturb a known
historical resource and previously
undiscovered human remains and
historical and archaeological resources,
including tribal cultural resources on the
project site.

PS

4.0.3

If evidence of any pre-contact or historic-era subsurface
archaeological features or deposits are discovered during
construction-related earth-moving activities, Mitigation Measures
4.0.2a through 4.0.2d shall be implemented. In the event such
discoveries are not TCRs, the following procedure shall be
followed: all ground-disturbing activity in the area of the
discovery shall be halted in that area until a qualified
archaeologist can assess the significance of the find. The City
shall be notified of the potential find and a qualified archeologist
shall be retained to investigate. If the archaeologist determines
that the find does not meet the CRHR standards of significance
for cultural resources, construction may proceed. If the
archaeologist determines that further information is needed to
evaluate significance, the City shall be notified, and a resource
treatment plan shall be prepared within 60 days. If the find is
determined to be significant by the qualified archaeologist (i.e.,
because the find is determined to constitute either an historical
resource or a unique archaeological resource), the archaeologist
shall work with the project developer to avoid disturbance to the
resources, and if complete avoidance is not feasible in light of
project design, economics, logistics, and other factors, follow
accepted professional standards in recording any find including
submittal of the standard DPR Primary Record forms (Form DPR
523) and location information to the appropriate California
Historical Resources Information System office for the project
area (the NCIC).

4.0.4

PS

4.0.4

Implement mitigation measures MM 4.0.2a through MM 4.0.2f
and 4.0.3.

LTS

CC/SU

Note: N/A = Not Applicable; NI = No Impact; LTS = Less Than Significant; LTS/MM = Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures; PS = Potentially Significant; SU = Significant and
Unavoidable; CC = Cumulatively Considerable
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4.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES
INTRODUCTION
This section of the EIR evaluates potential adverse impacts on cultural resources and tribal cultural
resources that could result from implementation of the proposed project. This section briefly
describes the cultural setting of the project site, discusses known cultural resources and tribal
cultural resources within the project site, and identifies the cultural resources sensitivity of the
project site. Applicable state and local regulations are identified, followed by the impact analysis
and, where applicable, mitigation measures that reduce adverse impacts on cultural resources
to the extent feasible.
This section of the EIR is based on a cultural resources report prepared for the proposed project.
Due to the sensitivity of the information contained in the report, pursuant to Public Resources Code
21082.3 and California Government Code Section 6254, that information is not discussed or
included as an appendix to this document. The archaeological report is on file at the City and
can be accessed by authorized users of California Historical Resources Information.

Concepts and Terminology for Evaluation of Cultural Resources
This section provides definitions for Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources.
Cultural resources include archaeological and built environment resources. Definitions provided
in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) and adopted by the California Office
of Historic Preservation (OHP) are provided below.
Archaeological resources are defined as sites in the National Register and by OHP. These
resources are subsurface human cultural remains that are over 50 years old.
Archaeological resources in the region are generally divided into two temporal
categories: prehistoric (12,000 years ago – 1541) and historic-period (1542 – 50 years ago).
Site: A site is the location of a significant event, a prehistoric or historic occupation
or activity, or a building or structure, whether standing, ruined, or vanished, where
the location itself possesses historic, cultural, or archaeological value regardless of
the value of any existing structure.
Built Environment resources are defined as buildings, structures, objects, and districts in the
National Register and by OHP.
Buildings: A building, such as a house, barn, church, hotel, or similar construction,
is created principally to shelter any form of human activity. "Building" may also be
used to refer to a historically and functionally related unit, such as a courthouse
and jail or a house and barn.
Structures: “Structure” means a functional construction made for purposes other
than creating human shelter. Examples include bridges, tunnels, roadways,
windmills, and railroad grades.
Objects: The term "object" is used to distinguish those constructions that are
primarily artistic in nature or are relatively small in scale and simply constructed from
buildings and structures. Although it may be, by nature or design, movable, an
object is associated with a specific setting or environment.
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Districts: A district possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of
sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or
physical development.
Historical resource: As described in CEQA, historical resources include buildings, sites,
structures, objects, or districts, each of which may have historical, prehistoric, architectural,
archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance and are eligible for listing or are listed in
the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) or a local register of
historical resources. The California Register includes resources listed in, or formally
determined eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as well as
some California State Landmarks and Points of Historical Interest. If a project would impact
a historical resource, the project would impact the environment.
Tribal cultural resource is defined in PRC section 21074(a) and includes:


Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places and objects with cultural value
to a California Native American tribe when those resources are included or eligible for
inclusion in the California Register of Historic Places or included in a local register; and



A resource determined by the local agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to the criteria set forth in PRC section 5024.1. In
applying these criteria, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to
a California American Native tribe.

A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (PRC
section 21084.2)

4.0.1 EXISTING SETTING
The project site is known to contain archaeological resources that qualify as both historical
resources and tribal cultural resources. The project site and surrounding parcels have been the
subject of at least seven cultural resources investigations over the past 80 years, as described in
the confidential report on file at the City. As set forth in CEQA, if the project would result in a
substantial adverse impact on these resources, it would be considered a significant effect on the
environment.
The previous Native American inhabitants of the historical resource may have been descendants
of the Plains Miwok or the Valley Nisenan, both described below.

PLAINS MIWOK
The Plains Miwok are part of the larger Eastern Miwok group that forms one of the two major
divisions of the Miwokan subgroup of the Utian speakers. The Plains Miwok lived in the Sacramento
Valley along the Sacramento, Cosumnes, and Mokelumne Rivers. They built their homes on high
ground, with major villages concentrated along the major waterways. Conical homes were
constructed with poles and thatching of brush, grass, or tule, though semisubterranean earthcovered homes were built as well. Major villages contained an assembly house, which was a
semisubterranean structure with a diameter of 40–50 feet, as well as a sweathouse, which was a
scaled-down version of the assembly house (Levy 1978).
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Plains Miwok people utilized the rich resources of the Delta and surrounding area for both dietary
needs and material culture. Tules were woven into matting and clothing, bundled to form canoes,
and used in house and granary construction. Salt, nuts, basketry, and obsidian were obtained
through trade with neighboring tribes to the east for shells, basketry, and bows obtained in turn
through trade from tribes located to the west (Levy 1978).
The Plains Miwok gathered various food resources as the seasons varied. As with most California
tribes, they subsisted heavily on the acorn, but also gathered nuts, seeds, roots, greens, berries,
and mushrooms. Animal foods included tule elk, pronghorn antelope, jackrabbits, squirrels,
beaver, quail, and waterfowl. Salmon was the dominant animal food resource, ranking above
other river resources, such as sturgeon. Technological items of the Plains Miwok included wooden
digging sticks, poles, and baskets used for gathering vegetal resources, and stone mortars, pestles,
and cooking stones used for processing. Items used for obtaining animal resources included nets,
snares, seines, bows, and arrows. Arrow points were made primarily of basalt and obsidian (Levy
1978).

VALLEY NISENAN
The material culture of the Nisenan (Southern Maidu) was similar to that of the Plains Miwok. The
language of the Nisenan is classified within the Maiduan family of the Penutian linguistic stock
(Kroeber 1925; Shipley 1978). This difference in language families and linguistic stock is important
when addressing questions related to the geographic origin of the populations, as peoples living
so closely with such similar material culture would be expected to be from the same familial
language stock.
The western boundary of Nisenan territory was the western bank of the Sacramento River. The
eastern boundary was the line in the Sierra Nevada where the snow lay on the ground all winter
(Littlejohn 1928). Nisenan villages ranged in size from 3 houses to 40 or 50. Houses measured 3–4.6
meters in diameter. Brush shelters were used in summer and at temporary camps during foodgathering rounds. Semisubterranean dance houses included a central smoke hole at the top and
an east-facing entrance. Another common village structure was a granary used for storing acorns
(Wilson and Towne 1978).
The Valley Nisenan economy involved riparian resources. The only domestic plant was native
tobacco, but many wild species were closely husbanded. The acorn crop from the blue oak and
black oak was so carefully managed that its management served as the equivalent of agriculture.
Acorns could be stored in anticipation of winter shortfalls in resource abundance (Wilson and
Towne 1978).
Religion played an important role in Nisenan life. The Nisenan believed that all natural objects
were endowed with supernatural powers. Two kinds of shamans existed: curing shamans and
religious shamans. Curing shamans had limited contact with the spirit world and diagnosed and
healed illnesses. Religious shamans gained control over the spirits through dreams and esoteric
experiences (Wilson and Towne 1978). The usual mode of burial was cremation (Faye 1923).

4.0.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK
STATE

City of Sacramento
July 2018

Azores Subdivision
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.0-3

4.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES
California Register of Historical Resources
California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 4852 addresses the types of historical resources
and criteria for listing in the California Register. The criteria for listing historical resources in the
California Register are consistent with those developed by the National Park Service for listing
historical resources in the NRHP but have been modified for state use to include a range of
historical resources which better reflect the history of California. Only resources that meet the
criteria may be listed in or formally determined eligible for listing in the California Register.

California Health and Safety Code, Sections 7050.5 and 7052
Section 7052 of the Health and Safety Code provides that the disturbance of Native American
cemeteries is a felony. Section 7050.5 requires that construction or excavation be stopped in the
vicinity of discovered human remains until the Coroner can determine whether the remains are
those of a Native American. If determined to be Native American, the Coroner must contact the
California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).

California Native American Historical, Cultural, and Sacred Sites Act
The California Native American Historical, Cultural and Sacred Sites Act applies to State and
private lands. The Act requires that upon discovery of human remains, construction or excavation
activity must cease and that the County Coroner be notified. If the remains are of a Native
American, the Coroner must notify the NAHC. If the remains are identified as being Native
American, the NAHC notifies the most likely descendants. The Act stipulates the procedures the
descendants may follow for treating or disposing of the remains and associated grave goods.
Unless/until human remains that are determined to be Native American are discovered as part of
this phase of the project, there is no most likely descendant identified (NAHC 2018). Therefore, a
most likely descendant has not been identified for the project to date.

California Public Resources Code, Section 5097
California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097 specifies procedures to be followed in the
event of the unexpected discovery of human remains on nonfederal public land. The disposition
of Native American burial falls within the jurisdiction of the NAHC. Section 5097.5 of the PRC states
the following:
No person shall knowingly and willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy, injure, or deface any
historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds, archaeological or vertebrate paleontological site, including
fossilized footprints, inscriptions made by human agency, or any other archaeological,
paleontological or historical feature, situated on public lands, except with the express permission of
the public agency having jurisdiction over such lands. Violation of this section is a misdemeanor.

California Environmental Quality Act
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) offers guidelines regarding impacts on historic
and prehistoric cultural resources. The State CEQA Guidelines define a significant historical
resource as “a resource listed or eligible for listing on the California Register” (Public Resources
Code [PRC] Section 5024.1). A historical resource may be eligible for listing on the California
Register if it:
1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage; or
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2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; or
3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possess high
artistic values; or
4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
(State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5 [a][3].)
The State CEQA Guidelines also require the consideration of unique archaeological sites (Section
15064.5[c]). As outlined in PRC Section 21083.2, a “unique archaeological resource” is an
archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without
merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that is meets any of
the following criteria:
1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information.
2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best
available example of its type.
3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic
event or person.
If an archaeological site does not meet the criteria for inclusion in the California Register but does
meet the definition of a unique archaeological resource as outlined in PRC Section 21083.2, it may
be treated as a significant historical resource. In addition, PRC Section 16064.5 states that the fact
that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources, or identified in an
historical resources survey does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource
may be an historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1
Treatment options under PRC Section 21083.2 include activities that preserve such resources in
place in an undisturbed state. Other acceptable methods of mitigation under PRC Section
21083.2 include excavation and curation, or study in place without excavation and curation (if
the study finds that the significant historical resource would not meet one or more criteria for
defining a “unique archaeological resource”).

Assembly Bill 52
Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) establishes a formal consultation process for
California tribes as part of the CEQA and equates significant impacts on “tribal cultural resources”
with significant environmental impacts (new PRC Section 21084.2). AB 52 defines a “California
Native American Tribe” as a Native American tribe located in California that is on the contact list
maintained by the NAHC. AB 52 requires formal consultation with California Native American
Tribes prior to determining the level of environmental document if a tribe has requested to be
informed by the lead agency of proposed projects. AB 52 also requires that consultation address
project alternatives, mitigation measures, for significant effects, if requested by the California
Native American Tribe. Consultation is concluded by mutual agreement, when the parties agree
to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, or the agency concludes that mutual
agreement cannot be reached. Under AB 52, such measures shall be recommended for inclusion
in the environmental document and adopted mitigation monitoring program if determined to
City of Sacramento
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avoid or lessen a significant impact on a tribal cultural resource. The AB 52 communication logs
for this project for the two requesting tribes, United Auburn Indian Community and Wilton
Rancheria are on file at the City.

LOCAL
Sacramento 2035 General Plan
2035 General Plan policies applicable to the proposed project are listed below. While this Draft
EIR considers the project’s consistency with the Sacramento 2035 General Plan pursuant to State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d), the final authority for interpretation of these policy statements,
and determination of the project’s general plan consistency, rests with decision-maker, which is
either the Planning and Design Commission or City Council.
HCR 2.1.1: Identification. The City shall identify historic and cultural resources, including individual
properties, districts, and sites (e.g., archaeological sites), to ensure adequate protection of these
resources.
HCR 2.1.2: Applicable Laws and Regulations. The City shall ensure compliance with City, State,
and Federal historic preservation laws, regulations, and codes to protect and assist in the
preservation of historic and archaeological resources, including the use of the California Historical
Building Code as applicable. Unless listed in the Sacramento, California, or National registers, the
City shall require discretionary projects involving resources 50 years and older to evaluate their
eligibility for inclusion on the California or Sacramento registers for compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act.
HCR 2.1.3: Consultation. The City shall consult with appropriate organizations and individuals (e.g.,
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) Information Centers, the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), the CA Office of Planning and Research (OPR) “Tribal
Consultation Guidelines”, etc.,) and shall establish a public outreach policy to minimize potential
impacts to historic and cultural resources.
HCR 2.1.5: National, California, and Sacramento Registers. The City shall support efforts to pursue
eligibility and listing for qualified resources including historic districts and individual resources under
the appropriate National, California, or Sacramento registers.
HCR 2.1.10: Early Project Consultation. The City shall minimize potential impacts to historic and
cultural resources by consulting with property owners, land developers, and the building industry
early in the development review process.
HCR 2.1.16: Archaeological & Cultural Resources. The City shall develop or ensure compliance
with protocols that protect or mitigate impacts to archaeological and cultural resources including
prehistoric resources.
HCR 2.1.17: Preservation Project Review þ. The City shall review and evaluate proposed
development projects to minimize impacts on identified historic and cultural resources, including
projects on Landmark parcels and parcels within Historic Districts, based on applicable adopted
criteria and standards.
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4.0.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Based on the City of Sacramento CEQA checklist and Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines,
the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact if it would:
1) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource.
The proposed project would result in a significant impact to historical, archaeological or
paleontological resources or human remains if it would:
1) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or archaeological
resource;
2) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource; or
3) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.
The Initial Study/Notice of Preparation prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix A)
determined that the project’s potential impacts on paleontological resources could be mitigated
to a less than significant level through compliance with City policies intended to protect
paleontological resources. Therefore, standard of significance 2 is not addressed further in this
section.

METHODOLOGY
The following impact analysis is based on the cultural resources report prepared for the proposed
project, on file at the City, as well as published materials related to the ethnography of the region
and information provided during consultation with tribes. Impacts are assessed in accordance
with thresholds of significance based on the Environmental Checklist Form included in CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G.

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
CEQA requires the consideration of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the environment.
Direct impacts are caused by the project and occur at the same time and place. Indirect impacts
are physical changes not immediately related to the project, but which are caused indirectly by
the project. For example, if a direct physical change in the environment in turn causes another
change in the environment, the other change is an indirect impact (CEQA Guidelines 15126.2(d).
Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects, which, when considered together, are
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts, including impacts of
past, current and probably future projects (CEQA Guidelines 15355; Pub. Res. Code section
21083(b)(2). Each of these impact types is discussed below.

Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact 4.0.1

Residential development of the project site will result in disturbance of tribal
history including consideration of the site as a sacred place with landscapes
and vistas of importance to the tribes.
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The tribes consulting with the City as part of the AB 52 process have made it clear they would
prefer that the site not be disturbed at all. As a practical matter, the applicant’s proposed project
would result in such disturbance as would any of the alternatives that involve residential
development. Such development would include entry onto the site by construction personnel and
equipment, removal of non-native soils and vegetation, exposure of native soils, excavation of
substantial portions of the developable areas of the site, installation of utilities and building pads,
and construction of residences. Operation of the project would include occupation of the
residences by individuals, including installation of residential landscaping, vehicle trips, pets and
the daily activities of individuals and families common to residential development.
The project site is viewed by the tribes as having important cultural value and is viewed as a sacred
place. The development process would interfere with the observation by the tribes of these values
and resources and would adversely affect the tribal cultural resources associated with the project
site. The impact would be significant.
Any residential development of the project site would have these effects. The City has identified
no mitigation that would avoid or reduce the significance of the impact. Residential development
and occupation of the project site would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.
Impact 4.0.2

Project land preparation, excavation, construction, and project operations
could result in disturbance of physical tribal cultural resources.

The proposed project includes approval of a tentative map providing for the subdivision of the
project site into seven parcels for residential development, and one remainder parcel to remain
undeveloped. Eventual development of the project site that would occur on individual parcels
and common areas would require clearance of the site via scraping and vegetation clearance,
excavation for utility infrastructure and pads for the individual parcels, landscaping and
occupation of the site by residents of the individual parcels and their daily activities.
The proposed project reduces excavation and ground disturbance on the site through the use of
post-tension foundations for the proposed residences. These features would be reviewed and
considered during site plan and design review, and are subject to review, comment and approval
as part of the public hearing process and would result in impacts that are considered in this impact
discussion.
Construction activities would include ground disturbance. Construction of residences on the
project site would involve substantial pedestrian and vehicle traffic that would result in removing
an approximately 1.5-foot layer of previously imported fill material, removing trees/vegetation,
and compacting soil on the site. Construction materials would be stored on the site, and
construction equipment, including concrete mixers and vehicles used to deliver trusses to the site,
would be present in the construction area. Excavation would occur in utility infrastructure corridors;
shallow excavation would occur in connection with landscaping.
The project site is adjacent to the levee for the Sacramento River, which has the potential to
contain human remains or cultural items. No project construction activities are proposed on the
levee, so there would be no impact on potential resources present in the levee.
There are resources on the project site that are considered by tribes to be sacred, and direct
impacts to tribal cultural resources on the project site could occur from the various construction
disturbances, such as excavation, grading, and vegetation removal. Ground disturbance would
occur on the project site, resulting in the potential to disturb onsite tribal cultural resources. This is
a potentially significant impact.
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Mitigation Measures
4.0.2a:

4.0.2b:

4.0.2c:

4.0.2d:

Prior to any ground disturbance or construction activities on the project site, the
City shall conduct a pedestrian survey of the site sensitivity for human remains and
cultural artifacts. The City shall invite tribal representatives and the applicant to
participate and shall conduct the survey under the guidance of a qualified
Archaeologist selected by the City. The archaeologist shall prepare a written report
of the survey, which may be used in identifying the areas of special sensitivity in the
TSR Site Map to be prepared (see Mitigation Measure 4.01(b). The report shall be
treated as confidential consistent with PRC section 21082.3(c)(1).
Timing/Implementation:

Prior to the start of construction, within 60 days after
project approval

Enforcement/Monitoring:

City of Sacramento Community
Department, Planning Division

Development

The City shall prepare a Tribal Cultural Resources Map (TSR Site Map) map of the
project area, in consultation with Native American Tribal Representatives,
identifying previously recorded archaeological resources and potential locations
of TCR special sensitivity for use by the City, Contractor, archaeologist, and Native
American monitor. The report shall be treated as confidential, consistent with PRC
section 21082.3(c)(1). The TCR Map shall identify Lot A as a portion of the project
site that shall not be disturbed, and shall identify appropriate measures (e.g.,
fencing) to ensure avoidance of Lot A.
Timing/Implementation:

Prior to the start of construction, within 60 days after
project approval

Enforcement/Monitoring:

City of Sacramento Community
Department, Planning Division

Development

A Native American monitor and qualified archaeologist shall be employed at
Applicant expense to conduct monitoring of all project construction activities
related to ground disturbance for all areas of the project site, including utility
connections and required off-site improvements. The conduct and work of any
Native American monitor shall be consistent with the California Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) Guidelines for Native American Monitors/Consultants
(NAHC, 2005). Potential TCRs discovered during project work shall be treated in
consultation with the Native American monitor on site. If a tribal cultural resource is
identified, work shall stop within a reasonable buffer area established by the
archeologist. The Native American monitor will assess the find and evaluate it for
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources, if applicable, to
determine if it is a Tribal Cultural Resource pursuant to PRC Section 21074.
Timing/Implementation:

Throughout construction

Enforcement/Monitoring:

City of Sacramento Community
Department, Planning Division

Development

The Applicant shall prepare a Preservation Plan for review and approval by the
City, in consultation with Native American representatives, prior to any ground
disturbance on the project site. The Preservation Plan shall include the following:
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4.0.2e:

4.0.2f:



Locations of TCR sensitive areas as shown on the TCR Site Map;



Construction protocol identifying reasonable horizontal and vertical limits of
work that can be conducted on site;



Excavation in areas on the project site identified as highly sensitive for human
remains or cultural artifacts shall be hand-excavated with the goal of leaving
cultural materials in place and directing the construction activity to avoid
disturbance of the discovery;



Removed native soils shall be returned to their original location if feasible;
native soils that cannot be returned shall be placed elsewhere on the site in a
location not subject to further disturbance and in consultation with the Native
American monitor;



Reasonable effort shall be made to avoid mature landscaping (includes trees,
vegetation); and



No native site soils shall be exported. If any new soil is brought to the site, such
soils shall be certified as to their origin, and shall not contain human remains or
cultural material from another archaeological deposit. The Native American
monitor shall be advised of soil movement in advance and provided with the
required certification.

Timing/Implementation:

Throughout construction

Enforcement/Monitoring:

City of Sacramento Community
Department, Planning Division

Development

The monitoring archaeologist will prepare and submit a confidential monitoring
report of findings to the project proponent and the City within 60 days of the last
day of monitoring. Such studies shall be deposited with the California Historical
Resources Regional Information Center.
Timing/Implementation:

Within 60 days of the last day of monitoring

Enforcement/Monitoring:

City of Sacramento Community
Department, Planning Division

Development

Swimming Pools Prohibited: Belowground swimming pools shall be prohibited within
the project area. This restriction shall be noted on the Final Map and shall be
recorded as a deed restriction on each residential lot.
Timing/Implementation:

Upon approval of the Final Map

Enforcement/Monitoring:

City of Sacramento Community
Department, Planning Division

Development

Mitigation measures 4.0.1a through 4.0.1f would allow for the identification of tribal cultural
resource sensitivity areas and will provide for tribal monitoring within these areas. These mitigation
measures will reduce the impact, but impacts remain significant and unavoidable.
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Impacts to Historical Resources and Human Remains
Impact 4.0.3

Project implementation would have the potential to disturb a known historical
resource and previously undiscovered human remains and historical and
archaeological resources, including tribal cultural resources on the project site.

Impact 4.0.2 identifies project impacts to tribal cultural resources. Mitigation to be implemented
in response includes site mapping, construction protocols and measures to ensure that Lot A
would not be disturbed.
There is no substantial evidence that the project site or vicinity is sensitive for archeological
resources other than tribal cultural resources. Excavation in the vicinity of the project, however,
could potentially encounter and adversely affect archaeological resources. Ground disturbance
would occur on the project site and vicinity resulting in the potential to disturb onsite
archaeological resources. This impact would be potentially significant.

Mitigation Measures
4.0.3:

If evidence of any pre-contact or historic-era subsurface archaeological features
or deposits are discovered during construction-related earth-moving activities,
Mitigation Measures 4.0.2a through 4.0.2d shall be implemented. In the event such
discoveries are not TCRs, the following procedure shall be followed: all grounddisturbing activity in the area of the discovery shall be halted in that area until a
qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find. The City shall be
notified of the potential find and a qualified archeologist shall be retained to
investigate. If the archaeologist determines that the find does not meet the CRHR
standards of significance for cultural resources, construction may proceed. If the
archaeologist determines that further information is needed to evaluate
significance, the City shall be notified, and a resource treatment plan shall be
prepared within 60 days. If the find is determined to be significant by the qualified
archaeologist (i.e., because the find is determined to constitute either an historical
resource or a unique archaeological resource), the archaeologist shall work with
the project developer to avoid disturbance to the resources, and if complete
avoidance is not feasible in light of project design, economics, logistics, and other
factors, follow accepted professional standards in recording any find including
submittal of the standard DPR Primary Record forms (Form DPR 523) and location
information to the appropriate California Historical Resources Information System
office for the project area (the NCIC).
Timing/Implementation:

Throughout construction

Enforcement/Monitoring:

City of Sacramento Community
Department, Planning Division

Development

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.0.3 would ensure that an appropriate response and
examination of any unanticipated discoveries of archaeological resources would occur.
Mitigation would reduce the impact to less than significant.

City of Sacramento
July 2018

Azores Subdivision
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.0-11

4.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES
4.0.4 CUMULATIVE SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
CUMULATIVE SETTING
The cumulative context associated with the proposed Project includes proposed, planned,
reasonably foreseeable, and approved projects in the City’s Sphere of Influence and in
Sacramento County.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Cumulative Impacts to Historical, Archaeological and/or Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact 4.0.4

Development of the proposed project would contribute to the cumulative
disturbance of archaeological historical resources, tribal cultural resources,
and human remains.

Urban development that has occurred over the past several decades in the incorporated and
unincorporated county has resulted in adverse impacts on innumerable significant
archaeological historical resources and tribal cultural resources and human remains. It is
reasonable to anticipate that present and future development activities will continue to result in
impacts to these resources. Future developments could conflict with these resources through
inadvertent destruction or removal resulting from grading, excavation, and/or construction
activities. For this reason, the cumulative effects of development in the region on these resources
is considered significant.
Although mitigation measures identified for the project will reduce the level of impact to
archaeological historical resources and human remains, development of the site will substantially
alter the tribal cultural resources within the project site.
The Master EIR prepared for the 2035 General Plan identified impacts to archaeological resources
in Impact 4.4-2, and concluded the impact was significant and unavoidable. The impact analysis
is relevant and consistent with the evaluation in this EIR.
The project’s contribution to the cumulative loss of these resources remains cumulatively
considerable.

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measures presented above will partially mitigate the project’s contribution to these
impacts, but the project’s contribution to the impact remains cumulatively considerable.
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5.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS
5.1

INTRODUCTION

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.2 requires that all aspects
of a project be considered when evaluating its impact on the environment in an environmental
impact report (EIR), including planning, acquisition, development, and operation. As part of this
analysis, the EIR must also identify the following: (1) significant environmental effects of the
proposed project, (2) significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed
project is implemented, (3) significant irreversible environmental changes that would result from
implementation of the proposed project, and (4) the proposed project’s growth-inducing
impacts. Although growth inducement itself is not necessarily considered an adverse
environmental effect, the extent to which growth inducement could potentially lead to
foreseeable adverse physical environmental effects is discussed in subsection 5.5, GrowthInducing Impacts, below.

5.2

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Section 3.0, Summary of Environmental Effects, and Section 4.0, Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR
address the environmental effects that may be caused by the proposed project which were not
otherwise disclosed in the 2035 General Plan Master EIR. The Master EIR evaluated the cumulative
effects, growth-inducing impacts, and irreversible significant effects on the environment that
could occur with anticipated buildout under the 2035 General Plan. The project-specific
environmental effects of constructing and operating the proposed project are identified in
Sections 3.0 and 4.0 of this Draft EIR. In addition, the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project
(Appendix A) identifies any project-specific significant environmental effects and any mitigation
measures or alternatives that may avoid or mitigate the identified effects to a level of
insignificance. Issues discussed in the Initial Study address technical areas identified in CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G.

5.3

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires an EIR to describe any significant impacts that
cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures. These
environmental effects of the proposed project on various aspects of the environment are
discussed in Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of this Draft EIR. As discussed in Section 4.0, Cultural Resources,
the proposed project would result in project-specific effects related to archaeological resources,
historical resources, and tribal cultural resources, with impacts that could not be reduced to a less
than significant level.

5.4

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) requires a discussion of any significant irreversible
environmental changes that would be caused by the proposed project under certain conditions.
Section 15126.2(c) states:
Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project
may be irreversible, since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse
thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway
improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit
future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental
accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be
evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.
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Generally, a project would result in significant irreversible environmental changes if:


The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to similar
uses;



The project would involve uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential
environmental accidents associated with the project;



The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; or



The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project involves the
wasteful use of energy).

The City’s 2035 General Plan Master EIR addressed significant irreversible environmental effects
that could occur with anticipated subsequent development assumed under buildout of the 2035
General Plan. The proposed project is one of those anticipated subsequent projects.
Development of the proposed project would result in the continued commitment of the project
site to residential use, thereby precluding any other uses within the project site for the life span of
the proposed project. Future restoration of the site to a less developed condition would not be
feasible or practical, given the degree of disturbance, the urbanization of the area, the location,
and the level of capital investment.
The CEQA Guidelines also require a discussion of the potential for irreversible environmental
damage caused by an accident associated with the proposed project. Because the project site
would be committed to residential uses, hazardous materials used would be generally confined
to materials such as paints, batteries, cleaners, solvents, and pesticides. While the proposed
project would result in the use, transport, storage, and disposal of relatively small amounts of these
common household hazardous materials, future activities would be required to comply with
applicable federal and state laws related to the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials,
which significantly reduces the likelihood and severity of accidents that could result in irreversible
environmental damage.
The most notable irreversible impacts are increased generation of emissions and the short-term
commitment of nonrenewable and/or slowly renewable natural and energy resources, such as
water resources during both construction activities and project operation. As discussed in
subsection 2, Air Quality, of the Initial Study (Appendix A), the proposed project would not conflict
with the City’s Climate Action Plan and would have a less than cumulatively considerable
contribution to cumulative greenhouse gas emissions. As discussed in subsection 12, Utilities and
Service Systems, of the Initial Study, the proposed project would result in a negligible increase in
water demand and would have a lesser demand than was assumed for the project site in the
Master EIR.
Resources that would be permanently and continually consumed once the proposed project is
completed include water, electricity, natural gas, and fossil fuels. However, the amount and rate
of consumption of these resources would not result in the unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful use
of resources. Compliance with applicable building codes, mitigation measures identified for the
proposed project, planning policies contained in the 2035 General Plan and the Climate Action
Plan, standards from the California Green Building Code, and standard conservation features
would ensure that natural resources are used efficiently. It is also possible that new technologies
or systems will emerge in the future, or would become more cost-effective or user-friendly, to
further reduce reliance on nonrenewable natural resources. Nonetheless, construction activities
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and project operation would result in the irretrievable commitment of nonrenewable energy
resources, primarily in the form of fossil fuels (including fuel oil), natural gas (heating), and
gasoline/diesel for automobiles and construction equipment.

5.5

GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), an EIR must discuss ways in which a proposed
project could foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing, either
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. The EIR must discuss the characteristics of the
proposed project that could encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect
the environment, either individually or cumulatively.
Growth can be induced in a number of ways, such as through the elimination of obstacles to
growth, stimulation of economic activity in the region, or establishment of policies or other
precedents that directly or indirectly encourage additional growth. Although growth inducement
itself is not considered an environmental effect, it could potentially lead to adverse environmental
effects.
In general, a project may foster spatial, economic, or population growth in a geographic area if
it removes an impediment to growth (e.g., the establishment of an essential public service, the
provision of new access to an area, or a change in zoning or general plan amendment approval),
or if economic expansion or growth occurs in an area in response to the project (e.g., changes in
revenue base, employment expansion). These circumstances are further described below.

5.5.1 ELIMINATION OF OBSTACLES TO GROWTH
The elimination of obstacles to growth refers to the extent to which a proposed project removes
infrastructure limitations or provides additional infrastructure capacity, or removes regulatory
constraints that could result in growth unforeseen at the time of project approval. In this context,
physical growth impediments may include nonexistent or inadequate access to an area or the
lack of essential public services (e.g., water service), while planning impediments may include
restrictive zoning and/or general plan designations. The proposed Azores project would not
involve the elimination of any obstacles to growth beyond those required to accommodate the
project and would not induce additional growth through increased or extended infrastructure
capacity.
The proposed project is consistent with the 2035 General Plan land use designation for the site:
Suburban Neighborhood Low Density: 3–8. Based on a net acreage of 2.08 acres, the general
plan land use designation would allow approximately 6 to 16 residences, which is consistent with
the proposed 7-unit project (i.e., 7 units/ 2.08 acres = approximately 3.4 units per acre) taking into
consideration the portions of the site that are not developable due to required levee setbacks
and the 0.44-acre parcel that is a preservation parcel. The project would not result in additional
development beyond that envisioned by the 2035 General Plan. The proposed project would be
developed on an infill site that would be served by existing infrastructure (roads, water distribution,
wastewater and drainage collection, energy distribution, and communication lines).
An established transportation network exists in the project area that offers local and regional
access to the project site. Proposed roadway improvements would be limited to the construction
of an internal street and cul-de-sac that would provide access only to the project site directly from
Pocket Road. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce population
growth through roadway improvements.
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The project would connect to an existing 12-inch water main and an existing 6-inch sewer main
located in Pocket Road immediately east of the project site. Storm drainage would be routed
overland south approximately 175 feet along Pocket Road to an existing 12-inch storm drain in
Pocket Road. Similarly, electricity and natural gas transmission infrastructure presently exists in the
vicinity of the project site. This existing infrastructure is adequately sized to serve the proposed
project, and proposed utility-related improvements would be limited to on-site distribution systems
that would serve only the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or
indirectly induce population growth through utility improvements.

5.5.2 ECONOMIC EFFECTS
The term economic effects refers to the extent to which a project could cause increased activity
in the local or regional economy.
As a residential use, the proposed project would not directly generate any employment. However,
the project could indirectly induce employment through increased spending in the local
economy, as well as through increased demand for residential services such as landscaping
maintenance. However, this induced employment would not be substantial in the context of the
local economy. The indirect economic effects of the proposed project would not generate any
growth that is not already accounted for in the City’s General Plan and the Master EIR.

5.5.3 IMPACTS OF INDUCED GROWTH
The proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce population growth in the city. Thus,
adverse physical environmental effects from induced growth—such as traffic congestion; air
quality deterioration; loss of wildlife and habitat; impacts on utilities and services such as fire and
police protection, water, wastewater, solid waste, energy, and natural gas; and increased
demand for housing—would not occur.

5.6

ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND CONSERVATION

INTRODUCTION
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 and Appendix F, Energy Conservation, require consideration of
project impacts on energy and focuses, particularly on avoiding or reducing the inefficient,
wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy (Public Resources Code Section 21100[b][3]).
The potentially significant energy implications of a project must be considered in an EIR to the
extent relevant and applicable to the project.

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS
State
California Building Energy Efficiency Standards
California’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6)
were recently updated to require new buildings to become even more energy-efficient than
under the prior iteration of the code. The updated standards went into effect on January 1, 2017.
New construction that would occur in the city’s planning area, including the proposed project,
would be subject to Title 24, Part 6 energy efficiency standards.
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California Green Building Standards
The California Green Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 11),
commonly referred to as the CALGreen Code, is a statewide mandatory construction code that
was developed and adopted by the California Building Standards Commission and the California
Department of Housing and Community Development. The CALGreen standards require new
residential and commercial buildings to comply with mandatory measures under the topics of
planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, material conservation
and resource efficiency, and environmental quality. CALGreen also includes voluntary tiers and
measures that local governments may adopt that encourage or require additional measures in
the five green building topics. The most recent update to the CALGreen Code was adopted in
2016 and went into effect January 1, 2017.

Local
City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan
The City’s 2035 General Plan Environmental Resources Element includes the following policy
related to energy consumption and conservation:
ER 6.1.7: Greenhouse Gas Reduction in New Development. The City shall reduce greenhouse
gas emissions from new development by discouraging auto-dependent sprawl and
dependence on the private automobile; promoting water conservation and recycling;
promoting development that is compact, mixed use, pedestrian friendly, and transit oriented;
promoting energy-efficient building design and site planning; improving the jobs/housing
ration in each community; and other methods of reducing emissions.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Electricity/Natural Gas Services
Electricity is provided by the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD), Sacramento’s
community-owned and not-for-profit electric service. SMUD receives electric power from various
sources, including hydropower, natural-gas-fired generators, renewable energy such as solar and
wind power, and power purchased on the wholesale market. Over the next 10 years, SMUD aims
to increase the amount of power the utility receives from renewable resources.
The Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) provides natural gas services in Sacramento. The
PG&E natural gas system spans Central and Northern California. As a key energy source for
customers in California, natural gas is the clean fuel of choice for heating and cooking.

Energy Consumption Setting
Electricity
Electricity consumed in the General Plan Policy Area is primarily associated with lighting, powering
electronics and appliances, and building space cooling, among other uses. Electricity
consumption activity data in the Policy Area was obtained from SMUD for the year 2011. Electricity
consumption from residential uses at general plan buildout, shown in Table 5.0-1, was projected
using population as an indicator of growth in consumption. Nonresidential electricity consumption
was projected using employment as an indicator. These projections represent a business-as-usual
growth scenario and do not reflect electricity savings attributable to new buildings that would be
City of Sacramento
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more energy-efficient than much of the existing building stock in the Policy Area. Thus, the
projections in Table 5.0-1 are conservative.
TABLE 5.0-1
EXISTING AND PROJECTED ELECTRICITY CONSUMPTION IN SACRAMENTO
Customer

2011 (MWh/year)

2035 (MWh/year)

Projection Indicator

Residential

1,343,896

1,822,629

Population

Nonresidential

2,346,768

3,054,403

Employment

Total

3,690,664

4,877,032

—

Source: Sacramento 2015
Note: MWh = megawatt-hour

Natural Gas
Natural gas is consumed in the Policy Area primarily for the purposes of building space, water
heating and cooking. Natural gas consumption activity data in the Policy Area, shown in Table
5.0-2, was obtained from PG&E for the year 2011. Natural gas consumption from residential uses
at general plan buildout was projected using population as an indicator of growth in
consumption, while nonresidential natural gas consumption was projected using employment as
an indicator. These projections represent a business-as-usual growth scenario and do not reflect
savings attributable to new buildings that would be more energy-efficient than much of the
existing building stock in the Policy Area. The projections in Table 5.0-2 are conservative.
TABLE 5.0-2
EXISTING AND PROJECTED NATURAL GAS CONSUMPTION IN SACRAMENTO
Customer

2011 (therms/year)

2035 (therms/year)

Projection Indicator

Residential

74,151,520

100,566,364

Population

Total

144,935,532

192,694,306

—

Source: Sacramento 2015

ANALYSIS
The project consists of the development of seven single-family residential units, construction of a
cul-de-sac to provide access, and associated utilities. As shown in Tables 5.0-1 and 5.0-2, future
projections of electricity and natural gas consumption within the City’s jurisdiction were
accounted for in the Master EIR. The tables show that residential uses account for half of the total
consumed electricity and natural gas. Because of the proposed project’s size, the increase in
electricity and natural gas usage would constitute a negligible increase in the overall usage in
Sacramento. The proposed project would be required to comply with applicable standards,
policies, and regulations related to electricity and natural gas consumption. The project would
not significantly increase energy demand, and any impacts would be less than significant.
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 energyefficiency standards for residential and nonresidential buildings. The 2035 General Plan concluded
that there are several legislative actions and citywide policies and programs in place to reduce
energy consumption and promote conservation. The 2035 General Plan further determined that
implementation of these actions, policies, and programs would ensure the proposed general plan
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would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy, and would
not create the need for additional natural gas or electrical energy-producing facilities, and
therefore would result in a less than significant impact on energy resources.
The Master EIR evaluated the potential impacts on energy and concluded that the effects would
be less than significant (Sacramento 2015). The proposed project is consistent with the 2035
General Plan land use assumptions and would not result in any impacts not previously identified
and evaluated in the Master EIR.

5.7

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

CEQA requires that an EIR contain an assessment of the cumulative impacts that could be
associated with project implementation. This assessment involves examining project-related
effects on the environment in the context of similar effects that have been caused by past or
existing projects, and the anticipated effects of future projects. Although project-related impacts
may be individually minor, the cumulative effects of these impacts, in combination with the
impacts of other projects, could be significant under CEQA and must be addressed (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15130[a]). An EIR must discuss the “cumulative impacts” of a project when its
incremental effect will be cumulatively considerable. This means that the incremental effects of
an individual project would be considerable when viewed in combination with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15065[c]).
CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects
which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts.” The section states further that “individual effects may be changes
resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from
several projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of
the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
significant projects taking place over a period of time.”
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(3) states that an EIR may determine that a project’s
contribution to a significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively
considerable, and thus not significant, if a project is required to implement or fund its fair share of
a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) indicates that the level of detail of the cumulative analysis
need not be as great as for the project impact analyses, that it should reflect the severity of the
impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, and that it should be focused, practical, and
reasonable.
For the purpose of this EIR analysis, the cumulative impacts analysis relies on the cumulative
analysis in the Master EIR because the project is consistent with the land use assumptions included
in the 2035 General Plan. See Draft EIR Section 1.0, Introduction, for a discussion of the analysis of
Section 15177, Subsequent Projects within the Scope of the MEIR (Master EIR). As discussed in the
Initial Study (Appendix A), the proposed project was determined to be consistent with growth
assumptions and land use assumptions outlined in the City’s 2035 General Plan and analyzed in
the Master EIR and that the proposed project would not have additional significant environmental
effects except for cultural resources. Therefore, the Master EIR considered the impacts of the
proposed project as part of the cumulative analysis because the cumulative discussion in the
Master EIR takes into account all development that would occur in Sacramento.
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The Draft EIR is focused on the project impacts related to cultural resources, including
archaeological resources and tribal cultural resources. Cumulative effects related to cultural
resources were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Master EIR, which is consistent with
the findings for the proposed project.

Azores Subdivision
Draft Environmental Impact Report

City of Sacramento
July 2018

5.0-8

5.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS
REFERENCES
Sacramento, City of. 2015. Sacramento 2035 General Plan Draft Master Environmental Impact
Report.
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6.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
6.1

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this section is to identify and describe alternatives to the proposed project. Project
alternatives are developed to reduce or eliminate the significant or potentially significant adverse
environmental effects identified as a result of the proposed project while still meeting most if not
all of the basic project objectives.
An environmental impact report (EIR) must evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the
proposed project, or to the location of the proposed project, that could feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives (California
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines Section 15126.6). The EIR is not required to evaluate
the environmental effects of alternatives in the same level of detail as the proposed project, but
must include enough information to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with
the proposed project.
The primary intent of the alternatives analysis is to disclose other ways that the project objectives
could be attained while reducing the magnitude of, or avoiding, the environmental impacts of
the proposed project. Alternatives that are included and evaluated in the EIR must be feasible
alternatives. However, the Public Resources Code and the CEQA Guidelines direct that the EIR
need “set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” The CEQA
Guidelines define “a range of reasonable alternatives” and thus limit the number and type of
alternatives that need to be evaluated in a given EIR. An EIR is not required to analyze alternatives
when the effects of the alternative “cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose
implementation is remote and speculative” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f][3]).

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The applicant has identified the following objectives for the project for the purposes of CEQA:


Provide for the productive use of an infill parcel, consistent with the land use assumptions
in the 2035 General Plan.



Provide for housing that will contribute to the city’s economic base.



Create land uses that are compatible with and contribute to the surrounding community.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
The analysis presented in Section 4.0, Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR determined that the
following significant and unavoidable impacts would result from implementation of the proposed
project.
Impact 4.0.1

Residential development of the project site will result in disturbance of tribal
history including consideration of the site as a sacred place with landscapes
and vistas of importance to the tribes.

Impact 4.0.2

Project land preparation, excavation, construction, and project operations
could result in disturbance of physical tribal cultural resources.
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Impact 4.0.4

6.2

Development of the proposed project would contribute to the cumulative
disturbance of archaeological historical resources, tribal cultural resources,
and human remains if not properly mitigated.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS

OFF-SITE LOCATION ALTERNATIVE
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, primary consideration was given to alternatives
that would reduce significant impacts while still meeting most of the project objectives.
Alternatives that would have impacts the same as or more severe than the proposed project, or
that would not meet most of the project objectives, were rejected from further consideration in
this Draft EIR.
An alternative location to a proposed project may be considered in an EIR to avoid impacts
specific to the project site, as established under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2). As
provided in Section 15126.6(f)(2), only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project need be considered in the EIR.
The project-specific impacts of the project site are related to the presence of known and unknown
historical, archaeological, and tribal cultural resources. The 2035 General Plan Master EIR disclosed
that archaeological materials, including human burials, have been found throughout the city. The
Master EIR states that areas of high sensitivity for archaeological resources are located in proximity
to the Sacramento and American rivers and other watercourses and notes that high sensitivity
areas can also be found in other areas related to the ancient flows of the rivers, with differing
meanders than found today.
The presence of significant archaeological resources is typically unknown until a site-specific study
has been completed to determine whether such resources are present. If a study has been
completed but did not locate any resources, there is still the potential that unknown resources
may be inadvertently uncovered, which often occurs during ground-disturbing activities. A
determination as to whether development of an off-site alternative would result in a substantial
reduction in impacts on archaeological resources cannot be made without intensive surveys
and/or ground disturbance.
While it is likely there are a number of sites within the city limits that could satisfy the project
objectives, the extent to which an alternate site could reduce project impacts cannot be
determined without further study of those sites. While development at another site could avoid
known resources, it would be speculative to attempt to make a significance determination of a
not-yet-identified site’s cultural significance without site-specific information. Because there is
inadequate information to determine the level of significance of impacts on an alternative site,
an off-site alternative is considered infeasible, as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(f)(2) and is not further analyzed.

HIGHER DENSITY ALTERNATIVE
The 2035 General Plan land use designation for the project site is Suburban Neighborhood Low
Density (3-8 units per acre). The proposed project seeks approval development seven residential
units, which is consistent with the density called for in the general plan land use designation.
While a higher density alternative could meet the applicant’s project objectives, it would not
reduce the effects the City has identified as significant and unavoidable. Development of the site,
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including grading and clearing, excavation for utilities, and occupancy of the site would occur
under this alternative. Development under this alternative would result in the same impacts as
identified for the proposed project and would avoid none of the significant effects. Development
at a higher density would, moreover, result in new potentially significant effects for traffic and
noise. This alternative has been rejected for those reasons.

6.3

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED IN THE DRAFT EIR

The alternatives to the proposed project analyzed in this Draft EIR were developed with the goal
of minimizing or avoiding the proposed project’s cultural resources impacts while still meeting the
project’s basic objectives. Portions of the project site have been found to contain significant
cultural resources. The proposed on-site alternatives would reduce the number of units
developed, which may reduce the potential to encounter cultural resources on the project site
because there would be less ground disturbance. Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in
development of the project site and construction of a roadway to the residential units,
improvements to Pocket Road, and connection to existing utility lines.
In accordance with the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the following alternatives
are evaluated at a qualitative level of detail:


Alternative 1: No Project- No Build Alternative



Alternative 2: No Project, buildout under existing zoning (Agriculture)



Alternative 3: Two residential parcels



Alternative 4: Five residential parcels

In the following subsection, the cultural resources impacts of each of these alternatives are
identified and compared with those resulting from the proposed project. Table 6.0-1 at the end
of this section summarizes the comparisons and, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), an
environmentally superior alternative is identified.

ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO PROJECT – NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Alternative 1 is the No Project Alternative. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1) requires that a
No Project Alternative be analyzed. The purpose of describing and analyzing a No Project
Alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project
with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.
The No Project -No Build Alternative would deny the project and result in the project site remaining
in its existing condition. There would be no change to the project site under this alternative, and
no physical effects. None of the impacts identified in the Initial Study and EIR discussion of cultural
resources would occur.
While this alternative would avoid the significant project impacts, it would not meet the project
objectives relating to pertaining to the provision of housing on an infill parcel.
Under this alternative the project site would not be developed. Because the No Build alternative
would not satisfy any of the project objectives, it is not analyzed further.
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ALTERNATIVE 2– NO PROJECT, BUILDOUT UNDER EXISTING ZONING
Under this alternative the project would not be approved, but the site would be developed
consistent with the zoning for the project site, which is Agriculture.
The Agricultural zoning on the project site would allow the construction of a single-family residence
on the site. (Planning and Development Code section 17.200.100) Development of site with one
single-family residence would result in a density of 0.48 units per acre (1 unit / 2.08 net acres = 0.48
units per acre) and would not be consistent with the existing land use designation (Suburban
Density Low Density 3-8 units per acre). This alternative would, therefore, require a general plan
land use designation amendment to Rural Residential (0.25 to 3 units per acre).
Characteristics
Development under Alternative 2 would reduce the number of construction personnel on the site,
and reduce the area excavated for utility infrastructure and building pads. Removal of soil at the
site would probably be reduced, but the extent of reduction would not be determined until plans
were prepared and reviewed.
Comparative Analysis
Impacts to cultural resources related to development of the project site (Impacts 4.0.1and 4.0.2)
would occur as a result of construction activities and use of the site for residential development.
Residential development and establishment of residential uses would, however, result in significant
and unavoidable effects due to the presence of factors (e.g., grading, excavation for utilities)
that are viewed as constituting significant and unavoidable effects.

ALTERNATIVE 3– TWO-UNIT ALTERNATIVE
Characteristics
The Two-Unit Alternative would include the development of two residential units on two lots
totaling 0.57 acre on the project site. The remainder of the project site would consist of
approximately one-third acre for roads and an approximately 1.34-acre no-build area. As with the
proposed project, this alternative would require improvements to Pocket Road as a way to access
the two residential units, in addition to utility connections. A rezone from A (Agricultural) to R-1
(Single-Unit Dwelling Zone) and a Tentative Subdivision Map would be required. The density would
be 0.96 units per acre (2 units / 2.08 acres = 0.96 units per acre) As with Alternative 2, an
amendment to the general plan land use designation to Rural Residential would be required to
accommodate the reduced density at the site.

Comparative Analysis
The Two-Unit Alternative would have fewer residential units and an overall reduced development
footprint in the project area. Because this alternative would have fewer units, there would be less
demand on services and utilities, such as the demand for water and the generation of solid waste
and wastewater. Similarly, there would be a reduction in traffic generated on the project site
compared to the proposed project.
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The reduced footprint would potentially decrease the potential for uncovering subsurface cultural
resources on the project site, which would reduce, but would not avoid the significant impacts
that would result from residential development and use of the project site. Mitigation measures
MM 4.0.2a through MM 4.0.2f and MM 4.0.3 would still be required for this alternative.
The Two-Unit Alternative would partially meet the objectives pertaining to protection of cultural
resources and land use compatibility and, because the site would be developed with residential
uses would result in significant and unavoidable effects.

ALTERNATIVE 4 – FIVE-UNIT ALTERNATIVE
Characteristics
The Five-Unit Alternative would include the development of five residential units on five lots totaling
1.0 acre. The remaining project area would consist of approximately one-third acre for roads and
an approximately 0.92-acre no-build area. As with the proposed project, this alternative would
require construction of a cul-de-sac and improvements to Pocket Road as a way to access the
residential units, in addition to utility connections. A rezone from A (Agricultural) to R-1 (Single-Unit
Dwelling Zone) would be required. The density would be 2.4 units per acre (5 units / 2.08 acres =
2.4 units per acre). As with Alternatives 2 and 3 an amendment to the general plan land use
designation to Rural Residential would be required to accommodate the reduced density at the
site.

Comparative Analysis
The Five-Unit Alternative would be similar to the proposed project but would not include the two
units on the north side of the proposed cul-de-sac, which would reduce the area of ground
disturbance. Because this alternative would entail fewer units, there would be less demand on
services and utilities, such as the demand for water and the generation of solid waste and
wastewater. There would also be a proportional reduction in traffic generated on the project site
compared to the proposed project. The reduced footprint under this alternative would reduce
the potential to uncover subsurface cultural resources, which would reduce, but not avoid, the
significant impacts compared to the proposed project. Mitigation measures MM 4.0.2a through
MM 4.0.2f and MM 4.0.3 would still be required for this alternative. This alternative would meet the
project objectives but not the same extent as the proposed project.

6.4

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Table 6.0-1 summarizes the potential impacts of the alternatives evaluated in this section, as
compared with the significant impacts of the proposed project.
TABLE 6.0-1
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Issue

Alternative 1
(No Project/No Build)

(No Project/Existing Zoning)

Alternative 3
(Two Unit)

Alternative 4
(Five Unit)

A

R

R

R

Cultural Resources

Alternative 2

A – Significant impacts avoided
R – Significant impacts reduced compared to the proposed project
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Based on the evaluation in this section, the Two-Unit Alternative is the environmentally superior
alternative. It would reduce, but not avoid, the significant cultural resources impacts of the
proposed project, and it would partially meet the project objectives. However, it would only
partially achieve objectives pertaining to use of an infill parcel consistent with the 2035 General
Plan, because it would only provide for two residential units, which is less than the 2035 General
Plan density assumptions that assume 3 to 8 dwelling units per acre.
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APPENDIX A: INITIAL STUDY
NOTICE OF PREPARATION

AZORES SUBDIVISION (P14-030)
INITIAL STUDY

AZORES SUBDIVISION (P14-030)
INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 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.), the
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 the 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 potentially 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.
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SECTION I – BACKGROUND
Project Name and File Number:

Azores Subdivision (P14-030)

Project Location:

7446 Pocket Road

Project Applicant:

B&B Homes
Contact: Katherine Bardis
10630 Mather Boulevard
Mather, CA 95655
(916) 313-3120

Project Planner:

Arwen Wacht, Associate Planner
AWacht@cityofsacramento.org
(916) 808-1964

Environmental Planner:

Scott Johnson, Associate Planner
SRJohnson@cityofsacramento.org
(916) 808-5842

Date Initial Study Completed:

October 21, 2015

This Initial Study was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Public Resources Code Sections 15000 et seq.). The City of Sacramento is the lead
agency.
The City of Sacramento Community Development Department has reviewed the proposed
project and on the basis of the whole record before it, has determined that the proposed project
is an anticipated subsequent project identified and described in the 2035 General Plan Master
EIR and is consistent with the land use designation and the permissible densities and intensities
of use for the project site as set forth in the 2035 General Plan. See CEQA Guidelines Section
15176(b) and (d).
The City has prepared the attached Initial Study to (1) review the discussions of cumulative
impacts, growth-inducing impacts, and irreversible significant effects in the 2035 General Plan
Master EIR to determine their adequacy for the project (see CEQA Guidelines Section
15178(b),(c)); and (2) 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, if any, to a level of insignificance.
As part of the Master EIR process, the City is required to incorporate all feasible mitigation
measures or feasible alternatives appropriate to the project as set forth in the Master EIR
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15177(d)). The policies that are identified in the Master EIR to
reduce impacts associated with buildout of the 2035 General Plan are set forth in the applicable
technical sections below.
This analysis incorporates by reference the general discussion portions of the 2035 General
Plan Master EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15150(a)). The Master EIR is available for public
review at the City of Sacramento, Community Development Department, 300 Richards
Boulevard, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 95811, and on the City’s website at:
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http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/ImpactReports.
Based on the findings of the Initial Study, the City determined that potentially significant impacts
to sensitive archeological resources could result from implementation of the project. Therefore,
a focused EIR will be prepared to analyze potential cultural resource impacts. The City of
Sacramento is soliciting the views of interested persons and agencies on the content of the
environmental impact report and welcomes public input during the review period, which runs
from Wednesday, October 21, 2015, to Friday, November 20, 2015. Because of the time limits
mandated by state law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date, but no later
than the 30-day review period ending November 20, 2015.
Please send written responses to:
Scott Johnson
Community Development Department
City of Sacramento
300 Richards Blvd., Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
Direct Line: (916) 808-5842
SRJohnson@cityofsacramento.org
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SECTION II – PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Introduction
The City of Sacramento (City) is processing an application for the Azores Subdivision Project
(proposed project; project), which requests entitlements for a Rezone and a Tentative
Subdivision Map.
Project Location and Setting
The project site is located at 7446 Pocket Road in an area of Sacramento referred to as the
“Pocket” (see Figure 1 for regional location and Figure 2 for project location) The site is on the
west side of Pocket Road across from Nasca Way and immediately east of the Sacramento River
and an associated levee. North of the project site is a single-family residential neighborhood
situated on a cul-de-sac similar to that proposed by the project. South of the site is a private
elementary school facility, which is currently vacant. Additional single-family residences fronting
Pocket Road are located east of the site.
The ±3.46-acre project site is undeveloped and composed of relatively flat terrain situated at an
elevation of approximately 15 feet above mean sea level and sloping gently from the adjacent
Sacramento River levee eastward. The site is vegetated with grasses and scattered trees.
There is an existing concrete block wall along the site’s southern boundary developed as part of
the adjacent (vacant) school facility.
Project Description
The project proposes a Rezone to change the zoning of the project site from its current
designation of A (Agriculture Zone) to R-1 (Standard Single-Family Zone). The proposed
Tentative Subdivision Map (see Figure 3) would divide the site into seven single-family
residential lots for future development and a 0.44-acre open space parcel. The project applicant
proposes the use of raised foundations or post-tension mat slab foundations for the homes to
reduce depth of ground disturbance required for home construction and trenching for utilities.
Site Access, Parking, and Circulation
The project site would be accessed from Pocket Road, which is a four-lane divided roadway in the
vicinity of the project site. A 50-foot left turn pocket would be created on northbound Pocket Road
to provide access to the site. The proposed residential lots would be situated on either side of a
proposed residential roadway ending in a cul-de-sac. At the terminus of the cul-de-sac, a 20-footwide emergency levee access easement is proposed connecting to an existing levee easement
that runs parallel to the levee. This existing easement would be extended an additional 20 feet
onto the project site (see Figure 3).
Utilities
The project would connect to existing water, sewer, and drainage infrastructure located within
Pocket Road. The project would connect to an existing 6-inch sewer main and an existing 12inch water main immediately east of the site and an existing 12-inch storm drain approximately
175 feet to the south.
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SECTION III – ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION
LAND USE, POPULATION
RESOURCES, AND ENERGY

AND

HOUSING,

AGRICULTURAL

AND

FORESTRY

Introduction
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the lead agency to examine the
effects of a project on the physical conditions that exist in the area which 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 energy and
agricultural and forestry resources and the effect of the project on these resources.
Discussion
Land Use
The project site is designated Suburban Neighborhood Low Density: 3–8/Maximum FAR: 1.5 in
the 2035 General Plan and is zoned Agriculture (A). The Suburban Neighborhood Low Density
designation provides for low-intensity housing and neighborhood support uses including singlefamily detached and attached dwellings, accessory second units, limited neighborhood-serving
commercial uses, and compatible public, quasi-public, and special uses with a maximum floor
area ratio (FAR) of 1.5. The Suburban Neighborhood Low Density designation allows
neighborhood support uses (schools, parks, libraries, community centers, and childcare/elderly
care facilities).
Development of the site as proposed would alter the existing landscape, but the project site is
designated for residential development in the 2035 General Plan, and the proposed
development is consistent with the existing land use designation. The proposed gross density
for the project is less than 2 units per acre, which is lower than assumed in the 2035 General
Plan Master EIR. However, this reduced density is a result of the need to preserve a 0.44-acre
portion of the site that has been identified as archeologically sensitive (see Subsection 3,
Cultural Resources) as well the need for an additional public easement for levee access and
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maintenance. The proposed net density (7 units on ±1.38 acres) would be approximately 5.1
units per acre, which is consistent with the density range for the R-1 zoning.
The proposed project includes a request to rezone the site from A (Agriculture) to R-1 (Standard
Single-Family). This rezone would bring the zoning of the site into conformance with its General
Plan designation and would be consistent with the surrounding uses, which are primarily singlefamily residential and supporting uses. Therefore, the project would not conflict with applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulations related to land use. The City has adopted numerous
policies for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The extent to which
the proposed project could result in physical environmental effects, including potential conflicts
with such policies, is discussed in the following environmental checklist.
Population and Housing
The project proposes the creation of seven residential lots for the future development of singlefamily residential units. Based on the City of Sacramento’s average household size of 2.66
persons (DOF 2014), the proposed project would provide housing for approximately 19
additional city residents. This represents a 0.004 percent increase of the city’s current (2014)
population of 475,122, which would be considered negligible. Furthermore, because the project
is consistent with the site’s current land use designation, this population increase was
anticipated in the General Plan and the associated environmental effects were addressed in the
Master EIR. The project site is vacant; therefore, the proposed development would not displace
any housing or people.
Agricultural and Forestry Resources
The Master EIR discussed the potential impact of development under the 2035 General Plan on
agricultural resources and concluded that the impact of the 2035 General Plan on agricultural
resources in the city was less than significant (see Master EIR Chapter 4.1). In addition to
evaluating the effect of the General Plan on sites in the city, the Master EIR noted that to the
extent the 2035 General Plan accommodates future growth within the city limits, the conversion
of farmland outside the city limits is minimized (see Master EIR, p. 4.1-3).
The project site and surrounding area are designated by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program as Urban and Built-Up Land. Although the project site is zoned A (Agriculture), the site
is designated for residential development in the City’s 2035 General Plan and is located in an
area surrounded by existing development, making agricultural use of the property unlikely. The
project proposes to rezone the site to R-1 (Standard Single-Family), which is consistent with the
General Plan land use designation for the site. The site is not subject to a Williamson Act
contract. 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 or forestry
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 energyefficient standards for residential and nonresidential buildings. The 2035 General Plan
concluded that there are several legislative actions and citywide policies and programs in place
to reduce energy consumption and promote conservation. The 2035 General Plan further
determined that implementation of these actions, policies, and programs would ensure the
proposed General Plan would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary
consumption of energy, would not cause the need for additional natural gas or electrical energy-
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producing facilities, and, therefore, would result in a less-than-significant impact on energy
resources.
The Master EIR evaluated the potential impacts on energy and concluded that the effects would
be less than significant (City of Sacramento 2014). The proposed project is consistent with the
General Plan land use assumptions and would not result in any impacts not identified and
evaluated in the Master EIR.
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Effect will be
studied in the
EIR
Issues:

Effect can be
mitigated to
less than
significant

No additional
significant
environmental
effect

1. AESTHETICS, LIGHT AND GLARE
Would the project:
A)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?

X

B)

Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?

X

Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

X

D)

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

X

E)

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

X

C)

Summary of Analysis Under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR, Including Cumulative
Impacts, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Irreversible Significant Effects
The Master EIR described 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 Master EIR Chapter 4.13, Visual Resources.
The Master EIR discussed potential impacts for glare (Impact 4.13-1) but found that General
Plan policies would ensure that the impact would be less than significant. Specifically, Policy ER
7.1.3 requires that misdirected, excessive, or unnecessary outdoor lighting be minimized. In
addition, Policy LU 6.1.12 includes a requirement for lighting to be shielded and directed
downward to minimize impacts on adjacent residential uses.
Mitigation Measures from 2035 General Plan Master EIR That Apply to Project
General Plan Policies Considered Mitigation


Policy LU 2.2.1 (World-Class Rivers)



Policy LU 2.2.2 (Waterway Conservation)



Policy LU 2.2.3 (Improving River Development and Access



Policy LU 2.3.1 (Open Space System)



Policy LU 2.3.2 (Adjacent Development)



Policy LU 5.6.5 (Capital View Protection)



Policy LU 6.1.12 (Compatibility with Adjoining Uses
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Policy LU 9.1.4 (Open Space Buffers)



Policy ER 7.1.1 (Protect Scenic Views)



Policy ER 7.1.2 (Visually Complimentary Development)



Policy ER 7.1.3 (Lighting)



Policy ER 7.1.4 (Reflective Glass)



Policy ER 7.1.5 (Scenic Resources at River Crossings)

Answers to Checklist Questions
Questions A and B
The undeveloped project site is relatively flat and contains open areas of non-native grasses
interspersed with mature trees. Because the terrain is flat, views in the project area are local,
including adjacent development and landscaping. Views of the Sacramento River corridor are
blocked by the adjacent levee. There are no scenic vistas in the vicinity of the project site.
Interstate 5 is not designated as a state scenic highway and is located nearly 2 miles east of the
project site. No other scenic resources, such as rock outcroppings or historic buildings, exist on
or near the project site.
Question C
Project implementation would convert the site from an undeveloped, vacant lot to single family,
detached homes and associated roadway, sidewalks, driveways, fencing, lighting, and
ornamental landscaping. However, such development would be consistent with the existing
development surrounding the project site and the existing General Plan land use designation.
Therefore, although the project would change the character of the project site, the change would
be a logical extension of and visually compatible with existing residential development along
Pocket Road. Furthermore, the project would be subject to the City of Sacramento Single
Family Residential Design Principles (1998), which would ensure that the development exhibits
visually appealing and varied architecture, quality building materials, appropriate color palette,
and quality landscaping. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the
visual character or quality of the project site. This impact would be less than significant.
Questions D and E
Development of the project site as proposed would introduce new reflective surfaces (e.g.,
window glazing) and new sources of night lighting (e.g., vehicle lights, security lighting, and
streetlights). However, the project would be subject to the City’s General Plan policies including
Policy ER 7.1.3, which requires that misdirected, excessive, or unnecessary outdoor lighting be
minimized, and Policy LU 6.1.12, which includes a requirement for lighting to be shielded and
directed downward to minimize impacts on adjacent residential uses. Compliance with General
Plan policies would ensure that lighting internal to the project would be at appropriate levels and
directed in such a way that adjacent uses are not substantially affected by spill light. Shielding
and directing light downward would also prevent casting light into oncoming traffic and the
nighttime sky.
Regarding the potential for glare, Policy ER 7.1.4 prohibits new development from using
reflective glass that exceeds 50 percent of any building surface and on the bottom three floors,
using mirrored glass, black glass that exceeds 25 percent of any surface of a building, metal
building materials that exceed 50 percent of any street-facing surface of a primarily residential
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building, and exposed concrete that exceeds 50 percent of any building. These design features
would minimize potential impacts related to daytime glare.
Mitigation Measures
None required.
Findings
With implementation of identified General Plan policies, the project would have no new or
additional project-specific significant environmental effects that were not analyzed in the Master
EIR. This topic will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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Effect will be
studied in the
EIR
Issues:

Effect can be
mitigated to
less than
significant

No additional
significant
environmental
effect

2. AIR QUALITY
Would the proposal:
A)

Result in construction emissions of NOx (oxides
of nitrogen) above 85 pounds per day?

X

B)

Result in operational emissions of NOx or ROG
(reactive organic gases) above 65 pounds per
day?

X

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

X

Result in PM10 (particulate matter) concentrations
equal to or greater than 5 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

Result in CO (carbon monoxide) concentrations
that exceed the one-hour state ambient air
quality standard (i.e., 20.0 ppm) or the eight-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 (toxic air contaminants) exposures
creating a risk of 10 in 1 million for stationary
sources, or substantially increase the risk of
exposure to TACs from mobile sources?

X

Impede City or state efforts to meet AB 32
standards for the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions?

X

C)

D)

E)

H)

Summary of Analysis Under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR, Including Cumulative
Impacts, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Irreversible Significant Effects
The Master EIR addressed the potential effects of the 2035 General Plan on ambient air quality
and the potential for exposure of people, especially sensitive receptors such as children or the
elderly, to unhealthful pollutant concentrations. See Master EIR Chapter 4.2.
Policies in the 2035 General Plan were identified as mitigating potential effects of development
that could occur under the 2035 General Plan. For example, Policy ER 6.1.1 calls for the City to
work with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District (SMAQMD) to meet state and federal air quality standards;
Policies ER 6.1.2 and 6.1.3 require the City to review proposed development projects to ensure
that the projects incorporate feasible measures that reduce construction and operational
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emissions; and Policy ER 6.1.14 requires the City to give preference to contractors using
reduced-emission equipment.
The Master EIR identified exposure to sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs) as a potential
effect. The following 2035 General Plan policies were identified to reduce this impact to an
insignificant level: Policy ER 6.1.2 (described above); Policy ER 6.1.4 requires evaluation of
exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants and the imposition of appropriate
measures to protect public health and safety; and Policy LU 2.7.5 promotes high-quality
development adjacent to freeways that protects the public from the adverse effects of vehicle
emissions.
The Master EIR found that greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions which would be generated by
development consistent with the 2035 General Plan would be a less than significant impact with
implementation of the City’s adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP). The CAP contains strategies,
measures, and actions to reduce GHG emissions and assist the City in adapting to climate
change. A complete list of CAP policies and programs is provided as Appendix B to the 2035
General Plan.
Mitigation Measures from 2035 General Plan Master EIR That Apply to the Project
General Plan Policy


ER 6.1.1



ER 6.1.2



ER 6.1.3



ER 6.1.4



LU 2.7.5

Answers to Checklist Questions
Question A
The SMAQMD presents screening criteria in its CEQA Guidelines identifying project sizes by type
that could have the potential to result in emissions over criteria levels. According to the SMAQMD,
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. The
SMAQMD screening parameters include the following:


The construction site must be 35 acres of less.



The project does not include buildings more than four stories tall.



The project does not include demolition activities.



The project does not include significant trenching activities.



The project does not have a construction schedule that is unusually compact, fast-paced,
or involves more than two phases (i.e., grading, paving building construction, and
architectural coatings) occurring simultaneously.



The project does not involve cut-and-fill operations (moving earth with haul trucks and/or
flattening or terracing hills).
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The project does not require import or export of soil materials that will require a
considerable amount of haul truck activity.



The project does not involve soil disturbance activity (i.e., grading) that exceeds 15 acres
per day.

All construction projects, regardless of the screening level, are required to implement the
SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices, which include:
1. 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.
2. Cover or maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard 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.
3. 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.
4. Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph).
5. 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 project would meet each of the screening parameters provided above and would implement
the SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices. Therefore, the project’s
construction emissions would be considered less than significant.
Questions B through D
For operational pollutants, the SMAQMD screening criteria include screening levels for projects
larger than 316 single-family dwelling units. According to the SMAQMD, this operational screening
level represents the size of residential development at which the SMAQMD’s operational
emissions thresholds of significance for reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx)
will not be exceeded. Emissions from the operation of projects below the screening levels will
have a less than significant impact on air quality. Since the project proposes seven residential
units, there would be a less than significant impact related to long-term operational air quality
emissions.
Questions E and F
The SMAQMD provides a project-level screening procedure to determine whether detailed
carbon monoxide (CO) hot-spot modeling is required for a proposed development project. This
preliminary screening methodology provides lead agencies with a conservative indication of
whether project-generated vehicle trips would result in the generation of CO emissions that
contribute to an exceedance of the thresholds of significance. According to the SMAQMD, the
proposed project would result in a less than significant impact to air quality for local CO if:


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

1

Level of service (LOS) is a measure used by traffic engineers to determine the effectiveness of transportation
infrastructure. LOS is most commonly used to analyze intersections by categorizing traffic flow with corresponding
safe driving conditions. LOS A is considered the most efficient level of service and LOS F the least efficient.
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The project would not contribute additional traffic to an intersection that already operates
at LOS E or F.

As discussed further in Subsection 11, Transportation and Circulation, the project would
generate a minimal number of new vehicle trips and would not result in deterioration of
intersection levels of service. Furthermore, all intersections in the vicinity of the project site
currently operate at acceptable levels of service. Therefore, the project would not result in CO
concentrations that would exceed the applicable standards.
Question G
Land uses such as schools, hospitals, residences, and convalescent homes are considered to
be especially sensitive to poor air quality associated with TACs. The most prominent TAC
associated with high volumes of traffic on major roadways is diesel particulate matter (PM). The
project site is adjacent to Pocket Road, which is classified in the 2035 General Plan as a major
collector, and is otherwise surrounded by minor residential roadways. None of these roadways
accommodate daily vehicle trips that exceed the SMAQMD TAC-analysis screening protocol of
100,000 vehicles per day on an urban roadway.
In addition, the project site is located approximately 2 miles west of Interstate 5. CARB’s Air
Quality and Land Use Handbook recommends that sensitive land uses be sited no closer than
500 feet from a freeway or major roadway. This 500-foot buffer area was developed to protect
sensitive receptors from exposure to diesel PM and was based on traffic-related studies that
showed a 70 percent drop in PM concentrations at a distance of 500 feet from the roadway.
Presumably, with increasing distance from the PM source, acute and chronic risks, as well as
lifetime cancer risk, due to diesel PM exposure are lowered proportionately. The project site is
well beyond 500 feet from Interstate 5 and stationary TAC sources. Therefore, impacts related
to TACs would not result in any new significant effect.
Question H
The project would result in the generation of greenhouse gases during construction and
operation, as discussed below.
Short-Term Construction Emissions
During construction of the project, GHG emissions would be emitted from the operation of
construction equipment and from worker and building supply vendor vehicles. However,
because of the small size of the project, the total GHG emissions generated by project
construction would be negligible and would represent an insignificant percentage of the
estimated annual GHG emissions for all sources in California (459 million metric tons) (CARB
2014). Furthermore, as described above, the project would meet all of the SMAQMD’s
screening parameters for construction emissions and would be required to implement the
SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emissions Control Practices.
Long-Term Operational Emissions
Primary sources of GHG emissions associated with long-term operation of the proposed project
would be motor vehicle use and energy consumption. However, because of the small size of the
project, the total GHG emissions associated with project operation would be considered
negligible. As described above, the project would be well below the SMAQMD’s screening
threshold for operational emissions. Furthermore, buildings constructed as part of the project
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would be required to comply with current California building codes that require structures to
incorporate energy-efficient materials and design. Specifically, the California Energy Code (Title
24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for
Residential and Nonresidential Buildings) provides energy conservation standards for all new
and renovated commercial and residential buildings constructed in California. The provisions of
the California Energy Code apply to the building envelope, space-conditioning systems, and
water-heating and lighting systems of buildings and appliances; they also give guidance on
construction techniques to maximize energy conservation. Minimum efficiency standards are
given for a variety of building elements, including appliances, water and space heating and
cooling equipment, and insulation for doors, pipes, walls, and ceilings.
The California Energy Commission adopted the 2005 changes to the Building Efficiency
Standards, which emphasized saving energy during peak periods and seasons, and improving
the quality of installation of energy efficiency measures. It is estimated that implementation of
the 2005 Title 24 standards has resulted in an increased energy savings of 8.5 percent relative
to the previous Title 24 standards. Compliance with Title 24 standards is verified and enforced
through the local building permit process. The 2008 Title 24 Standards, which had an effective
date beginning August 1, 2009, include added provisions that require, for example, “cool roofs”
on commercial buildings; increased efficiency in heating, ventilating, and air conditioning
systems; and increased use of skylights and more efficient lighting systems. California's Building
Energy Efficiency Standards are updated on an approximately three-year cycle. The 2013
Standards, which went into effect on July 1, 2014, continue to improve upon the 2008 Standards
for new construction of, and additions and alterations to, residential and nonresidential
buildings. Reductions in energy use achieved through implementation of the California Energy
Code would result in corresponding reductions in GHG emissions.
Ongoing Activities

In February 2012, the City of Sacramento adopted the Climate Action Plan (CAP). The CAP
provides additional guidance for the City's ongoing efforts to reduce GHG emissions. For
instance, the CAP includes 7 strategies and 31 measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
To prevent the continued escalation of GHG emissions, the CAP establishes a 2020 target (15
percent below 2005 levels) and 2030 and 2050 goals (38 percent and 83 percent below 2005
levels, respectively) to reduce annual emissions levels consistent with state laws and
guidelines. According to the CAP, the actions that could be quantified, along with those that
could not, outline a path to meet the City’s 2020 reduction target, consistent with state laws and
guidelines. When combined with quantified state and federal legislative reductions, primary
actions contained in the CAP offer a potential reduction of about 1.37 million metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) annually. This level of reduction exceeds the City’s 2020
target of 15 percent by 6,227 metric tons of CO2e, and is consistent with state law.
In order to evaluate a proposed project’s consistency with the CAP, the City has developed the
CAP Consistency Review Checklist. The purpose of the CAP Consistency Review Checklist is
to provide a streamlined review process for proposed new development projects that are subject
to discretionary review and trigger environmental review pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Projects that demonstrate consistency with the CAP and the
Sacramento 2030 General Plan are considered less than significant in terms of the contribution
of GHG emissions. Projects that do not demonstrate consistency may be required, at the City’s
discretion, to prepare a more comprehensive project-specific analysis of GHG emissions
consistent with CEQA requirements.
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Project consistency with the CAP is demonstrated in Table 1.
TABLE 1
CITY OF SACRAMENTO CAP COMPLIANCE
Checklist Item
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?

Project Compliance
Compliant
The
project
site
is
designated
Suburban
Neighborhood Low Density: 3–8/Maximum FAR: 1.5
in the 2035 General Plan. The Suburban
Neighborhood Low Density designation provides for
low-intensity housing and neighborhood support uses
including single-family detached and attached
dwellings,
accessory
second
units,
limited
neighborhood-serving
commercial
uses,
and
compatible public, quasi-public, and special uses with
a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.5.
The project is consistent with the allowed land uses
and densities identified in the 2035 General Plan.

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.)

Compliant

3.

Would the project incorporate pedestrian
facilities and connections to public
transportation consistent with the City’s
Pedestrian Master Plan?

Compliant

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?

Compliant

4.

According to the Consistency Review Checklist, 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. The proposed project consists of
seven residential units on 3.46 acres of land
surrounded by existing urban development. Traffic
facilities proposed by the project include a single, 350
foot long road terminating at a cul-de-sac
accompanied with curbs, gutters, and sidewalks.
Therefore, the proposed project is considered a small
infill development that is already accommodated by
sufficient traffic calming infrastructure.
Sidewalks are currently provided along Pocket Road
adjacent to the project site. The existing sidewalk
would be extended onto the project site, thereby
enhancing pedestrian access to the numerous bus
stop facilities located on Pocket Road. For instance,
bus stops for routes traveling in both directions on
Pocket Road are located directly adjacent to the
project boundary. Two additional bus stops are
located 0.1 mile south.
Bicycle lanes are currently provided along Pocket
Road adjacent to the project site. The existing bicycle
lane would continue to operate along Pocket Road.

PAGE 22

AZORES SUBDIVISION (P14-030)
INITIAL STUDY

Checklist Item

Project Compliance

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?

Not Applicable

6. Would the project (if constructed on or after
January 1, 2014) comply with minimum
CALGreen
Tier
I
water
efficiency
standards?

Compliant

The proposed project is less than 10 units.

According to the Consistency Review Checklist, the
City enforces compliance with precise requirements
of CALGreen with a condition of approval requiring
the project to comply with minimum CALGreen Tier 1
water efficiency and conservation standards.
Planning approval of a proposed project will include
the following condition:
“Project must meet CALGreen Tier 1 water efficiency
and conservation standards. Copies of the
appropriate CalGreen checklist shall be included on
the full-size sheets for building plan check
submittals.”

As shown in Table 1, the proposed project would not impede any of the applicable GHG
emissions reduction measures of the City of Sacramento CAP. No inconsistencies between the
project and the CAP would occur. There is no impact.
Mitigation Measures
None required.
Findings
The project would have no new or additional project-specific significant environmental effects
that were not analyzed in the Master EIR. This topic will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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Effect will be
studied in the
EIR
Issues:

Effect can be
mitigated to
less than
significant

No additional
significant
environmental
effect

3. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the proposal:
A)

Create a potential health hazard, or use,
produce, or dispose of materials that would pose
a hazard to plant or animal populations in the
area affected?

B)

C)

X

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?

X

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

X

Standards of Significance
For the purposes of this document, special-status has been defined to include those species that:


Are listed, proposed, or candidates for listing under the federal Endangered Species Act.



Are listed or proposed for listing under the California Endangered Species Act.



Are designated as Species of Special Concern by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW).



Are designated as Fully Protected by the CDFW.



Meet the definition of rare or endangered under CEQA, including California Native Plant
Society (CNPS) List 1 and 2.

Setting and Methods
A Michael Baker International biologist reviewed the arborist report prepared for the project and
performed preliminary database searches to identify special-status species with the potential to
occur in the area. A reconnaissance-level survey was conducted on January 26, 2015, to collect
site-specific data regarding habitat suitability for special-status species, as well as the
identification of potentially jurisdictional waters.
Database searches were performed on the following websites:


US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Sacramento Office Species Lists (2015a)



USFWS Critical Habitat Portal (2015b)



California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 2015a)



CNPS Inventory of Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants of California (2015)
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A search of the USFWS database was performed for the Clarksburg and Sacramento West,
California, US Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangles to identify special-status
species within USFWS jurisdiction that may be affected by the proposed project. In addition, a
query of the USFWS Critical Habitat Portal was conducted to identify potential critical habitat
designations in the vicinity of the project. A query of the CNDDB provided a list of known
occurrences for special-status species within a 1- and 5-mile radius of the proposed project
(Figure 4). Lastly, the CNPS database was queried to identify special-status plant species with
the potential to occur in the Clarksburg and Sacramento West USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles.
Raw data from the aforementioned database queries is provided in Appendix A.
The site review conducted on January 26, 2015, revealed a fallow field with several large trees
including valley oak (Quercus lobata), black walnut (Juglans sp.), black locust (Robinia
pseudoacacia), and English walnut (J. regia). Thick stands of fig (Ficus carica) and Himalayan
blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) dominate the northeast corner of the site. The entire site was
characterized by disturbed soils (i.e., disced) with a ground cover composed of weedy annual
species such as Johnsongrass (Sorghum halepense), wild radish (Raphanus sativus), ripgut
brome (Bromus diandrus), wild oats (Avena fatua), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), prickly
lettuce (Lactuca serriola), and black mustard (Brassica nigra).
The USFWS, CNDDB, and CNPS database query results identified several special-status species
with the potential to occur in the vicinity of the proposed project. In addition, the USFWS Critical
Habitat Portal revealed critical habitat in the project vicinity (Figure 5). Table 2 provides a
summary of all species identified in the search results, a description of the habitat requirements
for each species, and conclusions regarding the potential for each species to be impacted by the
proposed project based on existing conditions on the site.
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T:\_GIS\Sacramento\MXDs\Azores_Subdivision\CNDDB.mxd (8/7/2015)

Map ID
1
2
3
4

Scientific Name
Buteo swainsoni
Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus
Pogonichthys macrolepidotus
Spirinchus thaleichthys

Common Name
Swainson's hawk
steelhead - Central Valley DPS
Sacramento splittail
longfin smelt

Federal Listing
None
Threatened
None
Candidate

State Listing Rare Plant Rank
Threatened
None
None
Threatened

1

4

1

3

1

2

Legend
Project Site

1-Mile Radius of Project Site

CNDDB Occurrence Type
Bird

Buteo swainsoni

Source: CA Dept of Fish & Wildlife (2015); Sacramento County (2014); ESRI.
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Table 2 – Special-Status Species Occurrences

Scientific Name

Common Name

Federal
Status

State
Status

CNPS
Rare
Plant
Rank

Habitat

Habitat
Present/
Absent

Occurrence Potential

Plants

Astragalus tener
var. ferrisiae

Carex comosa
Hibiscus
lasiocarpus var.
occidentalis

Juglans hindsii

Lepidium latipes
var. heckardii

Lilaeopsis
masonii

Ferris' milk-vetch

bristly sedge

woolly rose-mallow

Northern California
black walnut

Heckard’s peppergrass

Mason’s lilaeopsis

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

SR

1B.1

Vernally mesic meadows and
seeps, and subalkaline flats in
valley and foothill grasslands.
Elev: 7–246 ft (2–75 m).
Blooms: April–May. (CNPS
2015)

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

2B.1

Marshes, swamps, and lake
margins. Elev: 0–2,051 ft (0–
625 m). Blooms: May–Sept.
(CNPS 2015)

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

1B.2

Freshwater marshes and
swamps. Elev: 0–394 ft (0–120
m). Blooms: June–Sept.
(CNPS 2015)

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

1B.1

Riparian forest/woodland. Elev:
0–1,444 ft (0–440 m). Blooms:
April–May. (CNPS 2015)

A

None. According to the arborist
report (Appendix A), this
species is not present.
Individuals onsite have
hybridized with English walnut.

1B.2

Alkaline flats in valley and
foothill grasslands. Elev: 7–656
ft (2–200 m). Blooms: March–
May. (CNPS 2015)

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

1B.1

Riparian scrub, and brackish or
freshwater marshes and
swamps. Elev: 3–33 ft (0–10
m). Blooms: April–Nov. (CNPS
2015)

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.
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Scientific Name

Sagittaria
sanfordii

Symphyotrichum
lentum

Trifolium
hydrophilum

Common Name

Sanford’s
arrowhead

Suisun Marsh
aster

saline clover

Federal
Status

—

—

—

State
Status

—

—

—

CNPS
Rare
Plant
Rank

Habitat

Habitat
Present/
Absent

Occurrence Potential

1B.2

Assorted shallow freshwater
marshes and swamps. Elev: 0–
2,133 ft (0–650 m). Blooms:
May–Oct (CNPS 2015)

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

1B.2

Brackish and freshwater
marshes and swamps. Elev: 0–
10 ft (0–3 m). Blooms: May–
Nov. (CNPS 2015)

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

1B.2

Marshes and swamps, valley
and foothill grassland (mesic,
alkaline), and vernal pools.
Elev: 0–984 ft (0–300 m).
Blooms: April–June. (CNPS
2015)

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

Invertebrates
Branchinecta
conservatio

Branchinecta
lynchi

Desmocerus
californicus
dimorphus

conservancy fairy
shrimp

vernal pool fairy
shrimp

valley elderberry
longhorn beetle

FE

FT

FT

—

Vernal pools, often large and
turbid pools (USFWS 2005).

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

—

Found only in vernal pools and
ephemeral wetlands.
Distributed throughout the
Central Valley, including
Sacramento County (USFWS
2005).

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

—

Dependent on host plant,
elderberry (Sambucus spp.),
which generally grows in
riparian woodlands and upland
habitats of the Central Valley.
Current distribution in the
Central Valley from Shasta
County to Fresno County
(USFWS 1999).

A

None. Host plant not present
on project site.
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Scientific Name

Lepidurus
packardi

Common Name

vernal pool tadpole
shrimp

Federal
Status

FE

State
Status

CNPS
Rare
Plant
Rank

Habitat
Wide variety of ephemeral
wetland habitats, including
vernal pools. Distributed
throughout Central Valley and
San Francisco Bay Area
(USFWS 2005).

Habitat
Present/
Absent

Occurrence Potential

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

SSC

Entire coast of California.
Spawning occurs in
Sacramento River and Klamath
River (USFWS 1996). Oceanic
waters, bays, and estuaries
during non-spawning season.
Spawning habitat = deep pools
in large, turbulent, freshwater
mainstems (NMFS 2005).

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

SSC

Historically, Central Valley
sloughs, slow-moving rivers,
and lakes with beds of rooted
emergent aquatic vegetation.
Current distribution is artificially
stocked farm ponds and
reservoirs (USFWS 1996).

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

A

None. Project site not located
within Critical Habitat Unit.

—

Fish

Acispenser
medirostris

Archoplites
interruptus

Hypomesus
transpacificus

green sturgeon

Sacramento perch

FT

—

delta smelt

FT

SE

Critical Habitat,
delta smelt

X

—

Distribution includes the
Sacramento River below
Isleton, San Joaquin River
below Mossdale, and Suisun
Bay. Spawning areas include
the Sacramento River below
Sacramento, Mokelumne River
system, Cache Slough, the
delta, and Montezuma Slough
(USFWS 1996).
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Scientific Name

Common Name
Central Valley
steelhead

Oncorhynchus
mykiss

Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha

Pogonichthys
macrolepidotus

Federal
Status

State
Status

FT

—

CNPS
Rare
Plant
Rank

Habitat

Spawning habitat = gravelbottomed, fast-flowing, welloxygenated rivers and streams.
Non-spawning = estuarine,
marine waters (Busby et al.
1996).

Habitat
Present/
Absent

Occurrence Potential

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

Critical Habitat,
Central Valley
steelhead

X

—

A

None. Sacramento River
adjacent to the project site is
associated with a critical
habitat unit; however, no work
would be done on the levee or
its river side.

Central Valley
spring-run chinook
salmon

FT

ST

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

A

None. Sacramento River
adjacent to the project site is
associated with a critical
habitat unit; however, no work
would be done on the levee or
its river side.

Critical Habitat,
Central Valley
spring-run chinook
salmon

X

—

winter-run chinook
salmon,
Sacramento River

FE

SE

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

Critical Habitat,
winter-run chinook
salmon,
Sacramento River

X

—

A

None. Project site not located
within Critical Habitat Unit.

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

Sacramento
splittail

—

SSC

Spawning habitat = fast
moving, freshwater streams
and rivers. Juvenile habitat =
brackish estuaries. Nonspawning = marine waters
(Myers et al. 1998).

Prefer slow-moving sections of
freshwater rivers and sloughs.
Most abundant in Suisun Bay
and Marsh region. Largely
absent from Sacramento River
except during spawning
(USFWS 1996).
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Scientific Name

Spirinchus
thaleichthys

Common Name

longfin smelt

Federal
Status

FC

State
Status

ST/SSC

CNPS
Rare
Plant
Rank

Habitat
Adults and juveniles require
salt or brackish estuary waters.
Spawning takes place in
freshwater over sandy-gravel
substrates, rocks, and aquatic
plants (Moyle et al 1995).

Habitat
Present/
Absent

Occurrence Potential

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

Amphibians

Ambystoma
californiense

California tiger
salamander,
central population

FT

ST

Occurs in grasslands of the
Central Valley and oak
savannah communities in the
Central valley, the Sierra
Nevada and Coast ranges, and
the San Francisco Bay area.
Needs seasonal or semipermanent wetlands to
reproduce, and terrestrial
habitat with active ground
squirrel or gopher burrows
(Bolster 2010).
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Scientific Name

Rana draytonii

Common Name

California redlegged frog

Federal
Status

FT

State
Status

SSC

CNPS
Rare
Plant
Rank

Habitat
Found mainly near ponds in
humid forests, woodlands,
grasslands, coastal scrub, and
streamsides with plant cover.
Most common in lowlands or
foothills. Frequently found in
woods adjacent to streams.
Breeding habitat is in
permanent or ephemeral water
sources; lakes, ponds,
reservoirs, slow streams,
marshes, bogs, and swamps.
Ephemeral wetland habitats
require animal burrows or other
moist refuges for estivation
when the wetlands are dry.
From sea level to 5,000 feet.
(1,525 meters) (Nafis 2015).

Habitat
Present/
Absent

Occurrence Potential

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

A

None. Not known to occur in
the Sacramento River (CDFW
2015c).

Reptiles

Emys
marmorata

western pond turtle

—

SSC

Found in ponds, lakes, rivers,
streams, creeks, marshes, and
irrigation ditches, with
abundant vegetation, and
either rocky or muddy bottoms,
in woodland, forest, and
grassland. In streams, prefers
pools to shallower areas. Logs,
rocks, cattail mats, and
exposed banks are required for
basking. May enter brackish
water and even seawater.
Found at elevations from sea
level to over 5,900 feet (1,800
meters) (Nafis 2015).
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Scientific Name

Thamnophis
gigas

Common Name

giant garter snake

Federal
Status

FT

State
Status

ST

CNPS
Rare
Plant
Rank

Habitat
Marshes, sloughs, ponds, small
lakes, low gradient streams,
irrigation and drainage canals,
rice fields and their associated
uplands. Upland habitat should
have burrows or other soil
crevices suitable for snakes to
reside during their dormancy
period (November–mid March).
Ranges in the Central Valley
from Butte County to Buena
Vista Lake in Kern County.
Endemic to valley floor
wetlands (USFWS 2012).

Habitat
Present/
Absent

Occurrence Potential

A

None. The Sacramento River
may provide suitable aquatic
habitat; however, suitable
upland habitat is not present as
no burrows or other refugia
were observed during the
reconnaissance-level survey,
and the steep levee may act as
a barrier between the river and
project activities.

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

Birds

Agelaius tricolor

tricolored blackbird

—

SSC

Nests in wetlands or in dense
vegetation near open water.
Dominant nesting substrates:
cattails, bulrushes, blackberry,
agricultural silage. Nesting
substrate must either be
flooded, spinous, or in some
way defended against
predators (Hamilton 2004).
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Scientific Name

Athene
cunicularia

Buteo swainsoni

Coccyzus
americanus
occidentalis

Common Name

burrowing owl

Swainson’s hawk

western yellowbilled cuckoo

Federal
Status

—

—

PT

State
Status

CNPS
Rare
Plant
Rank

Habitat

Habitat
Present/
Absent

Occurrence Potential

SSC

Open, flat expanses with short,
sparse vegetation and few
shrubs, level to gentle
topography and well-drained
soils. Requires underground
burrows or cavities for nesting
and roosting. Can use rock
cavities, debris piles, pipes and
culverts if burrows unavailable.
Habitats include grassland,
shrub steppe, desert,
agricultural land, vacant lots
and pastures (CDFW 2015b).

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present. No suitable burrows or
signs of burrowing owl were
observed during the
reconnaissance-level survey.

ST

Nests in stands with few trees
in riparian areas, juniper-sage
flats, and oak savannah in the
Central Valley. Forages in
adjacent grasslands,
agricultural fields and pastures
(CDFW 2015b).

P

May occur. Suitable nesting
habitat present.

SE

Requires large, dense tracts of
riparian woodland with welldeveloped understories.
Occurs in deciduous trees or
shrubs. Prefers willow, but will
also nest in orchards adjacent
to streams in Sacramento
Valley. Restricted to moist
habitats along slow-moving
waterways during breeding
season (CDFW 2015b).

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.
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Scientific Name

Melospiza
melodia

Progne subis

Vireo bellii
pusillus

Xanthocephalus
xanthocephalus

Common Name

song sparrow
(“Modesto”
population)

purple martin

least Bell’s vireo

yellow-headed
blackbird

Federal
Status

—

—

FE

—

State
Status

CNPS
Rare
Plant
Rank

Habitat

Habitat
Present/
Absent

Occurrence Potential

SSC

Breeds and winters in riparian,
fresh or saline emergent
wetland, and wet meadows.
Breeds in riparian thickets of
willows, other shrubs, vines, tall
herbs, and fresh or saline
emergent vegetation (CDFW
2015b).

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

SSC

Woodland and forest habitats
with numerous suitable nest
cavities, open air space above
nest sites, and aerial insect
prey (Shuford and Gardali
2008).

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

SE

Obligate riparian breeder.
Cottonwood willow, oak
woodlands, and mule fat scrub
along watercourses (USFWS
1998).

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

Nest in marshes with tall,
emergent vegetation (e.g.,
tules and cattails) adjacent to
deepwater (Shuford and
Gardali 2008).

A

None. Suitable habitat not
present.

SSC
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Key
Federal & State Status
(FC) Federal Candidate
(FD) Federally Delisted
(FE) Federal Endangered
(FP) Fully Protected
(FT) Federal Threatened
(PT) Proposed Threatened
(SCE) State Candidate Endangered
(SCT) State Candidate Threatened
(SE) State Endangered
(SR) State Rare
(SSC) State Species of Special Concern
(ST) State Threatened
(X) Federally Designated Critical Habitat
CNPS Rare Plant Rank
Rareness Ranks
(1A) Presumed Extinct in California
(1B) Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere
(2B) Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, But More Common Elsewhere
Threat Ranks
(0.1) Seriously threatened in California
(0.2) Fairly threatened in California
(0.3) Not very threatened in California
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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 Master EIR evaluated the effects of the 2035 General Plan on biological
resources within the General Plan policy area. The Master EIR identified potential impacts in
terms of degradation of the quality of the environment or reduction of habitat or population
below self-sustaining levels of special-status birds, through the loss of both nesting and foraging
habitat.
Policies in the 2035 General Plan were identified as mitigating the effects of development that
could occur under the provisions of the 2035 General Plan. For example, Policy ER 2.1.5 calls
for the City to preserve the ecological integrity of creek corridors and other riparian resources;
Policy ER 2.1.10 requires the City to consider the potential impact on sensitive plants and
wildlife for each project and to require preconstruction surveys when appropriate; and Policy
2.1.11 requires the City to coordinate its actions with those of the CDFW, the USFWS, and
other agencies in the protection of resources.
The Master EIR concluded that the effects of development that could occur under the 2035
General Plan would be less than significant after policy implementation 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, sensitive natural communities, and trees (Impacts 4.3-7 through -10).
However, the Master EIR concluded that the contribution to regional loss of special-status
species or their habitat (Impact 4.3-11) would be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from 2035 General Plan Master EIR That Apply to the Project
General Plan Policy


ER 2.1.5



ER 2.1.10



ER 2.1.11

Answers to Checklist Questions
Question A
The proposed project is a residential use. Such uses do not typically create a potential health
hazard or use, produce, or dispose of materials that would pose a hazard to plant or animal
populations in the project area.
Question B
As shown in Table 2, based on species identified in database search results and field
reconnaissance of the project site taking into consideration the habitat requirements for each
species, Swainson’s hawk is the only threatened species with potential to occur on the project
site. No other threatened or endangered species were identified as having the potential to be
adversely impacted by the proposed project. Critical habitat for Central Valley steelhead and
Chinook salmon occurs in the Sacramento River; however, no project activities will occur on the
river side of the levee, so there would be no impact.

PAGE 41

AZORES SUBDIVISION (P14-030)
INITIAL STUDY

Sixty-four (64) previously recorded occurrences for Swainson’s hawk are within a 5-mile radius
of the project, and three are within a 1-mile radius (see CNDDB Output in Appendix A).
Swainson’s hawk is currently listed by the CDFW as a threatened species and is afforded
protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. This species’ breeding range includes western
Canada, the western United States, and northern Mexico. In the Central Valley of California,
Swainson’s hawks arrive on their breeding grounds beginning in March and leave for their
wintering grounds in South America in September and October.
The Central Valley population is concentrated in Yolo, San Joaquin, and Sacramento counties
(CDFW 1994). Typical nesting habitats are riparian corridors or isolated trees in proximity to
suitable foraging habitat. Tree species commonly selected include valley oak, Fremont’s
cottonwood, and willow, although a wide variety of exotic and other native tree species have
been used (CDFW 1994). Suitable foraging habitat includes open grasslands, agricultural fields,
and pastures. Alfalfa, row crops, and grain fields are the Swainson’s hawk’s preferred foraging
habitats, as the frequency of harvest and the soil disturbance associated with these activities
facilitates the capture of small mammal prey (e.g., voles).
During the January 26, 2015, site review, it was determined that canopy trees on-site and
adjacent to the project site could provide suitable nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk.
However, only a scattered occurrence of small mammal burrows was observed, suggesting the
project does not support an ample population of suitable forage for this species. High quality
foraging habitat occurs across the Sacramento River in the form of expansive agricultural fields.
It is unlikely that Swainson’s hawk would choose to forage on the project site, which supports a
small area of annual grassland surrounded by dense urban cover, over the high quality forage
across the river. In addition, according to the CDFW’s (1994) Staff Report Regarding Mitigation
for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California,
mitigation is not required for infill projects that will result in a loss of less than 5 acres of foraging
habitat and are surrounded by existing urban development.
Canopy trees on and adjacent to the project site could provide suitable nesting habitat for the
Swainson’s hawk, though nest sites were not identified during the site evaluation. Should these
trees become occupied with nesting Swainson’s hawk prior to or during construction, active nest
sites could be removed or nest failure could occur. This could result in a substantial reduction of
the quality of the environment or a reduction of the Swainson’s hawk population. The mitigation
measures included below require training of construction workers to recognize sensitive
biological resources and surveys for raptors, which would ensure impacts to Swainson’s hawk
are less than significant.
Question C
No waters of the State or of the United States were identified as having the potential to be
adversely impacted by the proposed project. A letter from the US Army Corps of Engineers can
be found in Appendix A.
Trees on and adjacent to the project site may provide suitable nesting habitat for birds protected
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as well as Fish and Game Code Sections 3503.5 and
3800–3806. Therefore, the proposed project has the potential to adversely impact migratory
birds and raptors not included in Table 2 if there are nests in trees that would be removed to
accommodate project construction. The mitigation measures included below require nest and
migratory bird surveys, which would ensure impacts to migratory birds and raptors are less than
significant.
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According to the arborist report provided in Appendix A, one on-site tree (#78) could be
considered a “heritage tree” under the City’s current tree ordinance (City Code Section
12.64.020). Based on the project design plans, this tree is planned for removal. No other trees
are considered City trees or heritage trees and thus are not protected by the tree ordinance.
The project is required to comply with the tree ordinance, and the project applicant will be
required to obtain a permit prior to tree removal.
Mitigation Measures
BIO-1

BIO-2

Worker Environmental Awareness Training. Before the start of construction
activities, the project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct
mandatory contractor/worker awareness training for construction personnel. The
awareness training shall be provided to all construction personnel to brief them
on the identified location of sensitive biological resources, including how to
identify species (visual and auditory) most likely to be present and the need to
avoid impacts to biological resources (e.g., special-status wildlife and
jurisdictional waters) and to brief them on the penalties for not complying with
biological mitigation requirements. If new construction personnel are added to the
project, the contractor shall ensure that they receive the mandatory training
before starting work.
Timing/Implementation:

Prior to project construction

Enforcement/Monitoring:

City of Sacramento Community Development
Department

Survey for Active Swainson’s Hawk and Raptor Nests. If clearing and/or
construction activities would occur during the raptor nesting season (January 15–
August 15), preconstruction surveys to identify active raptor nests shall be
conducted by a qualified biologist within 14 days prior to construction initiation in
specific project sites. Focused surveys must be performed by a qualified biologist
for the purposes of determining the presence/absence of active nest sites within
the proposed impact area, including construction access routes and a 500-foot
buffer, where accessible. If no active nests are found, no further mitigation is
required. Surveys shall be repeated if construction is delayed for more than 15
days.
If active raptor (excluding Swainson’s hawk) nest sites are identified within 500
feet of project activities, the applicant shall impose a 250-foot setback of all
active nest sites prior to commencement of any construction activities to avoid
construction- or access-related disturbances to nesting raptors. Project-related
activities (i.e., vegetation removal, earth moving, and construction) will not occur
within the setback until the nest is deemed inactive. Activities permitted within
setbacks and the size of setbacks may be adjusted through consultation with the
CDFW and/or the City.
If active Swainson’s hawk nest sites are identified within 500 feet of project
activities, the applicant shall impose a 500-foot setback of all active nest sites
prior to commencement of any construction activities to avoid construction or
access-related disturbances to nesting raptors. Project-related activities (i.e.,
vegetation removal, earth moving, and construction) will not occur within the
setback until the nest is deemed inactive. Activities permitted within setbacks and
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the size of setbacks may be adjusted through consultation with the CDFW and/or
the City.

BIO-3

Timing/Implementation:

14 days prior to any construction occurring between
January 15 and August 15

Enforcement/Monitoring:

City of Sacramento Community Development
Department

Survey for Migratory Birds. If any clearing and/or construction activities will
occur during the nesting season (March 15–August 15), preconstruction surveys
to identify active migratory bird nests shall be conducted by a qualified biologist
within 14 days prior to construction initiation. Focused surveys must be
performed by a qualified biologist for the purposes of determining the
presence/absence of active nest sites within the proposed impact area. Surveys
shall be repeated if construction is delayed for more than 15 days.
If active nest sites are identified within 200 feet of project activities, the applicant
shall impose an exclusionary buffer for all active nest sites prior to
commencement of any project construction activities, to avoid construction or
access-related disturbances to migratory bird nesting activities. An exclusionary
buffer constitutes an area where project-related activities (i.e., vegetation
removal, earth moving, and construction) will not occur, and will be imposed
within 100 feet of any active nest sites until the nest is deemed inactive by a
qualified biologist. Activities permitted within and the size (i.e., 100 feet) of the
exclusionary buffer may be adjusted through consultation with the CDFW.
Timing/Implementation:

14 days prior to any construction occurring between
March 15 and August 15

Enforcement/Monitoring:

City of Sacramento Community Development
Department

Findings
All additional significant environmental effects of the project relating to biological resources can
be mitigated to a less than significant level with the measures identified above. This topic will
not be addressed further in the EIR.
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Effect will
be studied
in the EIR
Issues:

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 Section 15064.5?
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource?

B)
C)

Adversely affect tribal cultural resources?



X
X
X

Summary of Analysis Under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR, Including Cumulative
Impacts, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Irreversible Significant Effects
The Master EIR evaluated the potential effects of development under the 2035 General Plan on
prehistoric and historic resources (see Chapter 4.4). The Master EIR identified significant and
unavoidable effects on historic resources and archaeological resources.
General Plan policies identified as reducing such effects call for identification of resources on
project sites (Policy HCR 2.1.1), implementation of applicable laws and regulations (Policy HCR
2.1.2), early consultation with owners and land developers to minimize effects (Policy HCR
2.1.10), and encouragement of adaptive reuse of historic resources (Policy HCR 2.1.14).
Demolition of historic resources is deemed a last resort (Policy HCR 2.1.15).
Mitigation Measures from 2035 General Plan Master EIR That Apply to the Project
General Plan Policies Considered Mitigation


HCR 2.1.1 (Identification)



HCR 2.1.2 (Applicable Laws and Regulations)



HCR 2.1.3 (Consultation)



HCR 2.1.4 (Incentive and Enforcement)



HCR 2.1.5 (National, California, and Sacramento Registers)



HCR 2.1.8 (Historic Preservation Enforcement)



HCR 2.1.10 (Early Project Consultation)



HCR 2.1.16 (Archaeological & Cultural Resources)



HCR 2.1.17 (Preservation Project Review)
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Answers to Checklist Questions
Questions A and C
Portions of the project site have been the subject of seven previous cultural resource
investigations over the past 80 years. A review of these previous studies was conducted as part
of the cultural resources report prepared for the proposed project. The collective findings of
these previous investigations were used to identify those areas of the site which are most
sensitive for the presence of cultural resources. It was determined that the proposed project
would result in construction in areas known to be moderately sensitive for the presence of
prehistoric resources; therefore, this is considered a potentially significant impact. This issue will
be addressed in the EIR.
Question B
The City of Sacramento and surrounding area is not highly sensitive for unique paleontological
resources, although some discoveries have been made in the past. Therefore, paleontological
resources may be present in fossil-bearing soils and rock formations below the ground surface.
Earth-disturbing activities in fossil-bearing soils and rock formations have the potential to damage
or destroy paleontological resources that may be present below the ground surface. However, the
proposed project would require minimal excavations below the existing grade. Additionally,
General Plan Policy HCR 2.1.16 requires adherence to proper protocols if paleontological
resources are discovered during excavation or construction. Implementation of these protocols
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Findings
With implementation of the identified General Plan policy the project would have no new or
additional project-specific significant environmental effects related to paleontological resources.
However, potential impacts on archaeological resources will be addressed in the EIR.
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Effect will be
studied in the
EIR
Issues:

Effect can be
mitigated to
less than
significant

No additional
significant
environmental
effect

5.GEOLOGY AND SOILS
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

Summary of Analysis Under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR, Including Cumulative
Impacts, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Irreversible Significant Effects
Chapter 4.5 of the Master EIR evaluated 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 EC 1.1.2
require regular review of the City’s seismic and geologic safety standards and geotechnical
investigations for project sites.
Mitigation Measures from 2035 General Plan Master EIR That Apply to the Project
General Plan Policies Considered Mitigation


EC 1.1.1 (Review Standards)



EC 1.1.2 (Geotechnical Investigations)



ER 1.1.7 (Construction Site Impacts)

Answers to Checklist Question
Surface faulting or ground rupture tends to occur along lines of previous faulting. The project site
is not located in an Alquist-Priolo earthquake hazard zone (DOC 2015a). Furthermore, there are
no known faults traversing the project site or in the vicinity of the site. The possibility of fault
rupture is therefore negligible. However, in the event of an earthquake on a nearby fault, the
project site could experience ground shaking.
The California Geological Survey (CGS) probabilistic seismic hazards maps show that the seismic
ground-shaking hazard for the city is relatively low and is among the lowest in the state (DOC
2015b). Nonetheless, the State of California provides minimum standards for structural design
and site development through the California Building Standards Code (CBS) (California Code of
Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 2). City Code Section 15.04.050 adopts the 2013 California
Building Standards Code, and the City's enforcement of its Building Code ensures the project
would be consistent with the CBSC.
A geotechnical engineering report was prepared for the proposed project (Wallace Kuhl 2013) and
is provided as Appendix B. This report provided seismic design parameters for the project site to
be used for seismic design of the proposed residential structures using the 2010 CBSC.
Consistency with the CBSC and these site-specific design parameters would ensure that all
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proposed structures are designed and constructed to withstand seismic activity and minimize
potential hazards to residents.
The geotechnical engineering report also evaluated site soils to ensure they would be adequate to
support the proposed development. The report concluded that project site soils possess a low
expansion potential (Wallace Kuhl 2013, p. 6). In addition, the report provided recommendations
for site clearing, site preparation, utility trench backfill, foundation design, interior floor slab
support, and pavement design. These recommendations would be incorporated into the project
design. City inspection during construction would ensure that all recommendations are
implemented properly.
With the exception of the adjacent levee, the project site is relatively level. The levee is regularly
maintained to ensure slope stability. Therefore, the potential for landslide on the site is considered
to be minimal.
The project site slopes gently to the southeast. Ground disturbance during construction activities
would expose site soils to the effects of wind and water erosion. However, the following
regulations control erosion during construction-related activities.
The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) permits all regulated construction activities
under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity. As part of the NPDES permit process,
the project applicant would be required to prepare and comply with a stormwater pollution
prevention plan (SWPPP) that specifies best management practices (BMPs). Examples of typical
construction best management practices in SWPPPs include using temporary mulching, seeding,
or other suitable stabilization measures to protect uncovered soils; storing materials and
equipment to ensure that spills or leaks cannot enter the storm drain system or surface water;
developing and implementing a spill prevention and cleanup plan; installing traps, filters, or other
devices at drop inlets to prevent contaminants from entering storm drains; and using barriers,
such as straw bales or plastic, to minimize the amount of uncontrolled runoff that could enter
drains or surface water. The discharger must also install structural controls, such as sediment
control, as necessary, which would constitute Best Available Technologies (BAT) to achieve
compliance with water quality standards.
The project’s construction activities would also be required to comply with the City's Grading,
Erosion, and Sediment Control Ordinance (Chapter 15.88 of the Sacramento City Code), which
requires preparation of an erosion and sediment control plan that identifies and implements a
variety of BMPs to further reduce the potential for erosion or sedimentation.
The proposed project would be required to connect to the sewer system and would not include the
use of septic tanks or other alternative wastewater disposal systems that could be limited by local
soils.
Impacts related to geology and soils would be less than significant with implementation of existing
State of California and City of Sacramento regulations related to the design-controllable aspects
of building foundation support, protection from seismic ground motion, and soil or slope instability.
These regulations require that project designs reduce potential adverse soils, geology, and
seismicity effects to less than significant levels. The project applicant must demonstrate that the
project complies with applicable regulations before permits for project construction would be
issued.
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Mitigation Measures
None required.
Findings
With implementation of identified General Plan policies, the project would have no new or
additional project-specific significant environmental effects that were not analyzed in the Master
EIR. This topic will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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6. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:
A)

B)

C)

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

X

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

X

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

X

Summary of Analysis Under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR, Including Cumulative
Impacts, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Irreversible Significant Effects
The Master EIR evaluated effects of development on hazardous materials, emergency response,
and aircraft crash hazards (see Chapter 4.6). Implementation of the 2035 General Plan could
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 determined to reduce the identified impacts.
Mitigation Measures from 2035 General Plan Master EIR That Apply to the Project
General Plan Policies Considered Mitigation


PHS 3.1.1 (Investigate Sites for Contamination)



PHS 3.1.2 (Hazardous Materials Contamination Management Plan)



PHS 3.1.3 (Household Hazardous Waste Collection Programs)



PHS 3.1.4 (Transportation Routes)

Answers to Checklist Questions
Question A
There are no existing structures on the project site; therefore, the project would not require any
demolition that could potentially expose workers or others to asbestos, lead paints, or other
hazardous building materials. Furthermore, there are no known hazardous materials release
sites on or in the vicinity of the project site (SWRCB 2015; DTSC 2015). Therefore, the project
would not expose people to existing contaminated soil during construction activities.
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Question B
The proposed project would develop housing on a site that is currently undeveloped.
Residential uses, like those proposed for the site, do not typically use, store, or transport
hazardous materials beyond small quantities of common household materials such as paints,
cleaners, pesticides, gasoline, oil, and antifreeze. Residents would be required by law to use
and store these materials in accordance with the product labels, and the City provides free
drop-off locations for the proper disposal of household hazardous wastes (City of Sacramento
Recycling and Solid Waste Division 2015). Diesel fuel, gasoline, oils, paints, and other common
hazardous materials would be used during project construction activities. Contractors would
also be required to use, store, and dispose of any hazardous materials in accordance with all
applicable federal, state, and local regulations. As such, it is assumed that the presence of
these materials on the project site would not create hazardous conditions or a risk of upset at
the site or in the surrounding area, including at the school (currently vacant) located south of
the project site. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
Question C
The project proposes the use of post-tensioned slabs or raised foundations for the homes, but
would require some subsurface construction for the installation of on- and off-site utilities and
building foundations. In the event that construction-related excavation would reach
groundwater, dewatering may be required. However, dewatering would be short term and
would comply with applicable requirements established by the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board and be coordinated with the City’s Flood Control and Sewer Division,
which would ensure that potential effects would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
None required.
Findings
With implementation of identified General Plan policies, the project would have no new or
additional project-specific significant environmental effects that were not analyzed in the Master
EIR. This topic will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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7. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:
A)

B)

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

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

Summary of Analysis under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR, Including Cumulative
Impacts, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Irreversible Significant Effects
Chapter 4.7 of the Master EIR evaluates the potential effects of the 2035 General Plan as they
relate to surface water, groundwater, flooding, stormwater, and water quality. Potential effects
include water quality degradation due to construction and/or operational activities (Impact
4.7-1), generation of new sources of polluted runoff (Impact 4.7-2), and exposure of people to
flood risks (Impact 4.7-3). Policies included in the 2035 General Plan, including a directive for
regional cooperation (Policies ER 1.1.2 and 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),
control of stormwater flow rates and velocities (Policies ER 1.1.5 and 1.1.6), comprehensive
floodplain management (Policies EC 2.1.2 through 2.1.16), and construction of adequate
drainage facilities with new development (Policy U 4.1.1), were identified to reduce all impacts
to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measures from 2035 General Plan Master EIR That Apply to the Project
General Plan Policies Considered Mitigation


ER 1.1.3 (Stormwater Quality)



ER 1.1.4 (New Development)



ER 1.1.5 (Limit Stormwater Peak Flows)



ER 1.1.6 (Post-Development Runoff)



ER 1.1.7 (Construction Site Impacts)



EC 2.1.3 (Interagency Levee Management)



EC 2.1.11 (New Development)
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Answers to Checklist Questions
Question A
Earth-moving activities and soil disturbance during project construction could affect water
quality. The Master EIR includes a discussion of water quality and discharges of stormwater
from sites within the city; that discussion is incorporated here by reference (see Master EIR
page 6.7-13 et seq.). As discussed in the Master EIR, the applicant must comply with the point
discharge requirements under the NPDES permits. As part of the project, the applicant would be
required to moderate downstream flows of stormwater and to treat runoff from the site to
improve water quality prior to its discharge to the stormwater system.
Requirements of the City’s NPDES permit include measures in the grading plans to minimize
erosion potential and water quality degradation for the project area. The purpose of the NPDES
permit is to protect water quality from development areas that would discharge into a surface
water body. As noted above, during construction of the project, the construction contractor must
eliminate non-stormwater discharges to stormwater systems and must develop and implement a
SWPPP and perform monitoring of discharges to stormwater systems. The City uses a set of
BMPs for both pre- and post-construction periods, which would be applied to the project. The
City’s Department of Utilities enforces compliance with the City’s BMP requirements. The
contractor would identify the appropriate BMPs in coordination with the City’s Department of
Utilities for the proposed project. These requirements would ensure a less than significant
impact to water quality resulting from project construction.
The City's grading ordinance (City Code Chapter 15.88) regulates development conditions to
prevent erosion and prevents pollution of watercourses with sediments and other materials. In
addition, the City’s Department of Utilities implements policies and guidelines regulating
grading, erosion control, stormwater drainage design, inspection, and permitting for grading and
construction.
Pursuant to City of Sacramento Municipal Code Section 13.08.145(a), the project would be
required to mitigate all stormwater and surface runoff drainage impacts to ensure that
development of the site does not affect the function of the storm drain system and that there is
no increase in flooding or in water surface elevation that could result in adverse affects on other
properties. Therefore, potential effects related to increased flows from the project site would be
reduced to less than significant with compliance with this existing code provision.
Question B
The portion of the site that contains the levee and adjacent access/maintenance easement (“Lot
B”) is designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as Zone AE, which
is defined as an area subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event. This
portion of the site is not proposed for any development. The remainder of the project site is
designated Zone X (shaded), indicating that the site is protected from the 1-percent-annualchance flood by a levee (FEMA 2012, 2015). Based on this designation, the project would not
substantially increase the exposure of people and/or property to the risk of injury and damage in
the event of a 100-year flood. Development of the site would not result in any new significant
environmental effect.
Furthermore, implementation of General Plan Policy ER 1.1.5 would ensure that no net increase
in stormwater runoff peak flows over existing conditions associated with a 100-year storm event
would occur. Therefore, project implementation would not result in on- or off-site flooding and
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would not exceed the capacity of the City’s storm drain system. This impact would be less than
significant.
Mitigation Measures
None required.
Findings
With implementation of identified General Plan policies, the project would have no new or
additional project-specific significant environmental effects that were not analyzed in the Master
EIR. This topic will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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8. NOISE
Would the project:
A)

B)

C)

D)

E)

F)

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

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

X

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

X

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

X

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

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

Summary of Analysis Under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR, Including Cumulative
Impacts, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Irreversible Significant Effects
The Master EIR evaluated the potential for development under the 2035 General Plan to
increase noise levels in the community. New noise sources include vehicular traffic, aircraft,
railways, light rail, and stationary sources. Notwithstanding application of the General Plan
policies, noise impacts for exterior noise levels (Impact 4.8-1) and interior noise levels (Impact
4.8-2) and vibration impacts (Impact 4.8-4) were found to be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from 2035 General Plan Master EIR That Apply to the Project
General Plan Policies Considered Mitigation


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)
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Policy EC 3.1.7 (Vibration)



Policy EC 3.1.8 (Operational Noise)



Policy EC 3.1.9 (Compatibility with Park and Recreation Uses)



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)



Policy M 7.1.4 (Train Noise Minimization)



Policy M 7.1.6 (Truck Traffic Noise Minimization

Answers to Checklist Questions
Questions A–C
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would generate noise due to
grading and construction activities. This increase in noise would be temporary, ceasing upon
project completion. The City of Sacramento Noise Ordinance (City Code Title 8, Chapter 8.68
et seq.) exempts construction-related noise if the construction takes place between the hours of
7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday, and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on
Sunday. Operations outside of these hours would be subject to the limits set forth in the
ordinance. The Master EIR found that compliance with the General Plan Policy EC 3.1.10 and
the City Code would reduce the severity of construction noise to less than significant.
The project consists of the construction of seven single-family residences and associated
improvements. Therefore, once completed, the project would generate noise levels consistent
with the surrounding residential development and would not exceed applicable standards.
Furthermore, operation of the project would generate a negligible increase in traffic on area
roadways and would not significantly increase traffic noise.
The school facility immediately south of the project site is currently vacant. However, should the
site be reopened, its operation could generate noise at the property line of the proposed
residences that could exceed City standards. The school facility would be anticipated to
operate primarily during daytime hours and on weekdays. In addition, there is an existing
concrete block wall along the project site’s southern boundary adjacent to the school site that
would reduce noise levels. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than significant.
Questions D–F
Table 3 shows typical vibration levels from representative construction equipment. The project
site is relatively level, and no buildings have been proposed that would require unusual
construction techniques, such as pile driving, that would cause substantial vibration. No
operations have been proposed that could generate substantial levels of vibration. There would
not be a significant environmental effect related to vibration.
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Table 3
Representative Construction Equipment Vibration Levels
Equipment
Pile Driver (Impact)

Pile Driver (Sonic)

Peak Particle Velocity
at 25 Feet (in/sec)

Upper Range

1.518

Typical

0.644

Upper Range

0.734

Typical

0.170

Hoe Ram

0.089

Caisson Drill

0.089

Large Bulldozers

0.089

Loaded Trucks

0.076

Jackhammer

0.035

Small Bulldozers

0.003

Source: FTA 2006; Caltrans 2004

Mitigation Measures
None required.
Findings
With implementation of identified General Plan policies, the project would have no new or
additional project-specific significant environmental effects that were not analyzed in the Master
EIR. This topic will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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EIR
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Effect can be
mitigated to
less than
significant
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significant
environmental
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9. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project result in the need for new or
altered services related to fire protection, police
protection, school facilities, roadway maintenance, or
other governmental services beyond what was
anticipated in the 2035 General Plan?

X

Summary of Analysis Under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR, Including Cumulative
Impacts, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Irreversible Significant Effects
The Master EIR evaluated the potential effects of the 2035 General Plan on various public
services including parks (Chapter 4.9) and police, fire protection, schools, libraries, and
emergency services (Chapter 4.10).
The Master EIR found that impacts related to parks would be reduced to less than significant
with implementation of Implementation Programs 2 and 3, which require review and update of
the City’s Park Development Impact Fee Program to ensure that it addresses existing facility
rehabilitation and renovation and anticipated parkland land acquisition and construction costs.
The Master EIR found that impacts related to police protection services would be less than
significant with implementation of General Plan Policies PHS 1.1.1 through PHS 1.1.7 and
Policy PHS 1.1.12 (Impact 4.10-1). Specifically, Policy PHS 1.1.1 calls for the City to prepare a
Police Master Plan to address staffing needs, facility needs, deployment strategies, and service
goals. Policy PHS 1.1.4 mandates that the City keep pace with all development and growth
within the city and that adequate facilities and staffing are available to serve residents prior to
occupation of new development.
Implementation of General Plan Policies PHS 2.1.1 through PHS 2.1.7, PHS 2.1.10, PHS 2.2.4,
PHS 2.2.7, and PHS 2.2.8 would ensure a less than significant impact related to fire protection
services (Impact 4.10-2). Policy PHS 2.1.1 calls for the City to prepare a Fire Strategic Plan.
The plan would be the guiding document for the provision of fire services in the city. Policies
PHS 2.1.2 and PHS 2.1.3 require that the City maintain emergency response times and staffing
levels to ensure optimal fire protection in the community. Policy PHS 2.1.4 further requires
additional fire protection resources be supplied when a fire station/company experiences call
volumes exceeding 3,500 in a year, and Policy PHS 2.1.6 requires that new fire stations are
located strategically throughout the city to provide optimum response times to all areas. Policies
PHS 2.1.5 and PHS 2.1.7 require new development to set aside land for future fire stations and
ensure that adequate fire protection and emergency medical response facilities, equipment, and
staffing are available prior to occupation of new development and redevelopment areas. PHS
2.2.4 ensures that adequate water supplies, pressure, and infrastructure are available in infill
and newly developing areas.
Policies PHS 2.2.7 and PHS 2.2.8 require that the City work to inform the Sacramento Fire
Department of potential wildland risks and impose a method to increase fire prevention. In
addition, Policy PHS 2.1.10 requires that the City work with other agencies to provide regional
cooperative delivery of fire protection and emergency medical services.
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Impacts on schools were determined to be less than significant with implementation of Policies
ERC 1.1.1 through ERC 1.1.3 (Impact 4.10-3) by ensuring that adequate school facilities are
provided to serve the anticipated student growth in the city. Those policies, along with the
payment of statutory fees by developers under Senate Bill 50, are deemed complete CEQA
mitigation to satisfy the impact of development on school facilities.
Mitigation Measures from 2035 General Plan Master EIR That Apply to the Project
General Plan Policies Considered Mitigation


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)

Answers to Checklist Questions
The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and land use designation for the
project site. Impacts of development that could be anticipated pursuant to the General Plan
were evaluated in the Master EIR. Cumulative effects of development on public services were
discussed and evaluated. See Master EIR Chapter 4.10.
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Fire and Police Protection
The project site is served by the City of Sacramento Police and Fire departments. All proposed
structures would be constructed consistent with the current Uniform Building Code with regard
to fire prevention and safety. In addition, the site would be served with adequate water capacity
to support fire suppression action if required. Although the project could result in increased calls
for fire and/or police protection services, such increases would be negligible due to the project’s
small size and were anticipated in the Master EIR as part of buildout associated with the
General Plan. No new or expanded facilities would be required to serve the project. Therefore,
this impact would be less than significant.
Schools
The project site is located within the boundaries of the Sacramento City Unified School District
(SCUSD). The SCUSD serves 43,175 students on 75 campuses with a service area spanning
76 square miles (SCUSD 2015). The proposed project would allow the development of seven
new single-family residential units, generating additional students who could attend SCUSD
schools. Based on the SCUSD’s current student generation rates for single-family residential
development (SCUSD 2012), the project would generate approximately six new students (three
in grades K–6; one in grades 7–8; and two in grades 9–12). This would not represent a
significant increase in school enrollment and would not require new or expanded school
facilities.
California Government Code Section 65995(h) states that “the payment or satisfaction of a fee,
charge or other requirement levied or imposed… [is] deemed to be full and complete mitigation
of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the
planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in governmental organization or
reorganization as defined in Section 56021 or 56073, on the provision of adequate school
facilities.” The proposed project would be subject to the SCUSD residential fee in place at the
time an application is submitted for a building permit, and under CEQA, payment of this fee is
considered to mitigate the need for school facilities generated by project implementation.
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
Parks
The project would result in a negligible increase in the city’s overall population and would not by
itself result in the need for new or expanded parks. Regardless, the addition of new residents
would contribute to a cumulative increase in demand for parks and other recreational facilities.
The project is consistent with the General Plan and the site’s land use designation. Therefore,
this increase was anticipated in the Master EIR. Furthermore, the City has implemented
development fees that are used to support parks and recreational facilities in the community.
Payment of the impact fees would be required at the time of application for building permits as
outlined in Chapter 18.44 of the City Code and would help fund new park construction in
response to growth. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
None required.
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Findings
With implementation of identified General Plan policies, the project would have no new or
additional project-specific significant environmental effects that were not analyzed in the Master
EIR. This topic will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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10. RECREATION
Would the project:
A)

Cause or accelerate substantial physical
deterioration of existing area parks or
recreational facilities?
Create a need for construction or expansion of
recreational facilities beyond what was
anticipated in the 2035 General Plan?

B)

X
X

Summary of Analysis Under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR, Including Cumulative
Impacts, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Irreversible Significant Effects
Chapter 4.9 of the Master EIR considered the effects of the 2035 General Plan on the city’s
existing parkland, urban forest, recreational facilities, and recreational services. The General
Plan identified a goal of providing an integrated park and recreation system in the city (Goal
ERC 2.1). New residential development will be required to dedicate land, pay in-lieu fees, or
otherwise contribute a fair share to the acquisition and development of parks and recreation
facilities (Policy ERC 2.2.5). Impacts were considered less than significant after application of
the applicable policies (Impacts 4.9-1 and 4.9-2).
Mitigation Measures from 2035 General Plan Master EIR That Apply to the Project
General Plan Policies Considered Mitigation


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)

Answers to Checklist Questions
Questions A and B
As described previously, the project would result in a negligible increase in the city’s overall
population and would not by itself result in substantial deterioration of any existing park or
require the construction of new or expanded parks. The project is consistent with the General
Plan and the project site’s land use designation; demand for parks and recreations from the site
was therefore anticipated in the Master EIR. Furthermore, the City has implemented
development fees that are used to support parks and recreational facilities in the community.
Payment of the impact fees would be required at the time of application for building permits as
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outlined in Chapter 18.44 of the City Code and would help fund new park construction in
response to cumulative growth. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
None required.
Findings
With implementation of identified General Plan policies, the project would have no new or
additional project-specific significant environmental effects that were not analyzed in the Master
EIR. This topic will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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Effect will be
studied in the
EIR
Issues:
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?
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?
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?
D) Transit: adversely affect public transit operations
or fail to adequately provide for access to
public?
E) Bicycle facilities: adversely affect bicycle travel,
bicycle paths or fail to adequately provide for
access by bicycle?
F) Pedestrian: adversely affect pedestrian travel,
pedestrian paths or fail to adequately provide for
access by pedestrians?

Effect can be
mitigated to
less than
significant

No additional
significant
environmental
effect

X

X

X

X
X
X

Summary of Analysis Under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR, Including Cumulative
Impacts, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Irreversible Significant Effects
Transportation and circulation were discussed in the Master EIR in Chapter 4.12. Various
modes of travel were included in the analysis, including vehicular, transit, bicycle, pedestrian,
and aviation components. The analysis included consideration of roadway capacity and
identification of levels of service, as well as the 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, funded,
managed, operated, and maintained; promotion of multimodal choices (Policy M 1.2.1);
identification of level of service standards (Policy M 1.2.2); a requirement to work with Caltrans
and adjacent jurisdictions to identify funding for improvements (Policy M 1.5.7); and
development of complete streets (Goal M 4.2).
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While the General Plan includes numerous policies that direct the development of the city’s
transportation system, the Master EIR concluded that the General Plan development would
result in significant and unavoidable effects. See Impacts 4.12-3 (roadway segments) and
4.12-4 (freeway segments).
Mitigation Measures from 2035 General Plan Master EIR That Apply to the Project
General Plan Policies Considered Mitigation


M 1.1.2 (Transportation System): The City shall manage the travel system to ensure
safe operating conditions.



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.



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
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:
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.
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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: State Route 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: Freeport Boulevard to Franklin Boulevard

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

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 judgment 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 nonvehicular 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 Figure M4 and M4a (2035 General Plan Roadway Classification and
Lanes).


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.
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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.

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.

PAGE 67

AZORES SUBDIVISION (P14-030)
INITIAL STUDY

Answers to Checklist Questions
Questions A–C
None of the roadways in the project vicinity are identified in the 2035 General Plan as operating
at an unacceptable level of service (LOS E or F) (City of Sacramento 2015).
As described previously, the project would allow construction of seven single-family residences.
Based upon information gathered by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation, 9th Edition the project would generate 91 daily vehicle trips including 15 trips during
the AM peak hour and 10 trips during the PM peak hour. The General Plan Master EIR
considered development of the site with residential uses. Because the project site contains
constraints to development of a portion of the property, the intensity of development and thus
the number of trips generated on the site would be less than assumed in the Master EIR.
Furthermore, as the roadways in the project vicinity have sufficient capacity, the addition of
project trips would not be expected to result in any significant impacts on traffic operations.
Question D
The project area is served by the Sacramento Regional Transit District. The project would not
adversely affect existing or planned transit operations. Furthermore, project demand for public
transit is expected to be low and could be readily accommodated by the existing transit service.
Therefore, project impacts to public transit would be less than significant.
Questions E and F
The project would not adversely affect existing or planned pedestrian or bicycle facilities.
Sidewalks and bicycle lanes are currently provided along Pocket Road adjacent to the project
site. The existing sidewalk would be extended onto the project site, thereby enhancing
pedestrian access. The existing bicycle lane would continue to operate along Pocket Road.
Traffic entering and leaving the site could create potential conflicts between vehicles and
pedestrians/cyclists traveling along Pocket Road. However, project traffic would be minimal,
peaking at 15 trips during the AM peak hour, and would be controlled by a stop sign. Therefore,
this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
None required.
Findings
With implementation of identified General Plan policies, the project would have no new or
additional project-specific significant environmental effects that were not analyzed in the Master
EIR. This topic will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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12. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:
A)

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

B)

X
X

Summary of Analysis Under the 2035 General Plan Master EIR, Including Cumulative
Impacts, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Irreversible Significant Effects
The Master EIR evaluated the effects of development under the 2035 General Plan on water
supply, sewer, storm drainage, solid waste, electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications.
See Master EIR Chapter 4.11.
The Master EIR evaluated the impacts of increased demand for water that would occur with
development under the 2035 General Plan (see Impact 4.11-1). The Master EIR determined
that, with implementation of General Plan policies requiring water conservation, sufficient water
supplies would be available even during multiple dry years and the impact would be less than
significant. Even with implementation of policies in the General Plan, the impact related to water
treatment capacity was found to be significant and unavoidable (see Impact 4.11-2).
The potential need for expansion of wastewater and stormwater conveyance (Impact 4.11-3)
and treatment (Impact 4.11-4) facilities was identified as having a less than significant impact.
Impacts on solid waste facilities were also identified as less than significant (Impact 4.11-5).
Mitigation Measures from 2035 General Plan Master EIR That Apply to the Project
General Plan Policies Considered Mitigation


U 1.1.1 (Provision of Adequate Utilities)



U 1.1.4 (Timing of Urban Expansion)



U 1.1.5 (Growth and Level of Service)



U 2.1.2 (Increase Water Supply Sustainability)



U 2.1.3 (Water Treatment Capacity and Infrastructure)



U 2.1.5 (Comprehensive Water Supply Plans)



U 2.1.9 (New Development)



U 2.1.10 (Water Conservation Standards)



U 2.1.11 (Water Conservation Programs)
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U 2.1.15 (Landscaping)



U 2.1.18 (Future Water Supply)



U 3.1.1 (Sufficient Service)



U 3.1.2 (New Developing Areas)



U 4.1.1 (Adequate Drainage Facilities)



U 4.1.2 (Master Planning)



U 4.1.6 (New Development)



U 5.1.2 (Landfill Capacity)



U 5.1.3 (Transfer Stations)



ER 1.1.5 (Limit Stormwater Peak Flows)



ER 1.1.6 (Post-Development Runoff)

Answers to Checklist Questions
Questions A and B
As described previously, the project would connect to an existing 12-inch water main and 6-inch
sewer main located in Pocket Road immediately east of the project site. The project would also
connect to existing storm drainage infrastructure located in Pocket Road.
The project’s anticipated demand for potable water supply would be approximately 6 acre-feet
per year2, which is approximately 0.004 percent of the city’s total projected 2035 water demand
of 171,100 acre-feet per year (City of Sacramento Department of Utilities 2011) and would be
considered a negligible increase. Wastewater generated by the project would result in a
comparably minor increase in demand for treatment. Consistent with General Plan Policy ER
1.1.5, the project would contribute no net increase in stormwater runoff peak flows over existing
conditions associated with a 100-year storm event. Therefore, project runoff would not exceed
the capacity of the existing storm drain system that currently serves the site.
The project proposes uses that are consistent with the 2035 General Plan land use designation
for the project site. The proposed density of the project would be less than that envisioned in the
General Plan and analyzed in the Master EIR. Therefore, the increased demand for public
utilities resulting from project implementation was assumed in the Master EIR, which determined
that sufficient water supplies, wastewater and stormwater treatment capacity, and landfill
capacity are available to serve development consistent with the 2035 General Plan. Therefore,
with implementation of General Plan policies, these impacts would be less than significant.
The Master EIR determined that impacts related to water diversion and treatment capacity
would be significant and unavoidable. However, the proposed project would not result in a new
or more severe impact than that identified in the Master EIR.

2

Based on the City’s base daily per capita water use of 279 gallons per capita (City of Sacramento Department of
Utilities 2011, p. 3-3)
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The project proposes the construction of infrastructure on the project site and associated
connections to existing infrastructure in the adjacent roadway. Impacts associated with
construction of these improvements are assumed as part of the project and are addressed
throughout this Initial Study. Potential impacts include disturbance of biological and/or cultural
resources, temporary air emissions, soil erosion and water quality degradation, handling of
hazardous materials, temporary construction noise, and temporary construction traffic. This
impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
None required.
Findings
With implementation of identified General Plan policies, the project would have no new or
additional project-specific significant environmental effects that were not analyzed in the Master
EIR. This topic will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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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)

B)

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?
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.)

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

X

X

X

Answers to Checklist Questions
Question A
As discussed above, mitigation measures have been incorporated into this Initial Study to
ensure the project would not 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 selfsustaining 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. However, the proposed project includes an
area that is known to contain prehistoric resources that could be negatively affected by project
construction and occupancy. This topic will be addressed further in the EIR.
Question B
The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan land use designation and zoning for
the project site. The development proposed would contribute to cumulative effects that have
been identified and evaluated in the Master EIR prepared and certified for the 2035 General
Plan. No additional significant cumulative effects have been identified for the project. This topic
will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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Question C
The proposed project would develop the project site with residential uses. The activities
associated with occupancy of residences would not typically adversely affect human beings.
Project impacts relating to air quality and hazards have been considered in the Initial Study. No
significant adverse effects on human beings have been identified. This topic will not be
addressed further in the EIR.

PAGE 73

AZORES SUBDIVISION (P14-030)
INITIAL STUDY

Section IV – Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
The environmental factors checked below would potentially be affected by this project.
Air Quality

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Biological Resources

Hydrology & Water Quality

Cultural Resources

Light & Glare

Geology & Soils

Noise

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Public Services

Recreation
Transportation &
Circulation
Utilities & Service
Systems
Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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Section V – Determination
On the basis of the Initial Study:

I find that (a) the proposed project is an anticipated subsequent project identified and
described in the 2035 General Plan Master EIR; (b) the proposed project is consistent
with the 2035 General Plan land use designation and the permissible densities and
intensities of use for the project site; (c) the discussions of cumulative impacts,
growth-inducing impacts, and irreversible significant effects in the Master EIR are
adequate for the proposed project; and (d) the proposed project may have additional
significant environmental effects not previously examined in the Master EIR. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed (CEQA Guidelines Section 15178(c)).

Signature

Date

Printed Name
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Plant List
7 matches found. Click on scientific name for details
Search Criteria

Found in Quad 38121D5
Scientific Name

Common Name

Family

Lifeform

Rare Plant State
Rank
Rank

Global
Rank

Carex comosa

bristly sedge

Cyperaceae

perennial
rhizomatous herb

2B.1

S2

G5

Centromadia parryi ssp.
rudis

Parry's rough tarplant

Asteraceae

annual herb

4.2

S3

G3T3

Hibiscus lasiocarpos var.
occidentalis

woolly rose-mallow

Malvaceae

perennial
rhizomatous herb

1B.2

S2

G5T2

Juglans hindsii

Northern California
black walnut

Juglandaceae

perennial deciduous
tree

1B.1

S1

G1

Lepidium latipes var.
heckardii

Heckard's peppergrass

Brassicaceae annual herb

1B.2

S2

G4T2

Lilaeopsis masonii

Mason's lilaeopsis

Apiaceae

perennial
rhizomatous herb

1B.1

S2

G2

Trifolium hydrophilum

saline clover

Fabaceae

annual herb

1B.2

S2

G2

Suggested Citation

CNPS, Rare Plant Program. 2015. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v8-02).
California Native Plant Society, Sacramento, CA. Website http://www.rareplants.cnps.org [accessed 23
January 2015].

Search the Inventory

Information

Contributors

Simple Search

About the Inventory

The Calflora Database

Advanced Search

About the Rare Plant Program

The California Lichen Society

Glossary

CNPS Home Page
About CNPS
Join CNPS

© Copyright 2010-2014 California Native Plant Society. All rights reserved.

http://www.rareplants.cnps.org/result.html?adv=t&quad=38121D5:1
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Plant List
4 matches found. Click on scientific name for details
Search Criteria

Found in Quad 38121E5
Scientific Name

Common Name

Family

Rare Plant
Rank

Lifeform
annual herb

State
Rank

Global
Rank

1B.1

S1

G2T1

4.2

S3

G3T3

Astragalus tener var. ferrisiae

Ferris' milk-vetch

Fabaceae

Centromadia parryi ssp. rudis

Parry's rough
tarplant

Asteraceae annual herb

Hibiscus lasiocarpos var.
occidentalis

woolly rosemallow

Malvaceae

perennial rhizomatous
herb

1B.2

S2

G5T2

Symphyotrichum lentum

Suisun Marsh
aster

Asteraceae

perennial rhizomatous
herb

1B.2

S2

G2

Suggested Citation

CNPS, Rare Plant Program. 2015. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v8-02).
California Native Plant Society, Sacramento, CA. Website http://www.rareplants.cnps.org [accessed 23
January 2015].

Search the Inventory

Information

Contributors

Simple Search

About the Inventory

The Calflora Database

Advanced Search

About the Rare Plant Program

The California Lichen Society

Glossary

CNPS Home Page
About CNPS
Join CNPS

© Copyright 2010-2014 California Native Plant Society. All rights reserved.

http://www.rareplants.cnps.org/result.html?adv=t&quad=38121E5:1
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1mi
Occurrence Count
3
1
1
1

5mi
Occurrence Count
1
1
1
1
6
2
1
64
1
2
1
2
2
1
4
1
2
5
3
2
1
1
4
1
3
1
1

Scientific Name
Buteo swainsoni
Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus
Pogonichthys macrolepidotus
Spirinchus thaleichthys

Common Name
Swainson's hawk
steelhead - Central Valley DPS
Sacramento splittail
longfin smelt

Federal Listing
None
Threatened
None
Candidate

State Listing Rare Plant Rank
Threatened
None
None
Threatened

Scientific Name
Agelaius tricolor
Archoplites interruptus
Ardea alba
Ardea herodias
Athene cunicularia
Branchinecta lynchi
Buteo regalis
Buteo swainsoni
Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
Desmocerus californicus dimorphus
Emys marmorata
Falco columbarius
Hibiscus lasiocarpos var. occidentalis
Juglans hindsii
Lepidurus packardi
Lilaeopsis masonii
Linderiella occidentalis
Melospiza melodia
Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus
Phalacrocorax auritus
Pogonichthys macrolepidotus
Progne subis
Sagittaria sanfordii
Spirinchus thaleichthys
Thamnophis gigas
Vireo bellii pusillus
Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus

Common Name
tricolored blackbird
Sacramento perch
great egret
great blue heron
burrowing owl
vernal pool fairy shrimp
ferruginous hawk
Swainson's hawk
western yellow-billed cuckoo
valley elderberry longhorn beetle
western pond turtle
merlin
woolly rose-mallow
Northern California black walnut
vernal pool tadpole shrimp
Mason's lilaeopsis
California linderiella
song sparrow ("Modesto" population)
steelhead - Central Valley DPS
double-crested cormorant
Sacramento splittail
purple martin
Sanford's arrowhead
longfin smelt
giant garter snake
least Bell's vireo
yellow-headed blackbird

Federal Listing
None
None
None
None
None
Threatened
None
None
Threatened
Threatened
None
None
None
None
Endangered
None
None
None
Threatened
None
None
None
None
Candidate
Threatened
Endangered
None

State Listing
Endangered
None
None
None
None
None
None
Threatened
Endangered
None
None
None
None
None
None
Rare
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
Threatened
Threatened
Endangered
None

Rare Plant Rank

1B.2
1B.1
1B.1

1B.2

Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office Species List
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U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office
Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that Occur in
or may be Affected by Projects in the Counties and/or
U.S.G.S. 7 1/2 Minute Quads you requested

Document Number: 150123014005
Current as of: January 23, 2015

Quad Lists
Listed Species
Invertebrates
Branchinecta conservatio
Conservancy fairy shrimp (E)
Branchinecta lynchi
vernal pool fairy shrimp (T)
Desmocerus californicus dimorphus
valley elderberry longhorn beetle (T)
Lepidurus packardi
vernal pool tadpole shrimp (E)

Fish
Acipenser medirostris
green sturgeon (T) (NMFS)
Hypomesus transpacificus
Critical habitat, delta smelt (X)
delta smelt (T)
Oncorhynchus mykiss
Central Valley steelhead (T) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, Central Valley steelhead (X) (NMFS)
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon (T) (NMFS)
Critical Habitat, Central Valley spring-run chinook (X) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, winter-run chinook salmon (X) (NMFS)
winter-run chinook salmon, Sacramento River (E) (NMFS)

Amphibians
Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander, central population (T)
Rana draytonii
California red-legged frog (T)

Reptiles
Thamnophis gigas
giant garter snake (T)

Birds
Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
Western yellow-billed cuckoo (T)
Vireo bellii pusillus
Least Bell's vireo (E)

Quads Containing Listed, Proposed or Candidate Species:
CLARKSBURG (497A)
SACRAMENTO WEST (513D)

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es_species/Lists/es_species_lists.cfm
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County Lists
Sacramento County
Listed Species
Invertebrates
Apodemia mormo langei
Lange's metalmark butterfly (E)
Branchinecta conservatio
Conservancy fairy shrimp (E)
Branchinecta lynchi
Critical habitat, vernal pool fairy shrimp (X)
vernal pool fairy shrimp (T)
Desmocerus californicus dimorphus
Critical habitat, valley elderberry longhorn beetle (X)
valley elderberry longhorn beetle (T)
Elaphrus viridis
delta green ground beetle (T)
Incisalia mossii bayensis
San Bruno elfin butterfly (E)
Lepidurus packardi
Critical habitat, vernal pool tadpole shrimp (X)
vernal pool tadpole shrimp (E)

Fish
Acipenser medirostris
green sturgeon (T) (NMFS)
Hypomesus transpacificus
Critical habitat, delta smelt (X)
delta smelt (T)
Oncorhynchus mykiss
Central Valley steelhead (T) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, Central Valley steelhead (X) (NMFS)
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon (T) (NMFS)
Critical Habitat, Central Valley spring-run chinook (X) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, winter-run chinook salmon (X) (NMFS)
winter-run chinook salmon, Sacramento River (E) (NMFS)

Amphibians
Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander, central population (T)
Critical habitat, CA tiger salamander, central population (X)

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es_species/Lists/es_species_lists.cfm
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Rana draytonii
California red-legged frog (T)

Reptiles
Thamnophis gigas
giant garter snake (T)

Birds
Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus
western snowy plover (T)
Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
Western yellow-billed cuckoo (T)
Rallus longirostris obsoletus
California clapper rail (E)
Sternula antillarum (=Sterna, =albifrons) browni
California least tern (E)
Vireo bellii pusillus
Least Bell's vireo (E)

Mammals
Reithrodontomys raviventris
salt marsh harvest mouse (E)
Sylvilagus bachmani riparius
riparian brush rabbit (E)
Vulpes macrotis mutica
San Joaquin kit fox (E)

Plants
Arctostaphylos myrtifolia
Ione manzanita (T)
Calystegia stebbinsii
Stebbins's morning-glory (E)
Castilleja campestris ssp. succulenta
Critical habitat, succulent (=fleshy) owl's-clover (X)
succulent (=fleshy) owl's-clover (T)
Ceanothus roderickii
Pine Hill ceanothus (E)
Cordylanthus mollis ssp. mollis
soft bird's-beak (E)
Cordylanthus palmatus

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es_species/Lists/es_species_lists.cfm
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palmate-bracted bird's-beak (E)
Eriogonum apricum var. apricum
Ione buckwheat (E)
Eriogonum apricum var. prostratum
Irish Hill buckwheat (E)
Erysimum capitatum ssp. angustatum
Contra Costa wallflower (E)
Critical Habitat, Contra Costa wallflower (X)
Fremontodendron californicum ssp. decumbens
Pine Hill flannelbush (E)
Galium californicum ssp. sierrae
El Dorado bedstraw (E)
Lasthenia conjugens
Contra Costa goldfields (E)
Neostapfia colusana
Colusa grass (T)
Oenothera deltoides ssp. howellii
Antioch Dunes evening-primrose (E)
Critical habitat, Antioch Dunes evening-primrose (X)
Orcuttia tenuis
Critical habitat, slender Orcutt grass (X)
slender Orcutt grass (T)
Orcuttia viscida
Critical habitat, Sacramento Orcutt grass (X)
Sacramento Orcutt grass (E)
Senecio layneae
Layne's butterweed (=ragwort) (T)
Sidalcea keckii
Keck's checker-mallow (=checkerbloom) (E)

Key:
(E) Endangered - Listed as being in danger of extinction.
(T) Threatened - Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.
(P) Proposed - Officially proposed in the Federal Register for listing as endangered or threatened.
(NMFS) Species under the Jurisdiction of the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration Fisheries Service.
Consult with them directly about these species.
Critical Habitat - Area essential to the conservation of a species.
(PX) Proposed Critical Habitat - The species is already listed. Critical habitat is being proposed for it.
(C) Candidate - Candidate to become a proposed species.
(V) Vacated by a court order. Not currently in effect. Being reviewed by the Service.
(X) Critical Habitat designated for this species

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es_species/Lists/es_species_lists.cfm
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Important Information About Your Species List
How We Make Species Lists
We store information about endangered and threatened species lists by U.S. Geological
Survey 7½ minute quads. The United States is divided into these quads, which are about the
size of San Francisco.
The animals on your species list are ones that occur within, or may be affected by projects
within, the quads covered by the list.
• Fish and other aquatic species appear on your list if they are in the same watershed as your
quad or if water use in your quad might affect them.
• Amphibians will be on the list for a quad or county if pesticides applied in that area may be
carried to their habitat by air currents.
• Birds are shown regardless of whether they are resident or migratory. Relevant birds on the
county list should be considered regardless of whether they appear on a quad list.

Plants
Any plants on your list are ones that have actually been observed in the area covered by the
list. Plants may exist in an area without ever having been detected there. You can find out
what's in the surrounding quads through the California Native Plant Society's online
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants.

Surveying
Some of the species on your list may not be affected by your project. A trained biologist
and/or botanist, familiar with the habitat requirements of the species on your list, should
determine whether they or habitats suitable for them may be affected by your project. We
recommend that your surveys include any proposed and candidate species on your list.
See our Protocol and Recovery Permits pages.
For plant surveys, we recommend using the Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting
Botanical Inventories. The results of your surveys should be published in any environmental
documents prepared for your project.

Your Responsibilities Under the Endangered Species Act
All animals identified as listed above are fully protected under the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended. Section 9 of the Act and its implementing regulations prohibit the take of
a federally listed wildlife species. Take is defined by the Act as "to harass, harm, pursue,
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect" any such animal.
Take may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or
injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding,
feeding, or shelter (50 CFR §17.3).

Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be authorized by one of two
procedures:
• If a Federal agency is involved with the permitting, funding, or carrying out of a project that may
result in take, then that agency must engage in a formal consultation with the Service.
During formal consultation, the Federal agency, the applicant and the Service work together to
avoid or minimize the impact on listed species and their habitat. Such consultation would result
in a biological opinion by the Service addressing the anticipated effect of the project on listed and
proposed species. The opinion may authorize a limited level of incidental take.
• If no Federal agency is involved with the project, and federally listed species may be taken as
part of the project, then you, the applicant, should apply for an incidental take permit. The

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es_species/Lists/es_species_lists.cfm
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Service may issue such a permit if you submit a satisfactory conservation plan for the species
that would be affected by your project.
Should your survey determine that federally listed or proposed species occur in the area and are
likely to be affected by the project, we recommend that you work with this office and the
California Department of Fish and Game to develop a plan that minimizes the project's direct and
indirect impacts to listed species and compensates for project-related loss of habitat. You should
include the plan in any environmental documents you file.

Critical Habitat
When a species is listed as endangered or threatened, areas of habitat considered essential
to its conservation may be designated as critical habitat. These areas may require special
management considerations or protection. They provide needed space for growth and
normal behavior; food, water, air, light, other nutritional or physiological requirements;
cover or shelter; and sites for breeding, reproduction, rearing of offspring, germination or
seed dispersal.
Although critical habitat may be designated on private or State lands, activities on these
lands are not restricted unless there is Federal involvement in the activities or direct harm to
listed wildlife.
If any species has proposed or designated critical habitat within a quad, there will be a
separate line for this on the species list. Boundary descriptions of the critical habitat may be
found in the Federal Register. The information is also reprinted in the Code of Federal
Regulations (50 CFR 17.95). See our Map Room page.

Candidate Species
We recommend that you address impacts to candidate species. We put plants and animals
on our candidate list when we have enough scientific information to eventually propose them
for listing as threatened or endangered. By considering these species early in your planning
process you may be able to avoid the problems that could develop if one of these candidates
was listed before the end of your project.

Species of Concern
The Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office no longer maintains a list of species of concern.
However, various other agencies and organizations maintain lists of at-risk species. These
lists provide essential information for land management planning and conservation efforts.
More info

Wetlands
If your project will impact wetlands, riparian habitat, or other jurisdictional waters as defined
by section 404 of the Clean Water Act and/or section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, you
will need to obtain a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Impacts to wetland
habitats require site specific mitigation and monitoring. For questions regarding wetlands,
please contact Mark Littlefield of this office at (916) 414-6520.

Updates
Our database is constantly updated as species are proposed, listed and delisted. If you
address proposed and candidate species in your planning, this should not be a problem.
However, we recommend that you get an updated list every 90 days. That would be April 23,
2015.

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es_species/Lists/es_species_lists.cfm
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LOGS OF TEST PITS
7446 POCKET ROAD
Excavated July 25, 2013
WKA No. 9816.01

TEST PIT 1
0' to 1½'
1½' to 2½'
2½' to 8'
8' to 12'

Brown, slightly moist, very loose, gravelly, cobbley, sandy silt (ML) - FILL
Dark brown, moist, silty clay (CL)
Brown, moist, sandy silt (ML)
Dark brown, very moist, silty fine sand (SM)
Test Pit terminated at 12 feet
Excavated sidewalls remained vertical
Groundwater was not encountered
Bulk sample TP1 retrieved from 2' to 3½'
Drive sample retrieved from 2' to 2½'
Moisture = 21.2%
Dry Unit Weight = 85 pcf

TEST PIT 2
0' to 1½'
1½' to 2'
2' to 6'
6' to 8'
8' to 12'

Brown, slightly moist, very loose, gravelly, cobbley, sandy silt (ML) - FILL
Brown, moist, silty clay (CL)
Brown, very moist, sandy silt (ML)
Brown, very moist, clayey silt (ML)
Brown, very moist, silty fine sand (SM)
Test Pit terminated at 12 feet
Excavated sidewalls remained vertical
Groundwater was not encountered
Bulk sample TP2 retrieved from 0' to 1½'
Bulk sample TP2 retrieved from 2' to 3½'
Drive sample retrieved from 1½' to 2'
Moisture = 26.4%
Dry Unit Weight = 78 pcf

TEST PIT 3
0' to 1'
1' to 1½'
1½' to 6'
6' to 11'

Brown, slightly moist, very loose, gravelly, cobbley, sandy silt (ML) - FILL
Dark brown, moist, silty clay (CL)
Brown, moist, sandy silt (ML)
Dark brown to brown, very moist, silty fine sand (SM)
Test Pit terminated at 11 feet
Excavated sidewalls remained vertical
Groundwater was not encountered
Bulk sample TP3 retrieved from 1' to 3'
Drive sample retrieved from 1' to 1½'
Moisture = 14.0%
Dry Unit Weight = 77 pcf

LOGS OF TEST PITS (continued)
7446 POCKET ROAD
Excavated July 25, 2013
WKA No. 9816.01

TEST PIT 4
0' to 1'
1' to 4'
4' to 7'
7' to 10'

Brown, slightly moist, very loose, gravelly, cobbley, sandy silt (ML) - FILL
Dark brown, moist, silty clay (CL)
Brown, moist, sandy silt (ML)
Brown, very moist, silty fine sand (SM)
Test Pit terminated at 10 feet
Excavated sidewalls remained vertical
Groundwater was not encountered
Bulk sample TP4 retrieved from 2' to 4'
Drive sample retrieved from 2' to 2½'
Unconfined Compressive Strength = 0.7 tsf
Moisture = 17.4%
Dry Unit Weight = 81 pcf

TEST PIT 5
0' to 1½'
1½' to 3½'
3½' to 6'
6' to 10'

Brown, slightly moist, very loose, gravelly, cobbley, sandy silt (ML) - FILL
Dark brown, moist, silty clay (CL)
Brown, moist, sandy silt (ML)
Brown, very moist, silty fine sand (SM)
Test Pit terminated at 10 feet
Excavated sidewalls remained vertical
Groundwater was not encountered
Bulk sample TP5 retrieved from 1½' to 3½'
Drive sample retrieved from 1½' to 2'
Moisture = 14.5%
Dry Unit Weight = 89 pcf

TEST PIT 6
0' to 1'
1' to 3'

Brown, slightly moist, very loose, gravelly, cobbley, sandy silt (ML) - FILL
Dark brown, moist, silty clay (CL)
Test Pit terminated at 3 feet
Excavated sidewalls remained vertical
Groundwater was not encountered
Bulk sample TP6 retrieved from 1' to 3'

APPENDIX B: NOTICE OF PREPARATION
COMMENTS

Scott Johnson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ron Maertz <ronmaertz@surewest.net>
Wednesday, October 28, 2015 11:01 AM
Scott Johnson
Alex Kelter; Sean Wirth; Rob Burness
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A FOCUSED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE AZORES SUBDIVISION PROJECT (P14-030)

Scott,
The Environmental Council of Sacramento has reviewed the Initial Study for the subject project. The EIR
should address the concern that "riverfront" development erodes the viability of what has become both a very
important potential migration corridor as well as usable riparian habitat. One of the most important aspects
that defines the viability of riparian habitat is its width.
Please acknowledge receipt of this comment.

Ron Maertz
Laand Use Co-Chair
Environmental Council of Sacramento

1

Scott Johnson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Traci Canfield <tcanfield@sacrt.com>
Wednesday, October 21, 2015 11:11 AM
Scott Johnson
Antonio Ablog; Arwen Wacht; Tom Buford
Re: Azores (P14-030) - CEQA Notice of Preparation

Hi Scott,
RT's only comment is that the project keep in mind the existence of the bus stop adjacent to this property when
designing the site plan for the project. This stop would look similar to nearby stops in the neighborhood that have been
developed. We would not expect any significant increase in ridership from this project if it's a single family
development. Therefore, RT will not require a bench or shelter, but the sidewalk and curb should follow ADA
requirements for bus stops (vertical curb and sidewalk clearance for wheelchair boardings -- please contact RT for
specifications).
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks,
Traci

Traci Canfield
Long Range Planner
Sacramento Regional Transit
916-556-0513
tcanfield@sacrt.com

>>> Scott Johnson <SRJohnson@cityofsacramento.org> 10/21/2015 10:08 AM >>>

This email is to inform you that the City of Sacramento, Community Development Department, as Lead Agency, has
issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report for the Azores (P14‐030) project.
The comment period is from October 21, 2015 to November 20, 2015.
The issuance of the NOP is to inform all responsible agencies of the decision to prepare an EIR. The purpose of the NOP
is to provide information describing the project and its potential environmental effects and to seek input from
responsible agencies as defined by CEQA (PRC Section 21069) and the public. Agencies should comment on such
information as it relates to their statutory responsibilities in connection with the project. The full NOP is attached and
the NOP and Initial Study are available at the City’s Community Development Department webpage at:
http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community‐Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact‐Reports
Comments and suggestions as to the appropriate scope of analysis are invited from all interested parties. Written
comments or questions concerning the proposed project should be submitted to the following address no later than
November 20, 2015 (Public Counter hours are 9 AM – 4 PM):
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner
Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
1

Sacramento, CA 95811
Email: srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org
Thank you,
Scott Johnson
City of Sacramento
Community Development Dept.
Environmental Planning Services
300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
(916) 808‐5842
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Advisory
Council On
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Buildl.g

Fennrylvania /hnnue, NW, *EtlO
ltlhshingion, DC2ffr04
1100

fanuary 25,2W2
Ms. Emily lVadtrams
Stat€ Historic Preservation Oflicer
Vernront Division for Historic Preservation
National Life Building, Drawer 20
Montoelier. VT 05620-0501

'a;4,1

DearMs. Fddhlms:

-/

I would like to reply to your question about the applicability of the Section 106 process to
off-site borrow and disposal areas,
It is our opinion that, if the location ofthe specific source of fill or disposal site is reasonably
foreseeable, the Federal agency must include such location in the Area of Potential Effccts
(APE). If such location is not reasonably foreseeable prior to the approval of the undertaking
or the release of undertaking funds, the Federal agency must still consider the effects to
historic properties on zuch sites either through a previously agreed process or through the
other post-review discovery provisions of the Section 106 regulations.
When the l.ocation of the Bonow or Disposal Sites is Reasonablv Foresegable Pdor to
Approval of the Undertakine or Release of Frmds
The reasoning behind our position, that those reasonably foreseeable borrow and disposal
soufces must be included in an undertaking's area of potential effects, is grounded in law and
regulation. Section 106 of the NHPA broadly calls for Federal agencies to "toke into account
I 6 U.S.C. $ 470f (emphasis
the efect of the undertaHng on gll [historic propefly|
added). This statutory language does not place any limits on either the location of the
historic property affected, or its physical distance from the main project. There is nothing in
the statute or the implementing regulations tbat exempts historic properties located at off-site
areas, or at lands privately owned, from being considered.

."

Consistent with the cited statutory language, thc Section 106 regulations require Federal
agencies to make a "reesonable and goodfaith efort" to carry out appropriate ide,ntification
efforts within the APE, which is defined as the "geographie area or areas within which an
unclertaking mal directly or indirqctll, cause altqations in the character or use of historic
propa'ties, if any such properties efist." 36 C.F.R. $$ 800.4(b) and 800.16(d) (emphasis
added). A key phrase in the definition of APE is the undertaking's potential to "clirectly or

indircctly cause alterations" to historic properties, based on the professional's judgrnent
about the nature of the undertaking and the kinds of impacts it could have. We also note that
this is consistent with the requirement under Section I l0(a)(2)(c) of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) that Federal agencies "ensure that the preseftation of properties
not under the jurisdiction or control of the agency, but subject to be potentially afected by
agenq actions are givenfiill consideratiott in planning." l6 U.S.C. $ a70h-2(a)(2Xc).
When the Location of Borrow or Disposal Sites is Nqt Reasonably Foreseeable Prior to
Approval of the Undertaking or Release of Funds

If the location of such borrow or disposal sites cannot be reasonably foreseen, we believe the
Federal agency still must consider the effects to historic properties at such sites. This could
most effectively be done in accordance with the post-review discovery provisions of the
Section 106 rcgulations. 36 C.F.R. $ 800.13. We note that those post-review discovery
provisions allow agencies to address adverse effects to such historic properties tbroug[ a
previously agreed process. 36 C.F.R. $ 800.13(a). The Council believes the best approach is
for agancies involved in undertakings that will use a borrow or disposal site, to enter into
such an agreement. Of course, such a Federal agcncy could also enter into a Programmatic
Agreement for the entire project that may include the insertion of historic property
considerations on the ultimate selection of a borroddisposal bid.
We note that the only case of which we are aware that directly dealt with these issues,
reached a sirnilar conclusion regarding the applicability of Section 106 to borrow sites. In
The Hopi Tribe v. Federal HidrwayAdminiShation. et al., (Civ-98-1061), the U.S. District
Court for the Dishict of Arizona stated that "an agency's responsibilities under Section 106
... extend to any historic properties that an undertaking could potentially afect, regardless
whether the property is located within the right-of-way." In that case, the Hopi Tribe sought
to enjoin further construction of a Federal-aid highway project because material for the
project was being obtained from Woodruff Butte, a historic property of taditional cultural
and religious significance to it. Damage to the Butte included the removal of a large amount
of aggregate, and the destnrction of a number of Hopi shrines and archacological remains.
On July 9, 1998, the Court enjoined the Federal Highway Administration from reimbursing
the Arizona Department of Transportation for the $6 million project without first complying
rvith the requirements of Section 106, despite the fact that the Butte is privately-owned and a
commercial operation. The Court found that even where the location of a nraterial source is
not reasonably foreseeable at the time the Federal agency approves a project, the agency has a
continuing obligation to consider the project's effects on historic properties under the postreview discovery provisions of the Section 106 regulations.
Other Considerations
ll'here are various factors related to specific application of the Council's regulations regarding
borrow and disposal lands including, among others: (a) whether the borrow/disposal lands are
privately or publicly owned, ft) whether the undertaking will create a new source of borrow
material or a new disposal site, (c) whether the lands will be exclusively used for the

undertaking or will be accommodating various other projects, and (d) the amount of fill or
disposed material connected to the undertaking. While these factors may riglrtfully influence
effect determinations and/orhow adverse effects are resolved, they still do not eliminate the
basic requirenrents to identify historic properties on the borrow or disposal lands and
consider them in the Section 106 process. As stated above, Section 106 requires Federal
agencies to take into account direct or indirect effects to historic properties, arrd does not
limit consideration according to location of the sites.

I hope you find this advice helpful in your discussions with Federal agencies about the
applicability of Section 106 review to borrow and disposal sites in Vermont. We will be glad
to discuss ourposition with you further at your convenience.
If you have any questions, do not hesitate to call eittrer Dr. Tom McCulloch in lVashington
(202606-8505), or Ms. Carol Gleichman in our Denver olfice (303-969-110).
Sincerely,

itt

[/]t'-

John M. Fowler

Executive Director
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March 31.2015
Ms. Alicia E. Kirchner
Chiel Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Sacramento District
1325 J Street

Sacramento.

Ref.:

C

A

9581 4-2922

Resolution of Adverse Effects for Eight Prehistoric Archaeological Sites
Feather River West Levee Project, Contract C
Sutter and Butte Counties. California

Dear Ms. Kirchner:
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has been contacted by the United Auburn lndian
Comrnunity (UAIC) regarding the resolution of adverse eflbcts from the Feather River West Levee
Project (FRWLP) to a number of archaeological sites encountered as post-review discoveries during a
phase of the undertaking implemented in 2014. UAIC has objected to tlre archaeological data recovery
being carried out and has proposed lhat the entire archaeological assernblage recovered frorn the sites be
considered hunrau reurains and associated grave goods. The tribe has requested that the archaeological
assemblage not be subject to further analysis of any kind and should be tumed over to the tribe for
appropriate reburial. In response, tlre Corps has indicated that it is obliged, in order to cornply with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations,
"Protection of Historic Properlies" (36 CFR 800), to accornplish some aspects of the analysis associated
with the dala recovery agreed to for resolution ofadverse effects to these archaeological sites. In
considering this disagreemenl, the ACI IP rvould like to offer a number of observations regarding the
requirements of Section 106 as they relate to tlris undertaking, lhe imporlance of tribal concenls regarding
tlre presence, sigrrificance, and lreatment of human rernains in archaeological sites, and tlre polential to
use alternative mitigation to resolve adverse efferts in cases like this.

A central issue in the dispute is the Corps' belief tlmt it is obligated to carry out data recovery in order to
resolve the adverse eft'ect of the undcnaking becausc lhe archacological sites have bscn detennined
eligible under Crilerion D for incltrsion iu the National Register of Historic Places (National Register).
As part of the Section 106 revierv, it is important thal l-ederal agencies considcr caref-ully the criteria of
eligibilily that are applicable lbr eaclr of the historic propeflies identified in thc Alca of Potential Effccts
(APE) of the urxlertaking. The signilieance and characteristics that nrake a historic properly eligible under
each crilerion of eligibility should infom the lbderal agency's assesslnent of etfects and the consultation
to clevelop appropriate resolulion of adverse el'fects. A federal agency, holvever, is rmt required to ensule
that the resolution of adverse el'lecls specifically addresses each criterion of eligibility applicable for an
historic properly that is adversely aft'ected; nor llrat it even specifically addresses each historic property
adversely affected.

ADVISORY COUNCIL

ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

401 F Street NW, Suite 308. Washington. DC 2ffj01-2637
Phone: 202-517 -O2oO

.

Fax: 2O2-517 -6381

.

achp@achp.gov

.

www.achp.gov

Rather, the appropriate resolution of adverse effects is that sel of measures which consulting parties agree
upon- Further, the ACHP's Section 106 Archaeology Guidance (available online at
www.achp.gov/archguide) clarifies that human rernains, associated funerary objects, and the sites where
they are found possess values beyond their irnportance as sources of information about the past. Thus,
federal agencies should be arvare that even rvhen a property has been determined eligible ibr the National
Register only under Criterion D, the special nalure of burials, which are widely recognized in law and
practice as having special qualities, may also possess a value to living groups that sxtends beyond the
inlerests of archaeological research. Burial sites may bc considered properties of traditional religious and
cultural significance to Indian tribes or Native Hawaiian Organizations, which could make such sites
eligible for the National Register under other criteria of eligibility in addition to Criterion D. Further, data
recovery is not the only option to resolve adverse effects to an archaeological site found eligible under
Criterion D. The ACHP is supportive of the use of reasonable alternative mitigation strategies that may
not include archaeological data recovery and may not even focus directly on tlre historic properties that
are affected or the locations or time periods represented by historic ploperties affected by an underlaking.
This is particularly the case rvhen alternative mitigation strategies are found to be appropriate by the
consulting parties.
The UAIC, determined to be "Most Likely Descendent" (MLD) associated with the human remains by the
California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), has concluded, based on oral history and
ethno-historical information, that the burial practices of their ar)cestors often included cremation of the
deceased with items of material culture that resulted in dispersal of fragmentary human remains and
associated funerary objects throughout rniddens associated with their ancestral village sites. From the
UAIC's perspective, the entire archaeological assemblage from each archaeological site and the soil
matrix should be considered burial related and the archaeological sites should be considered cemeteries.
Accordingly, the UAIC have requested that the Corps retum all hurnan rernains and the entire
archaeological assernblage to the tribes without any analysis or further disturbance. The Corps has tumed
over approximately one-half of the archaeological assemblage, prior to analysis, from the excavated sites,
consisting of the portion not found in excavation unit levels in which human remains have been identified
as well as excavation unit levels above and below such levels. The Corps, however, believes that it is
obligated to follow tluough on sorlre level of analysis for the renmining portion of tlre archaeological
assernblages fronr the data recovery excavations in order to resolve tlre adverse effects ofthe undertaking
to those sites because they were detennined eligible under Criterion D.
The ACHP's "Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of Burial Sites, Human Remains, and Funerary
Objects," states that hurnan remains should not be knowingly disturbed unless absolutely necessary. If
circumstances require that they musi be disturbed, the remains should be rernoved carefully, respectfully,
and itr a rnanner developed in consultation rvith the consulting parties, including those rvho ascribe
significance to the rernains. In a case such as this, when human renrains and associated funerary objects
are dispersed tlrroughout rnidden remains, the recovery can becorne extrernely difficult. In reaching
decisions about appropriate treatnrcnt measures, federal agcncies should weigh a variety of factors,
including the significance of the historic propeny, its value and to u,lronr, and associated costs and project
schedules. Since rnitigation decisions are reached through consuliation and represent the broader public
inlerest, they should be considered appropriate so long as they are legal, feasible, and practical. By
considering ahenratives to data recovery, lhe federal agencies can address horv the conrnrunity or the
general public rvill benetrt from the expenditirre of public funds for prcscrvation treatments.

At the rcquesl of UAIC, and as provided for by state larv, tbllorving the issuauce of an investigative report
on March 19, 2015, and a public hearing on March 20,2015,lhe NAIIC has determined that a
geographical area identified as the "Wollock Prehistolic Archaeological District and Cultural Landscape,"
which includes the archaeological sites identified as post-revielv dissoveries adversely affected by the
FRWLP, constitutes a sanctified cemctcry and associated resources as defined in Public Resources Code

(PRC) Sections 5097.97,5097.94(9), 5097.9. The NAHC has also determined that if an agre€ment
regarding appropriate treatment and disposition of the human remains and associated funerary material
pursuant to state law is not reached between the Corps, the project proponent, and the UAIC by April 6,
2015, the NAHC will proceed with seeking injunctive relief pursuant to PRC 5097.9a(g) and applicable
statutes. lt is apparent that the project proponent, the Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency (SBFCA), is a
public agency carrying out a project on public land and thus subject to state law regarding treatment of
human remains and the decisions of NAHC. The ACHP would like to remind the Corps that when human
remains are encountered on non-federal or non-tribal land during review or implementation of projects
subject to Section I 06 revierv, the federal agencies involved should consider the obligations of project
proponents under state law as well as lheir orvn obligations to comply with state law regarding the
trealment and disposition of human remains.

It is clear that the FRWLP is a very important project intended to address public safety concerns, and its
implementation should not be delayed unreasonably. We understand that the project proponent and the
Corps do not believe that therc are altematives to the proposed methods for repairing and enhancing the
levees that would enable avoidance of archaeological sites like the ones adversely affected in Contract C
of the FRWLP. However, considering the significance of the sites to the UAIC and other tribes in the
region, the Corps should reevaluate the alternatives for future phases of the project. Based on the
information provided to us, a number of proposals for altemative mitigation in addition to or in place of
data recovery havebeen considered including: (l) analysis ofotherarchaeological site assemblages
already in curation from nearby locations; (2) ethnohistoric / ethnographic study ofthese types ofsites
and their importancg to further clarify eligibility under other criteria; (3) developnent of future rnethods
of identification and tr€atment for these types of sites that involve the tribes earlier and more directly in
the review process. These are all reasonable proposals for resolving the adverse effect ofthe undertaking,
which the Corps and consulting parties should give serious consideration to.
Finally, as the NAHC has suggested that all the archaeological sites detemined to be adversely affected
in Contract C of the FRWLP are parl of a sanctified cemetery tlrat extends throughout a proposed
"Wollock Prehistoric Archaeological District and Cultural Laudscape," the ACHP encourages the Corps
to consider focusing on a resolution ofadverse effects that further explores the relationship ofthe
archaeological sites in the APE for the undertaking to such a property, and the tribal beliefs and burial
practices that are the foundation of such an extensive propefly. The Corps should consider the criteria of
eligibility that may be applicable, and protocols that may be appropriate for treatment of archaeological
sites conlaining human remains when they cannot be avoided during implementation of future phases of
tlre undertaking.
Should you have any questions or wish to discuss lhis matter further, please contacl John T. Eddins, PhD
at 202-517 -02 I l, or by e-mail at jeddins@achp.gov.
Sincerely

t{;u t,* /),,, //o' ./;""
Clmrlene Dwin Vaughn, AICP
Assistant Director
Federal Permitling, Licensing, and Assistancc Seclion
Office of Federal Agency Programs

APPENDIX C:
WALLACE KUHL
GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION, 2013
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Street data courtesy of Sacramento and Yolo Counties.
Hydrography courtesy of the U.S. Geological Survey
acquired from the GIS Data Depot, December, 2007.
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LOGS OF TEST PITS
7446 POCKET ROAD
Excavated July 25, 2013
WKA No. 9816.01

TEST PIT 1
0' to 1½'
1½' to 2½'
2½' to 8'
8' to 12'

Brown, slightly moist, very loose, gravelly, cobbley, sandy silt (ML) - FILL
Dark brown, moist, silty clay (CL)
Brown, moist, sandy silt (ML)
Dark brown, very moist, silty fine sand (SM)
Test Pit terminated at 12 feet
Excavated sidewalls remained vertical
Groundwater was not encountered
Bulk sample TP1 retrieved from 2' to 3½'
Drive sample retrieved from 2' to 2½'
Moisture = 21.2%
Dry Unit Weight = 85 pcf

TEST PIT 2
0' to 1½'
1½' to 2'
2' to 6'
6' to 8'
8' to 12'

Brown, slightly moist, very loose, gravelly, cobbley, sandy silt (ML) - FILL
Brown, moist, silty clay (CL)
Brown, very moist, sandy silt (ML)
Brown, very moist, clayey silt (ML)
Brown, very moist, silty fine sand (SM)
Test Pit terminated at 12 feet
Excavated sidewalls remained vertical
Groundwater was not encountered
Bulk sample TP2 retrieved from 0' to 1½'
Bulk sample TP2 retrieved from 2' to 3½'
Drive sample retrieved from 1½' to 2'
Moisture = 26.4%
Dry Unit Weight = 78 pcf

TEST PIT 3
0' to 1'
1' to 1½'
1½' to 6'
6' to 11'

Brown, slightly moist, very loose, gravelly, cobbley, sandy silt (ML) - FILL
Dark brown, moist, silty clay (CL)
Brown, moist, sandy silt (ML)
Dark brown to brown, very moist, silty fine sand (SM)
Test Pit terminated at 11 feet
Excavated sidewalls remained vertical
Groundwater was not encountered
Bulk sample TP3 retrieved from 1' to 3'
Drive sample retrieved from 1' to 1½'
Moisture = 14.0%
Dry Unit Weight = 77 pcf

LOGS OF TEST PITS (continued)
7446 POCKET ROAD
Excavated July 25, 2013
WKA No. 9816.01

TEST PIT 4
0' to 1'
1' to 4'
4' to 7'
7' to 10'

Brown, slightly moist, very loose, gravelly, cobbley, sandy silt (ML) - FILL
Dark brown, moist, silty clay (CL)
Brown, moist, sandy silt (ML)
Brown, very moist, silty fine sand (SM)
Test Pit terminated at 10 feet
Excavated sidewalls remained vertical
Groundwater was not encountered
Bulk sample TP4 retrieved from 2' to 4'
Drive sample retrieved from 2' to 2½'
Unconfined Compressive Strength = 0.7 tsf
Moisture = 17.4%
Dry Unit Weight = 81 pcf

TEST PIT 5
0' to 1½'
1½' to 3½'
3½' to 6'
6' to 10'

Brown, slightly moist, very loose, gravelly, cobbley, sandy silt (ML) - FILL
Dark brown, moist, silty clay (CL)
Brown, moist, sandy silt (ML)
Brown, very moist, silty fine sand (SM)
Test Pit terminated at 10 feet
Excavated sidewalls remained vertical
Groundwater was not encountered
Bulk sample TP5 retrieved from 1½' to 3½'
Drive sample retrieved from 1½' to 2'
Moisture = 14.5%
Dry Unit Weight = 89 pcf

TEST PIT 6
0' to 1'
1' to 3'

Brown, slightly moist, very loose, gravelly, cobbley, sandy silt (ML) - FILL
Dark brown, moist, silty clay (CL)
Test Pit terminated at 3 feet
Excavated sidewalls remained vertical
Groundwater was not encountered
Bulk sample TP6 retrieved from 1' to 3'

