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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6 Retail 6,500 Retail/Restaurant 6,904 

7 Retail 1,200 Retail/Restaurant 5,336 

8 Restaurant 10,000 
Mini-Mart 6,310 

Gas Station 0 
TOTAL 6,310 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
d)   Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different 

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

 
Section 15162 provides that the lead agency’s role in project approval is completed upon certification of 
the EIR or Negative Declaration and approval of the project, unless further discretionary action is 
required. The approvals requested as part of the proposed project are considered discretionary actions, 
and CEQA review, is therefore required.  
 
The discussion and table that follows includes an analysis of the project under the standards established 
by Section 15162.  
 
 
LAND USE, POPULATION AND HOUSING, AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY 
 
CEQA requires the Lead Agency to examine the effects of a project on the physical conditions that exist 
within the area that would be affected by the project. CEQA also requires a discussion of any 
inconsistency between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans.  
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An inconsistency between the proposed project and an adopted plan for land use development in a 
community would not constitute a physical change in the environment. However, a project’s divergence 
from an adopted plan may affect planning in the community regarding infrastructure and services, and 
the new demands generated by the project may result in later physical changes in response to the project. 
 
In the same manner, the fact that a project brings new people or demand for housing to a community 
does not, by itself, change the physical conditions. An increase in population may, however, generate 
changes in retail demand or demand for governmental services, and the demand for housing may 
generate new activity in residential development. Physical environmental impacts that could result from 
implementing the proposed project are discussed in the appropriate technical sections. 
 
This section of the addendum identifies the applicable land use designations, plans and policies, and 
permissible densities and intensities of use, and discusses any inconsistencies between these plans and 
the proposed project. This section also discusses agricultural resources and energy, and the effect of the 
project on these resources. 
 
Land Use 
 
The proposed project consists of a hotel, a retail/restaurant building with a drive-through, two additional 
retail/restaurant buildings, a gas station with a convenience store and  attached fast food and drive-
through, a car wash, and several site identifying monument signs. The City of Sacramento 2035 General 
Plan and North Natomas Community Plan land use designation for the project site is Employment Center 
Mid Rise. The Employment Center Mid Rise designation allows for densities between 18 and 60 units 
per net acre and a floor to area ratio (FAR) of 0.25 - 2.0.1 The proposed project would result in a FAR of 
0.25 by developing the 5.7-acre site with 67,866 sf of building space, including hotel. As such, the 
proposed project would be consistent with the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan. The project site is 
currently zoned as Employment Center-50-PUD (EC-50-PUD). Employment Centers are categorized by 
the permitted employment intensity, with the EC-50-PUD requiring an average of 50 employees per acre. 
The Employment Center designation allows for flexible employment-generating uses including hotels, as 
well as supporting uses such as retail, residential and light industrial. While limited retail uses are allowed 
within the Employment Center designation, drive-through uses are not. Therefore, the proposed project 
requests a rezone of  parcels that  include drive-through uses as well as a third parcel that would be 
developed with retail/restaurant uses to C-2-PUD, which is an allowable use as is specified by the 
Gateway West PUD and the City of Sacramento’s Planning and Development Code (Title 17). The 
remaining parcel, which would include the proposed hotel, would remain consistent with the EC-50-PUD 
zoning guidelines and would not be rezoned.  
 
Although the proposed project includes a request to rezone a portion of the project site and a schematic 
plan amendment to the Gateway West PUD Guidelines, the requested rezone would serve to expand the 
commercial uses conditionally allowed for the project site, such as drive-through facilities. The rezone 
would not introduce any new land uses such as heavy industrial, or residential uses that could be 
incompatible with the existing General Plan designation or surrounding land uses. Therefore, the overall 
use of the site would remain commercial in nature, and thus consistent with what was planned by the 
2035 General Plan, the Gateway West PUD Project, and analyzed in the City of Sacramento 2035 
General Plan EIR and the previous CEQA documents. 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 
2 California Department of Conservation. Sacramento County Important Farmland 2018. Published December 2019. 
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Agricultural or Timberland Resources from what was anticipated for the project area in the previous 
CEQA documents. 
 
Energy 
 
The buildings associated with the proposed project would be subject to Titles 20 and 24 of the California 
Code of Regulations, which reduce demand for electrical energy by implementing energy-efficient 
standards for residential and non-residential buildings. The 2035 General Plan includes goals (Energy 
Resources Goal U 6.1.1) and related policies to encourage energy-efficient technology by offering 
rebates and other incentives to commercial and residential developers, coordination with local utility 
providers, and recruitment of businesses that research and promote energy conservation and efficiency. 
 
The 2035 General Plan EIR discussed energy conservation and relevant General Plan policies in Section 
6.3 (2035 General Plan EIR page 6-3). The discussion concluded that with implementation of the General 
Plan policies and energy regulation (e.g., Title 24), development allowed in the General Plan would not 
result in the inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy. 
 
The 2035 General Plan EIR concluded that implementation of State regulations, coordination with energy 
providers, and implementation of General Plan policies would reduce the potential impacts from 
construction of new energy production or transmission facilities to a less-than-significant level. Since the 
preparation of the 2035 General Plan and General Plan EIR, State building codes have become 
increasingly more stringent, with commercial structures built under the 2019 California Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards achieving 30 percent greater energy efficiency as compared to structures built under 
the 2016 codes. Consequently, the energy demand from development of the project site would likely be 
less than the demand that was anticipated from development of the site in the 2035 General Plan EIR. 
The proposed project would be consistent with the type and intensity of development anticipated for this 
site in the General Plan, and would be conditioned to comply with the energy efficiency standards 
required by Title 24. Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) would provide electricity to the site, 
and has reviewed the proposed project. During project-review, SMUD requested various conditions be 
placed on the project. The City would include such conditions as deemed appropriate by City staff. 
 
Considering the above, the project would not result in impacts related to the inefficient, wasteful, or 
unnecessary use of energy. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT COMPARISON 
 
The purpose of the comparison is to evaluate the categories in terms of any “changes” or “new 
information” that may result in a changed environmental impact evaluation. A “no” answer does not 
necessarily mean that potential impacts do not exist relative to the environmental category, but that a 
relevant change would not occur in the condition or status of the impact due to its insignificance or its 
treatment in a previous environmental document.  
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EXPLANATION OF IMPACT EVALUATION CATEGORIES  
 
Environmental Issue Area: This column presents the environmental resource area to be discussed and 
the relevant City of Sacramento Environmental Checklist questions to be analyzed. 
 
Where Impact Was Analyzed in the Previous CEQA Documents: This column provides a reference to the 
page(s) of the 2002 IS/MND where information and analysis may be found relative to the environmental 
issue listed under each topic.  
 
Do Proposed Changes Involve New or More Severe Impacts?: Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(1) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether the changes represented by the current project will 
result in new impacts that have not already been considered and mitigated by a previous IS/MND or that 
substantially increase the severity of a previously identified impact. If a “yes” answer is given and more 
severe impacts are specified, additional mitigations will be specified in the discussion section including a 
statement of impact status after mitigation.  
 
Any New Circumstances Involving New or More Severe Impacts?: Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(2) of 
the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether there have been changes to the project site or the 
vicinity (environmental setting) that have occurred subsequent to the certification of an IS/MND, which 
would result in the current project having significant impacts that were not considered or mitigated by that 
IS/MND or which substantially increase the severity of a previously identified impact.  
 
Any New Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification?: Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether new information is available requiring an update to the 
analysis of a previous IS/MND to verify that the environmental conclusions and mitigations remain valid. 
This also applies to any new regulations that might change the nature of analysis or the specifications of 
a mitigation measure. If additional analysis is conducted as part of this environmental impact comparison 
and the environmental conclusion remains the same, no new or additional mitigation is necessary. If the 
analysis indicates that a mitigation requires supplemental specifications, no additional environmental 
documentation is needed if it is found that the modified mitigation achieves a reduction in impact to the 
same level as originally intended.  
 
Discussion: A discussion of the elements of the impact is provided for each impact statement in order to 
clarify the answers. The discussion provides information about the particular environmental issue, how 
the project relates to the issue, and the status of any mitigation that may be required or that has already 
been implemented. 
 
Mitigation Sections  
 
Mitigation Measures from the Previous CEQA Documents: Applicable mitigation measures from the 
previous CEQA documents that apply to the changes or new information are referenced under each 
environmental category.  
 
Modified Mitigation Measures: Where applicable the mitigation measures from the previous CEQA 
documents have been modified for application to the proposed project. The modification of previous 
mitigation measures ensures the incorporation of relevant site-specific information to maintain potential 
project related impacts at a level equal to those identified in the previous CEQA documents. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures: If changes or new information involve new or more severe impacts, special 
mitigations will be listed which will be included as project conditions to address those impacts.  
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Environmental Issue Area 

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

Verification? Discussion 
1. Aesthetics.  
 
Would the project: 

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

hazard or 
annoyance? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

70 – 71 
No No No 

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

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

uses? 

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

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

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

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

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

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

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

a. Result in 
construction 

emissions of NOx 
above 85 pounds 

per day? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

26 – 32 
No No Yes 

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

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

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

Table 2 
SMAQMD Thresholds of Significance for 

Ozone Precursors 

Pollutant 
Construction 
Thresholds 

Operational 
Thresholds 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
4 DKS Associates. Memorandum: Gateway West – Arena Boulevard Retail Center. March 30, 2017. 
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impact. All CalEEMod modeling results are included as 
Attachment F of this Addendum. 
 
Construction Related Emissions 
 
During construction of the project, various types of 
equipment and vehicles would temporarily operate on 
the project site. Construction exhaust emissions would 
be generated from construction equipment, earth 
movement activities, construction workers’ commute, 
and construction material hauling for the entire 
construction period. The aforementioned activities 
would involve the use of diesel- and gasoline-powered 
equipment that would generate emissions of criteria 
pollutants. Because construction equipment emits 
relatively low levels of ROG and because ROG 
emissions from other construction processes (e.g., 
asphalt paving, architectural coatings) are typically 
regulated by SMAQMD, SMAQMD or the City has not 
adopted a construction emissions threshold for ROG. 
SMAQMD has, however, adopted a construction 
emissions threshold for NOX, as shown in Table 2 
above.    
According to the CalEEMod results, the proposed 
project is estimated to result in maximum daily 
construction emissions of NOX as shown in Table 3.   

Table 3 
Maximum Unmitigated Project Construction 

NOX Emissions 

Pollutant 

Project 
Emissions 
(lbs/day) 

Threshold of 
Significance 

(lbs/day) 
NOX 40.86 85 

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

Table 4 
Maximum Unmitigated Project Operational NOX 

and ROG Emissions 

Pollutant 
Project 

Emissions 
(lbs/day) 

Thresholds of 
Significance 

(lbs/day) 
NOX 30.74 65 
ROG 12.29 65 

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

b. Result in 
operational 

emissions of NOx 
or ROG above 
65 pounds per 

day? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

26 – 32 
No No Yes 

See Question a., above. 

c. Violate any air 
quality standard 

or contribute 
substantially to 
an existing or 
projected air 

quality violation? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

26 – 32 
No No Yes 

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

d. Result in PM10 
concentrations 

equal to or 
greater than five 
percent of the 

State ambient air 
quality standard 

(i.e., 50 
micrograms/cubic 

meter for 24 
hours) in areas 
where there is 

evidence of 
existing or 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

26 – 32 
No No Yes 

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

violations of this 
standard? 

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

Table 5 
Maximum Unmitigated Project Construction 

Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 

Pollutant 
Construction 

Emissions 
(lbs/day) 

Construction 
Thresholds 
 (lbs/day) 

PM10 20.27 80 65 
PM2.5 11.86 82 65 

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

Table 6 
Maximum Unmitigated Project Operational 

Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 

Pollutant 
Operational 
Emissions 
(lbs/day) 

Operational 
Thresholds 
 (lbs/day) 

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

Operational 
Thresholds 
 (tons/yr) 

PM10 1.30 14.6 
PM2.5 0.36 15 

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

1-hour state 
ambient air 

quality standard 
(i.e., 20.0 ppm) 
or the 8-hour 
state ambient 

standard (i.e., 9.0 
ppm)? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

32 – 34 
No No Yes 

The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the potential for the 
Gateway West Business Park Project to result in 
substantial air emissions or the deterioration of ambient 
air quality including CO. The 2002 IS/MND concluded 
that the Gateway West Business Park Project would 
increase traffic in the project area, which could result in 
greater CO emissions. However, the 2002 IS/MND 
acknowledged that the Sacramento General Plan 
Update required qualifying developments in the North 
Natomas area to prepare and implement a 
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Plan. The 
Gateway West Business Park Project was considered 
subject to the TSM Plan requirement, and the 2002 
IS/MND concluded that implementation of a TSM Plan 
would ensure that the proposed project would not result 
in significant emissions of CO. However, because the 
proposed project includes rezones of two parcels within 
the project site and alteration to the surrounding 
circulation network, the potential for the proposed 
project to result in localized CO emissions has been 
further analyzed below. 
 
Localized concentrations of CO are related to the levels 
of traffic and congestion along streets and at 
intersections. Implementation of the proposed project 
would increase traffic volumes on streets near the 
project site; therefore, the project would be expected to 
increase local CO concentrations. Concentrations of 
CO approaching the ambient air quality standards are 
only expected where background levels are high, and 
traffic volumes and congestion levels are high. The 
SMAQMD’s preliminary screening methodology for 
localized CO emissions provides a conservative 
indication of whether project-generated vehicle trips 
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would result in the generation of CO emissions that 
contribute to an exceedance of the applicable threshold 
of significance. The first tier of SMAQMD’s 
recommended screening criteria for localized CO states 
that a project would result in a less-than-significant 
impact to air quality for local CO if:  
 

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

• The project would not contribute additional 
traffic to an intersection that already operates at 
LOS of E or F. 

 
Even if a project would result in either of the above, 
under the SMAQMD’s second tier of localized CO 
screening criteria, if all of the following criteria are met, 
the project would still result in a less-than-significant 
impact to air quality for localized CO: 
 

• The project would not result in an affected 
intersection experiencing more than 31,600 
vehicles per hour;  

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

• The mix of vehicle types at the intersection is 
not anticipated to be substantially different from 
the County average (as identified by the 
EMFAC or CalEEMod models).  
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As discussed in the Transportation/Traffic section of this 
addendum, an analysis of potential traffic-related 
impacts was prepared for a previous version of the 
proposed project, which was considered a more 
intensive proposal for development. The previous 
analysis demonstrated that buildout of the project site at 
the levels previously proposed would result in the 
deterioration of the LOS at the intersection of Duckhorn 
Drive and Arena Boulevard from D to E.5 However, 
since the time of preparation of the traffic analysis, the 
project has been revised from a previously proposed 
22,000 sf of retail to a currently proposed 12,240 sf of 
retail. In addition, the size of the proposed hotel has 
been decreased by 9 rooms. The reduced retail square 
footage and hotel rooms would result in fewer vehicle 
trips to and from the site, which would likely reduce the 
likelihood that the proposed project would result in the 
aforementioned deterioration to the intersection of 
Duckhorn Drive and Arena Boulevard.  
 
Furthermore, as shown in the Technical Memorandum 
prepared by DKS Associates for the project as 
previously proposed at 22,000 sf of retail space and 120 
hotel rooms, traffic volume at the foregoing 
intersections would experience a maximum hourly 
volume of 2,824 vehicles, which is well below the 
SMAQMD’s second tier screening criteria of 31,600 
vehicles per hour. Again, considering the reduced 
intensity of the current proposal, maximum hourly 
vehicle volumes would likely be reduced from the levels 
anticipated by DKS Associates. Moreover, the 
intersection of Duckhorn Drive and Arena Boulevard is 

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

f. Result in 
exposure of 

sensitive 
receptors to 
substantial 
pollutant 

concentrations? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

26 – 34 
No No Yes 

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

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

Table 7 
SMAQMD GDF Cancer Risk Permitting 

Thresholds 
Excess Cancer Risk Action Required 

≤ 0.1 per million Exempt from further toxic 
review 

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

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

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

per million 
No significant risk; No 

action required 

> 1 per million but ≤ 10 per 
million 

Acceptable risk; Provide 
Toxic Best Available 
Control Technology 

>10 per million but ≤ 100 
per million 

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

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

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

 
Table 8 

SMAQMD GDF Non-Cancer Risk Permitting 
Thresholds 

Excess Non-Cancer 
Hazard Index (Acute and 

Chronic) 
Action Required 

Hazard Index <1 Health risk is within 
acceptable range 

Hazard Index ≥ 1 Consult OEHHA for further 
guidance 

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

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

Table 9 
Maximum Cancer Risk and Non-Cancer Hazard 

Index Associated with Project GDF 

 
Cancer 

Risk (per 
million 

persons) 

Non-
Cancer 

(Chronic) 
Hazard 
Index 

Non-
Cancer 
(Acute) 
Hazard 
Index 

Maximally 
Exposed 
Resident 

6.05 0.08 0.07 

Maximally 
Exposed 
Worker 

1.28 0.08 0.23 

Threshold of 
Significance 10 1.0 1.0 

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

Attachment G) 
 
As shown in Table 9, the proposed GDF would result 
in an increased cancer risk and HI below SMAQMD’s 
thresholds of significance for stationary sources. 
Additionally, the cancer risk and HI from the proposed 
project would be within the acceptable risk ranges, as 
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presented in Table 7 and Table 8. It is important to note 
that the health risks presented in Table 9 are likely 
greater than the health risks that would occur due to 
operation of the GDF under the currently proposed site 
plan. Thus, the analysis presented within this 
addendum is conservative. 
 
Although the Cancer risk is within the acceptable limit, 
because the cancer risk is between 1 case per million 
and 10 cases per million, the proposed GDF would be 
required to implement all relevant toxic best available 
control technologies (TBACT). Without 
implementation of all SMAMQD required TBACTs, the 
proposed GDF would violate the SMAQMD threshold 
conditions. Therefore, Special Mitigation Measure 2 
has been included in the proposed project to ensure 
compliance with SMAQMD regulations.  
 
Other TAC Emissions 
 
The CARB Handbook provides recommendations for 
siting new sensitive land uses near sources typically 
associated with significant levels of TAC emissions, 
including, but not limited to, freeways and high traffic 
roads, distribution centers, rail yards, chrome platers, 
and dry cleaners. CARB has identified DPM from 
diesel-fueled engines as a TAC; thus, high volume 
freeways, stationary diesel engines, and facilities 
attracting heavy and constant diesel vehicle traffic are 
identified as having the highest associated health risks 
from DPM. 
  
The proposed project would not involve any land uses 
or operations that would be considered major sources 
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of TACs, including DPM, other than the GDF 
discussed above. As such, the proposed project would 
not generate any substantial pollutant concentrations. 
Additionally, the proposed project would not involve 
the siting of new sensitive receptors. Because the 
proposed project would not create new sources of 
TACs, other than the GDF, the proposed project would 
not be expected to expose any sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations during project 
operations. 
 
Construction-related activities could result in the 
generation of TACs, specifically DPM, from on-road 
haul trucks and off-road equipment exhaust emissions. 
However, construction is temporary and occurs over a 
relatively short duration in comparison to the 
operational lifetime of the proposed project. All 
construction equipment and operation thereof would 
be regulated per the State’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel 
Vehicle Regulation. Project construction would also be 
required to comply with all applicable SMAQMD rules 
and regulations, particularly associated with permitting 
of air pollutant sources, and would be required to 
implement the SMAQMD’s Basic Construction 
Emissions Control Practices (BCECP). In addition, 
construction equipment would operate intermittently 
throughout the course of a day, would be restricted to 
daytime hours per the City’s Noise Ordinance, and 
would likely only occur over portions of the project site 
at a time. Health risks associated with TACs are a 
function of both the concentration of emissions and the 
duration of exposure, where the higher the 
concentration and/or the longer the period of time that 
a sensitive receptor is exposed to would correlate to a 
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higher health risk. Considering the short-term nature of 
construction activities, the regulated and intermittent 
nature of the operation of construction equipment, and 
the highly dispersive nature of DPM, the likelihood that 
any one sensitive receptor would be exposed to high 
concentrations of DPM for any extended period of time 
during project construction would be low. For the 
aforementioned reasons, project construction would 
not be expected to expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. 
 
NOA 
 
Naturally-occurring asbestos (NOA) was identified as 
a TAC in 1986 by CARB. Earth disturbance activity 
could result in the release of NOA to the air. According 
to mapping prepared by the California Geological 
Survey, the project site is not located in an area 
identified as likely to contain NOA. Thus, sensitive 
receptors would not be exposed to NOA as a result of 
the proposed project.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Considering compliance with the Special Mitigation 
Measure 1, and the results of the project specific HRA, 
the proposed project would not be anticipated to result 
in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. Accordingly, the proposed 
project would not be expected to result in impacts 
beyond what would occur with implementation of the 
land uses contemplated in the 2002 IS/MND. 
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g. Result in TAC 

exposures create 
a risk of 10 in 1 

million for 
stationary 

sources, or 
substantially 

increase the risk 
of exposure to 

TACs from 
mobile sources? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

26 – 34 
No No Yes 

See Question f., above. 

h. Impede the City 
or State efforts to 

meet AB32 
standards for the 

reduction of 
greenhouse gas 

emissions? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

34 
No No Yes 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mitigation Measure #5-7: The construction contractor shall maintain construction equipment (stationary and mobile) in optimum 
running condition. 



40 

Environmental Issue 
Area 

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

Verification? Discussion 
Mitigation Measure #5-8: Prior to the issuance of a. grading permit, the developer shall submit to the City of Sacramento Planning 

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

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

Sacramento. 
 

Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 

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

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

a. Create a potential 
health hazard, or 
use, production or 

disposal of materials 
that would pose a 
hazard to plant or 

animal populations in 
the area affected? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 50-54  
No No No 

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

b. Result in substantial 
degradation of the 

quality of the 
environment, 

reduction of the 
habitat, reduction of 

population below 
self-sustaining levels 

of threatened or 
endangered species 

of plant or animal 
species? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 49; UTI 
Addendum 

pg. 7-8 

No No No 

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

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



 

46 

Environmental Issue Area 

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

Verification? Discussion 
trees partially or completely located in a City park, 
on City-owned property, or on a public right-of-
way, including any street, road, sidewalk, park 
strip, mow strip or alley. Private protected trees are 
defined as trees designated to have special 
historical value, special environmental value, or 
significant community benefit, and is located on 
private property. The City defines Private 
Protected Trees as follows:14 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

resource 
organizations (such 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 49; UTI 
Addendum 

pg. 7-8 

No No No 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

a. Cause a substantial 
adverse change in 

the significance of a 
historical or 

archaeological 
resource as defined 

in § 15064.5? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

74 
No No No 

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

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

b. Directly or indirectly 
destroy a unique 
paleontological 

resource? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

73-74 
No No No 

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

c. Adversely affect tribal 
cultural resources? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

74-75 
No No No 

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

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

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

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

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

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

a. Allow a project to be 
built that will either 

introduce geologic or 
seismic hazards by 

allowing the construction 
of the project on such a 
site without protection 

against those hazards? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

16-20 
No No No 

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

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

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

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

pedestrians, 
construction 

workers) to existing 
contaminated soil 

during construction 
activities? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

54 
No No No 

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

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

pedestrians, 
construction 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

50-54 
No No No 

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

asbestos-containing 
materials or other 

hazardous 
materials? 

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

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

pedestrians, 
construction 

workers) to existing 
contaminated 

groundwater during 
dewatering 
activities? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

50-54 
No No No 

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

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

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures: None required. 
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
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7. Hydrology and Water Quality.  
 
Would the project: 

a. Substantially 
degrade water 

quality and violate 
any water quality 

objectives set by the 
State Water 

Resources Control 
Board, due to 
increases in 

sediments and other 
contaminants 
generated by 

construction and/or 
development of the 

project? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

21-25 
No No No 

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

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

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

b. Substantially 
increase the 

exposure of people 
and/or property to 

the risk of injury and 
damage in the event 
of a 100-year flood? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

21-25 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND included a discussion of the risk of 
possible flooding within the Gateway West Business 
Park project area, and concluded that the project was 
not within a 100-year flood plain. However, since the 
time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND changes have 
occurred in the flood protection of the Natomas area, 
which have been summarized in the City’s 2035 
General Plan EIR. The 2035 General Plan EIR 
focuses on two major changes in the Natomas area; 
first, in December 2008 the Flood Insurance Rate 
Map for the Natomas Basin was remapped by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
and the entire 2002 IS/MND project area was 
determined to be within a 100-year flood hazard zone 
due to a decertification of the protective levees of the 
area. Prior to the decertification, the Natomas Levee 
Improvement Program (NLIP) was implemented to 
upgrade the levee system protecting the Natomas 
Basin and the project area. In recognition of levee 
improvements, the project area was re-assigned to 
the FEMA Zone A99 by Congress in 2014. Zone A99 
is used for areas subject to inundation by a 100-year 
flood event, but which would ultimately be protected 
upon completion of an under-construction federal 
flood protection system. As such, although the 
proposed project is currently within a 100-year flood 
event area, the Zone A99 designation confirms that 



 

68 

Environmental Issue 
Area 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do 
Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
or More 
Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstanc
es Involving 
New or More 

Severe 
Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 
Verification

? Discussion 
significant progress has been made to increasing the 
flood protection rating to the 200-year flood protection 
standard sought for the entire City.  
 
The proposed project does not include housing and 
would be constructed in compliance with all relevant 
City regulations related to flood hazards and flood 
control. Compliance with City regulations and 
improvements to levee infrastructure would ensure 
that the proposed project would not expose people or 
structures to increased levels of flood hazards, or 
redirect or impede flood flows in a new or more severe 
way than evaluated by the 2002 IS/MND. 
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not 
result in any changes, new circumstances, or new 
information that would involve new significant impacts 
or substantially more severe impacts from what was 
anticipated in the 2002 IS/MND. 

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

  
 



 

69 
  

Environmental Issue 
Area 

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do 
Proposed 
Changes 
Involve 
New or 
More 

Severe 
Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 
or More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? Discussion 
8. Noise.  
 
Would the project: 

a. Result in exterior 
noise levels in the 

project area that are 
above the upper 

value of the 
normally acceptable 
category for various 
land uses due to the 
project’s noise level 

increases? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 55-59; 
UTI 

Addendum 
pg. 8-9 

No No Yes 

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

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

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

of 45 dBA Ldn or 
greater caused by 

noise level 
increases due to the 

project? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 55-59;  
No No No 

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

c. Result in 
construction noise 
levels that exceed 

the standards in the 
City of Sacramento 
Noise Ordinance? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 55-59 
No No Yes 

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

d. Permit existing 
and/or planned 
residential and 

commercial areas to 
be exposed to 
vibration-peak-

particle velocities 
greater than 0.5 

inches per second 
due to project 
construction? 

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

At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the City’s 
Environmental Checklist did not include a specific 
question regarding a project’s potential impacts 
related to groundborne vibrations. 
 
Groundborne vibrations would be generated during 
construction of the proposed project. Construction 
activities can generate varying degrees of ground 
vibration, depending on the construction procedures, 
types of equipment used and proximity to noise and 
vibration sensitive land uses. Operation of 
construction equipment generates vibrations that 
spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude 
with increasing distance from the source. Vibration is 
typically noticed nearby when objects in a building 
generate noise from rattling windows or picture 
frames. Vibration is typically not perceptible 
outdoors, and therefore, impacts are based on 



 

80 
  

Environmental Issue 
Area 

Where 
Impact Was 
Analyzed in 

Previous 
CEQA 

Documents? 

Do 
Proposed 
Changes 
Involve 
New or 
More 

Severe 
Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 
or More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? Discussion 
distance to the nearest building and peak vibration 
levels would occur when construction equipment 
operates closest to the boundaries of surrounding 
property lines.  
 
Project construction activities, such as drilling, the 
use of jackhammers, and other high-power or 
vibratory tools, and rolling stock equipment (tracked 
vehicles, compactors, etc.), may generate 
groundborne vibration in the immediate vicinity. 
Table 10 presents typical vibration levels that could 
be expected from construction equipment at a 
distance of 25 feet. As shown in the table, 
jackhammers typically generate vibration levels of 
0.035 in/sec PPV, and drilling typically generates 
vibration levels of 0.09 in/sec PPV at a distance of 25 
feet. Vibration levels would vary depending on soil 
conditions, construction methods, and equipment 
used.  
 

Table 10 
Vibration Source Levels for Construction 

Equipment 
Equipment PPV at 25 ft (in/sec) 

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

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

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

Environmental Checklist did not include a specific 
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commercial areas to 

be exposed to 
vibration peak 

particle velocities 
greater than 0.5 

inches per second 
due to highway 
traffic and rail 
operations? 

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

f. Permit historic 
buildings and 

archaeological sites 
to be exposed to 
vibration-peak-

particle velocities 
greater than 0.2 

inches per second 
due to project 

construction and 
highway traffic? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

a. Would the project 
result in the need for 

new or altered 
services related to 

fire protection, police 
protection, school 
facilities, or other 

governmental 
services beyond 

what was anticipated 
in the 2035 General 

Plan? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

60-62 
No No No 

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

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

a. Cause or accelerate 
substantial physical 

deterioration of 
existing area parks or 

recreational 
facilities? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

76-77 
No No No 

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

b. Create a need for 
construction or 
expansion of 

recreational facilities 
beyond what was 
anticipated in the 

2035 General Plan? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

76-77 
No No No 

The 2002 IS/MND concluded that the Gateway 
West Business Park Project did not create any 
new demand for parks and recreation facilities 
beyond the demand identified in the Gateway 
West PUD. By approving the PUD, the City 
determined that the PUD satisfied the City’s 
recreation goals and policies. 
 
While the proposed project does involve the 
rezone of a portion of the project site, the proposed 
project would maintain commercial development, 
which would be similar to what was anticipated in 
the 2002 IS/MND. Commercial development in 
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general is not expected to significantly increase 
demand on recreation facilities because 
commercial development does not involve a direct 
increase in population of the area. Nonetheless, 
the proposed project would be required to comply 
with Title 18, 18.56, Park Development Impact 
Fee, which requires the project applicant to pay a 
fee based on the Park Impact Fee Remainder City 
Zone Rate, and is due at the time of issuance of 
building permit. 
Therefore, in compliance with Chapter 18.56 of the 
SCC, the proposed project would not result in a 
demand for the construction or expansion of new 
or existing recreational facilities, allowing impacts 
to remain less than significant. 

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

a. Roadway segments: 
degrade peak period 

Level of Service 
(LOS) from 

acceptable (without 
the project) to 

unacceptable (with 
project) or the LOS 

(without project) is F, 
and project 

generated traffic 
increases the 

Volume to Capacity 
Ratio (V/C ratio) by 

0.02 or more. 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 35-40 
No No Yes 

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

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

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

project) to 
unacceptable (with 
project) or the LOS 

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

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 35-40 
No No Yes 

See Question a., above. 

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

into the ramp’s 
deceleration area or 

onto the freeway; 
project traffic 

2002 
IS/MND 

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

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

any ramp’s 
merge/diverge level of 

service to be worse 
than the freeway’s 

level of service; 
project traffic 

increases that cause 
the freeway level of 

service to deteriorate 
beyond level of 

service threshold 
defined in the 

Caltrans Route 
Concept Report for 
the facility; or the 

expected ramp queue 
is greater than the 
storage capacity? 

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

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

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 35-40 
No No No 

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

e. Bicycle facilities: 
adversely affect 

bicycle travel, bicycle 
paths or fail to 

adequately provide 
for access by 

bicycle? 

2002 
IS/MND 

pg. 35-40 
No No No 

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

f. Pedestrian: 
adversely affect 

pedestrian travel, 
pedestrian paths or 
fail to adequately 

provide for access by 
pedestrians? 

2002 
IS/MND 

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

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
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12. Utilities and Service Systems. 
 
Would the project: 

a. Result in the 
determination that 

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

commitments? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

63-67 
No No No 

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

b. Require or result in 
either the 

construction of new 
utilities or the 

expansion of existing 
utilities, the 

construction of which 
could cause 
significant 

environmental 
impacts? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

63-67 
No No No 

See Discussion a., above. 

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

a. Does the project 
have the potential to 

degrade the quality of 
the environment, 

substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or 

wildlife species, 
cause a fish or 

wildlife population to 
drop below self-

sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate 

a plant or animal 
community, 

substantially reduce 
the number or restrict 

the range of an 
endangered, rare or 

threatened species or 
eliminate important 

examples of the 
major periods of 

California history or 
prehistory? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

78 
No No No 

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

b. Does the project 
have impacts that are 

individually limited, 
but cumulatively 
considerable? 
(“Cumulatively 

considerable” means 
that the incremental 
effects of a project 
are considerable 
when viewed in 

connection with the 
effects of past 

projects, the effects 
of other current 

projects, and the 
effects of probable 
future projects)? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

78 
No No Yes 

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

c. Does the project 
have environmental 

effects which will 
cause substantial 
adverse effects on 

human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

2002 
IS/MND pg. 

78 
No No No 

See Discussion a. and b., above. 

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Modified Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
 
Special Mitigation Measures:  None required. 
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Conclusion 
 
As established in the discussions above regarding the potential effects of the proposed project, substantial changes are not proposed to the 
project nor have any substantial changes occurred that would require major revisions to the 2002 IS/MND as amended. Impacts beyond those 
identified and analyzed in the 2002 IS/MND would not be expected to occur as a result of the proposed project, given implementation of the 
relevant 2002 IS/MND mitigation measures, as well as the modified and special mitigation measures included within this Addendum. Overall, 
the proposed modifications to the project would not result in any new information of substantial importance that would have new, more severe 
impacts, or new or revised alternatives from what was identified for the original project in the 2002 IS/MND. Therefore, the Community 
Development Department concludes that the analyses conducted and the conclusions reached in the IS/MND adopted on March 25, 2003, 
remain valid. As such, the proposed project would not result in any conditions identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, and subsequent 
environmental review is not required for the proposed project modifications. Again, it should be noted that the proposed project would be 
subject to all applicable previously required mitigation measures from the 2002 IS/MND. 
 
Based on the above analysis, this Addendum to the previously-adopted IS/MND for the project has been prepared. 
 
Attachments: 
 

A) Vicinity Map 
B) Gateway West Site Plan 
C) 2002 Gateway West Business Park Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration 
D) Universal Technical Institute Addendum 
E) Ainor Signs Inc. Highway Sign Recommendations 
F) CalEEMod Outputs 
G) Health Risk Assessment Modeling 
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