SACRAMENTO

Community Development

ADDENDUM TO AN ADOPTED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The City of Sacramento, California, a municipal corporation, does hereby prepare, make declare, and
publish the Addendum to a certified Negative Declaration for the following described project:

Project Name and Number: Gateway West Commercial Project (P17-057)
Original Project: 2002 Gateway West Business Park (P00-064)

The City of Sacramento, Community Development Department, has reviewed the proposed project and
on the basis of the whole record before it, has determined that there is no substantial evidence that the
project, as identified in the attached Addendum, would have a significant effect on the environmental
beyond that which was evaluated in the attached Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). A Subsequent
MND is not required pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (Sections
21000, et. Seq., Public Resources Code of the State of California).

This Addendum to an adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared pursuant to Title 14,
Section 15164 of the California Code of Regulations; the Sacramento Local Environmental Regulations
(Resolution 91-892) adopted by the City of Sacramento.

A copy of this document and all supportive documentation may be reviewed or obtained at the City of
Sacramento, Community Development Department, Planning Division, 300 Richards Boulevard,
Sacramento, California 95811.

Environmental Services Manager, City of Sacramento,
California, a municipal corporation




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:

o Rezone for three parcels (x3.69 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

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.



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.



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 Retalil 6,500 Retail/Restaurant 6,904
7 Retalil 1,200 Retail/Restaurant 5,336
Mini-Mart 6,310

8 Restaurant 10,000 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.



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.



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.! 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.



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.



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.



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/IMND 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/IMND 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 madified 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/IMND; 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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Where Do Proposed Any New Any New
Impact Was Changes Circumstances | Information
Analyzed in Involve New Involving New Requiring
Previous or More or More New
CEQA Severe Severe Analysis or
Environmental Issue Area | Documents? Impacts? Impacts? 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.

12




Where Do Proposed Any New Any New
Impact Was Changes Circumstances | Information
Analyzed in Involve New | Involving New Requiring
) Previous or More or More New
Environmental Issue CEQA Severe Severe Analysis or
Area Documents? Impacts? Impacts? 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. Resultin
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
Construction
Pollutant Thresholds
NOx 85 lbs/day
ROG -
Source: SMAQMD, May 2015.3

Operational
Thresholds
65 |bs/day
65 |bs/day

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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Where Do Proposed Any New Any New
Impact Was Changes Circumstances | Information
Analyzed in Involve New | Involving New Requiring
) Previous or More or More New
Environmental Issue CEQA Severe Severe Analysis or
Area Documents? Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Discussion

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:

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

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

e Vehicle trip rates were determined based on
information provided by DKS Associates?;

e 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

e 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/IMND 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.

15




Where Do Proposed Any New Any New
Impact Was Changes Circumstances | Information
Analyzed in Involve New | Involving New Requiring
) Previous or More or More New
Environmental Issue CEQA Severe Severe Analysis or
Area Documents? Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Discussion

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

Project Threshold of
Emissions Significance
Pollutant (Ibs/day) (Ibs/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
Ibs/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
ISIMND’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

Project Thresholds of
Pollutant Emissions Significance
(Ibs/day) (Ibs/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 |Ibs/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/IMND 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
ISIMND, 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 1S/MND.
b. Resultin See Question a., above.
operational
emisiions of NOy 2002
IS/MND pg. No No Yes
or ROG above
26 — 32
65 pounds per
day?
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,
c. Violate any air o 2 . )
: sufficient mitigation could be imposed to reduce impacts
quality standard to a less-than-significant level
or contribute 2002 '
substa_nt!ally to | ISIMND pg. No No Yes Adopted SMAQMD rules and regulations, as well as
an existing or 26 - 32

projected air
quality violation?

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. Resultin PMy

concentrations
equal to or
greater than five
percent of the
State ambient air
guality standard
(i.e., 50
micrograms/cubic
meter for 24
hours) in areas
where there is
evidence of
existing or

2002
ISIMND 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 PM1o. 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 PMip 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 PM1 and
PM.s, SMAQMD has recently adopted updated mass
emissions operational and construction thresholds of
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projected significance for PMiyy and PMazs. Because updated
violations of this emissions thresholds have been adopted since the
standard? 2002 IS/IMND, 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
PM3i, and PMz s 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 PMi and PMas
emissions as shown in Table 5 and Table 6.

Table 5
Maximum Unmitigated Project Construction
Emissions of PMi and PMzs

Construction Construction
Pollutant Emissions Thresholds
(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
PMao 20.27 80 65
PM:.5 11.86 82 65

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

Table 6

Maximum Unmitigated Project Operational
Emissions of PMio and PMzs

Operational Operational
Pollutant Emissions Thresholds
(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
PM1o 11.59 80 65
PMzs 3.21 82 65
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Operational Operational
Pollutant Emissions Thresholds
(tonslyr) (tonslyr)
PMaio 1.30 14.6
PMz2s 0.36 15
Source: CalEEMod, February 2020 (see Attachment F).

As presented in the tables, the proposed project's
estimated emissions of PMio and PM2s 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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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/IMND 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
e. Resultin CO ) .
concentrations subject to the TSM Plan requirement, and the 2002
ISIMND concluded that implementation of a TSM Plan
that exceed the :
would ensure that the proposed project would not result
1-hour state L o
; X in significant emissions of CO. However, because the
ambient air 2002 S -
. proposed project includes rezones of two parcels within
quality standard | IS/MND pg. No No Yes the project site and alteration to the surroundin
(.e., 20.0 ppm) | 32-34 broj 9

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

ppm)?

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:

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

e 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:

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

e 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

e 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.> 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. Resultin
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.® 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.” CARB recommends

6
7

American Cancer Society. Benzene Cancer Risk. Available at https://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/benzene.html. Accessed July 2017.
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),®
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.® 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, *° 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
Exempt from further toxic
review

< 0.1 per million

California Air Resources Board. User Manual for the Hotspots Analysis and Reporting Program Health Risk Assessment Standalone Tool, Version 2. March 17,
2015.

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.

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

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.

>10 per million but < 100
per million

> 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

Health risk is within

Hazard Index <1
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 MBI NS
Risk (per Cancgr Cancer
L (Chronic) (Acute)
million
persons) Hazard Hazard
Index Index
Maximally
Exposed 6.05 0.08 0.07
Resident
Maximally
Exposed 1.28 0.08 0.23
Worker
Threshold of 10 1.0 1.0
Significance
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
TACSs, 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. Resultin TAC See Question f., above.
exposures create
arisk of 10in 1
million for
stationary 2002
sources, or ISIMND pg. No No Yes
substantially 26—-34
increase the risk
of exposure to
TACs from
mobile sources?
At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/IMND, the City's
Environmental Checklist did not include a specific
guestion 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
ISIMND was approved, the City has taken numerous
actions towards promoting sustainability within the City,
h. Impede the City including efforts aimed at reducing GHG emissions. On
or State efforts to February 14, 2012, the City adopted the City of
meet AB32 2002 Sacramento Climate Action Plan (CAP), which
standards for the | IS/MND pg. No No Yes identified how the City and the broader community
reduction of 34 could reduce Sacramento’s GHG emissions and
greenhouse gas included reduction targets, strategies, and specific
emissions? 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 CO; equivalent per year. SMAQMD has
identified thresholds of significance for agencies
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without adopted GHG reduction plans'?;, 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, NOyx, 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
ISIMND, 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 ISIMND remain applicable to the proposed project and would reduce the above impact
to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure #5-1.
Mitigation Measure #5-2:
Mitigation Measure #5-3:
Mitigation Measure #5-4.
Mitigation Measure #5-5:

Mitigation Measure #5-6:

Mitigation Measure #5-7:

Prior to approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractor shall enclose, cover, or water
all soil piles twice daily.

Prior to approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractor shall water all exposed soil
twice daily.

Prior to approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractor shall water all haul roads twice
daily.

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.

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.

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.

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

and Public Works Department an air quality mitigation strategy plan for review and approval that identifies
current air quality measures that result in construction fleet emission reductions necessary to achieve ROG
mid NOx. These measures may include, but are not limited to, the following:
e Use of heavy duty off road vehicle equipment that will achieve NOx and particulate matter reduction;
e Exhaust from off-road diesel powered equipment will not exceed 40% opacity; and
e 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 TBACTSs include California Air Resources Board certified stage | and
stage Il 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:
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 guestions 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
a. Create a potential radiation. _Given tha_tt the Gat(_eway West Busingss
health hazard, or Par'k' 'PI’OjeCt 'requwed gradlng and excavation
use, production or activities for site pr'e'pare_ltlon and construction of
disposal of materials 2002 roadways and utilities mfrastructur(_e,_ _the 2002
ISIMND No No No ISIMND concluded that such activities could
that would pose a . : o
hazard to plant or pg. 50-54 unearf[h previously unidentified hazardous
material(s).

animal populations in
the area affected?

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/lOSHA). CallOSHA 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
guality 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
ISIMND 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.%® 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
Quiality Board would not be required. Furthermore,
development of improvements to Duckhorn Drive
would occur within areas that are either currently
developed as roadway or are within the Duckhorn
Drive right-of-way. However, the roadway
improvement area includes various trees which
could require removal as part of the proposed
project.

The City of Sacramento requires a permit to
perform regulated work on “City Trees” or “Private
Protected Trees” (which includes trees formerly
referred to as “Heritage Trees”). City trees include
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trees partially or completely located in a City park,
on City-owned property, or on a public right-of-
way, including any street, road, sidewalk, park
strip, mow strip or alley. Private protected trees are
defined as trees designated to have special
historical value, special environmental value, or
significant community benefit, and is located on
private property. The City defines Private
Protected Trees as follows:*

e 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.

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

e 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.

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.

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:

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

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

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.:

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:

e 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.

0 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:
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.’® The 2002
ISIMND 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
a (;?jl\llz(?sae iﬁzﬂggtilr?l David Chavez and Associates in the NNCP EIR
the significance of a 2002 (1994). However, the_z 2092 I_S/MND concluded that
historical or ISIMND pg. NoO NoO No falthog_gh archeologlcg! |nd|cators had not been
archaeological 74 identified, should additional grading be conducted

resource as defined
in § 15064.5?

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/IMND.

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.

57




Where Do Proposed Any New Any New
Impact Was Changes Circumstances | Information
Analyzed in Involve New Involving New Requiring
Previous or More or More New
Environmental Issue CEQA Severe Severe Analysis or
Area Documents? Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Discussion
5. Geology and Soils.
Would the project:
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/IMND
a. Allow a project to be also determined the clays present in the near-
built that will either surface_ soils h_ad a high to very _high potential for
introduce geologic or expansion, which could de_stablll_ze'the propo_sed
seismic hazards by 2002 structures. Prqposgq grading W|th_|n _the project
allowing the construction IS/IMND pg. No No No area was also identified as a potential increase for
16-20 soil erosion.

of the project on such a
site without protection
against those hazards?

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
Park'® 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
ISIMND 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:
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/IMND concluded that such activities could unearth
previously unidentified hazardous material(s).
However, the 2002 IS/MND further specified that
should hazardous materials be encountered,
a Expo?gsri)ggrﬁ)tlg g, sufficignt regulations existed to ensure that such
pedestrian's materials would be properly handled and people
construction 2002 would not be exposed to such materials. In addition,
workers) to existing 'S/M'S\lf Pg. No No No the project site is regularly disked and the proposed
contaminated soill improvements to Duckhorn Drive would occur within
during construction areas that are already developed.
activities?
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., 2002 The 2002 IS/IMND analyzed the potential for the
residents, IS/MND pg. No NoO No Gateway West Business Park Project to expose
pedestrians, 50-54 people to potential health hazards. However, at the

construction
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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
guestion 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
ISIMND 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
guestion 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.’
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:

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
a. Substantially con_struction activities. The previou_sly prepared
degrade water environmental document also determined that the
quality and violate Gateway West Business Park Project required
any water quality compliance with the SCC Title 15.88.260 Post-
Objegtg?esvs\gtgy the construction Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (PC
Resources Control 2002 Plan),lwhlcr; requires f?repa(;atlon c_)f a PCd Plan to
Board, due to ISIMND pg. No NoO NoO control  surface runoff and erosion and retain
increases in 21-25 sediment on a particular site after construction, as

sediments and other
contaminants
generated by
construction and/or
development of the
project?

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.*® 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
ISIMND pg.
21-25

No

No

No

The 2002 IS/MND included a discussion of the risk of
possible flooding within the Gateway West Business
Park project area, and concluded that the project was
not within a 100-year flood plain. However, since the
time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND changes have
occurred in the flood protection of the Natomas area,
which have been summarized in the City’s 2035
General Plan EIR. The 2035 General Plan EIR
focuses on two major changes in the Natomas area;
first, in December 2008 the Flood Insurance Rate
Map for the Natomas Basin was remapped by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
and the entire 2002 IS/MND project area was
determined to be within a 100-year flood hazard zone
due to a decertification of the protective levees of the
area. Prior to the decertification, the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program (NLIP) was implemented to
upgrade the levee system protecting the Natomas
Basin and the project area. In recognition of levee
improvements, the project area was re-assigned to
the FEMA Zone A99 by Congress in 2014. Zone A99
is used for areas subject to inundation by a 100-year
flood event, but which would ultimately be protected
upon completion of an under-construction federal
flood protection system. As such, although the
proposed project is currently within a 100-year flood
event area, the Zone A99 designation confirms that
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significant progress has been made to increasing the
flood protection rating to the 200-year flood protection
standard sought for the entire City.

The proposed project does not include housing and
would be constructed in compliance with all relevant
City regulations related to flood hazards and flood
control. Compliance with City regulations and
improvements to levee infrastructure would ensure
that the proposed project would not expose people or
structures to increased levels of flood hazards, or
redirect or impede flood flows in a new or more severe
way than evaluated by the 2002 IS/MND.

Based on the above, the proposed project would not
result in any changes, new circumstances, or new
information that would involve new significant impacts
or substantially more severe impacts from what was
anticipated in the 2002 IS/MND.

2002 IS/MND Mitigation Measures: None required.

Modified Mitigation Measures: None required.

Special Mitigation Measures: None required.
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8. Noise.
Would the project:

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
a. Result in exterior requiring noise barriers were anticipated for the
noise levels in the northern portion of the Gateway West Business Park,
project area that are 2002 and plazas planned for the project site were not
above the upper IS/MND anticipated to experience noise levels in excess of
value of the pg. 55-59; No No Yes the City’'s standards. In addition to the previously
normally acceptable UTI proposed plaza areas, the 2002 IS/MND required the
category for various | Addendum construction of a sound wall between the Gateway

land uses due to the | P9- 89

project’s noise level
increases?

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/IMND
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.® 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
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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 Lso 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 Lso, 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.? Drive-through vehicles are predicted
to generate maximum noise levels of approximately
33-44 dB and median noise levels of approximately
29-41dB Lso 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
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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 Ly at the single- and multi-family
residences, respectively. Predicted car wash dryer
noise levels would satisfy the City’s Code Lzs 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
ISIMND, 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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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
b. Result in residential 2017, because the hotel would still be located in
interior noise levels close proximity to I-5, the results presented therein
of 45 dBA Lagn Or 2002 are still valid.
greater caused by ISIMND No No No

noise level Pg. 55-59; The Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic
increases due to the Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) was
project? 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 1I-5 traffic noise exposure at the nearest
building facades would be approximately 71 dB Lan.
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. Resultin
construction noise
levels that exceed

the standards in the
City of Sacramento
Noise Ordinance?

2002
ISIMND
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 wuses. Operation of
construction equipment generates vibrations that
spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude
with increasing distance from the source. Vibration is
typically noticed nearby when objects in a building
generate noise from rattling windows or picture
frames. Vibration is typically not perceptible
outdoors, and therefore, impacts are based on
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distance to the nearest building and peak vibration
levels would occur when construction equipment
operates closest to the boundaries of surrounding
property lines.

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

Table 10
Vibration Source Levels for Construction
Equipment
Equipment PPV at 25 ft (in/sec)
Hoe ram 0.089
Large Bulldozer 0.089
Caisson drilling 0.089
Loaded trucks 0.076
Jackhammer 0.035
Small bulldozer 0.003
Source: Federal Transit Administration. Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment, Table 12-2. May 2006.
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As shown in Table 10 the proposed project would not
be anticipated to result in vibration-peak-velocities
equal to or greater than 0.5 inches per second at any
areas 25 feet or more away from construction
activity.

The nearest sensitive receptors to the proposed
project are apartment buildings and single-family
residences located to the west of the project site. The
nearest sensitive land uses are located
approximately 25 feet from construction activities,
which would occur at Duckhorn Drive as part of the
roadway improvements. Because vibration levels
generated by the type of construction equipment
which will be required for this project dissipates very
rapidly with distance, vibration levels at the nearest
residences are expected to be around 0.035
inches/second peak particle velocity at those
residences during construction activities. As a result,
construction vibration levels would be below levels
that would cause structural damage or annoyance.

Additionally, operations associated with hotel,
commercial, and non-residential land uses are not
associated with the generation of groundborne
vibrations, which could exceed the threshold.

Based on the above, the proposed project would not
result in impacts beyond what would occur with
implementation of the land uses contemplated in the
2002 IS/MND.

e. Permit adjacent
residential and

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the City’s
Environmental Checklist did not include a specific

81




Do

Proposed
Where Changes
Impact Was Involve Any New Any New
Analyzed in New or Circumstances Information
Previous More Involving New Requiring New
Environmental Issue CEQA Severe | or More Severe Analysis or
Area Documents? | Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Discussion
commercial areas to question regarding a project’s potential impacts
be exposed to related to groundborne vibrations due to highway
vibration peak traffic and rail operations.
particle velocities
greater than 0.5 The project site is approximately 450 feet west of the
inches per second nearest highway, I-5. The nearest existing railway is
due to highway located approximately three miles to the east of the
traffic and rail project site, while a proposed extension of the City’s
operations? 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 At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the City’s
buildings and Environmental Checklist did not include a specific
archaeological sites question regarding a project’s potential impacts
to be exposed to related to groundborne vibrations near a historic
vibration-peak- building or archaeological site.
particle velocities N/A N/A N/A N/A

greater than 0.2
inches per second
due to project
construction and
highway traffic?

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-I:

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—ne#h—east—and—west—ades—ef—pl&zas—A—B,—and—G—Pnor to issuance of a bundlng germlt! the Qr0|ect
ggllcant shall show on the glans via notation that the contractor shaII ensure standard constructlo

Ilywood 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

Mitigation Measure #2

Mitigation Measure #3

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.

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.

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:
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
a. Would the project . . o
. housing, a demand for school services/facilities
result in the need for
would not occur, and, thus, a need for new or
new or altered )
: altered services related to schools would not
services related to
, : : occur.
fire protection, police 2002
?;céﬁt?ggnérsg?ﬁeorl ISIMND pg. No No No The proposed project would develop a portion of
X 60-62 the Gateway West Business Park Project area for

governmental
services beyond
what was anticipated
in the 2035 General
Plan?

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
ISIMND. 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:
The 2002 IS/IMND 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.
a. Cause or accelerate
substantial physical 2002 The proposed project does not involve any
deterioration of proposed housing, and, thus, would not result in
e IS/IMND pg. No No No ; . .
existing area parks or an increase in the local population of the area. As
X 76-77 .
recreational such, increased demand for and/or use of area
facilities? 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.
The 2002 IS/MND concluded that the Gateway
West Business Park Project did not create any
new demand for parks and recreation facilities
b. Create a need for beyond the demand identified in the Gateway
construction or West PUD. By approving the PUD, the City
expansion of 2002 determined that the PUD satisfied the City's
recreational facilities | IS/MND pg. No No No recreation goals and policies.
beyond what was 76-77

anticipated in the
2035 General Plan?

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:
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
a. Roadway segments: Park PUD application adequately addressed
degrade peak period potential impacts, the traffic generated by the
Le{flog)?gmce Gateway West Business Park Project was
acceptable (without considered to be consistent with the land uses and
the project) to intensities anticipated by the City of Sacramento
unacceptable (with 2002 General Plan EIR adopted at that time, and the
project) or the LOS ISIMND No No Yes NNCP. As such, the 2002 IS/MND concluded that
(without project) is F, | pg. 35-40 the Gateway West Business Park Project would

and project
generated traffic
increases the
Volume to Capacity
Ratio (V/C ratio) by
0.02 or more.

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
ISIMND. 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/IMND 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.?! 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.?? 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
22

DKS Associates. Memorandum: Gateway West — Arena Boulevard Retail Center Task 10: Analysis of Change in Project Land Use. July 27, 2017.
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/IMND.
b. Intersections: See Question a., above.
degrade peak period
level of service from
acceptable (without
project) to
unacceptable (with 2002
project) or the LOS ISIMND No No Yes
(without project) is F, | pg. 35-40
and project generated
traffic increases the
peak period average
vehicle delay by five
seconds or more?
c. Freeway facilities: At the time of approval of the 2002 IS/MND, the
off-ramps with vehicle 2002 City’s Environmental Checklist did not include a
quiﬁltjgfhtg";‘;%x'[%nd S/MND N/A N/A N/A specific question regarding a project'’s potential
deceleration arF()ea or 0g. 35-40 effect on freeway facilities. However, freeway

onto the freeway;
project traffic

operations were generally considered within the
circulation system of the general area, and, as
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increases that1cause discussed in Question a., above, the 2002 ISIMND
any ramp s analyzed the Gateway West Business Park

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?

Project’'s impact on the area’s traffic. The 2002
ISSIMND 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 1-5/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.
The 2002 IS/MND analyzed the Gateway West
Business Park Project’'s potential impacts
regarding conflicts with adopted policies
supporting alternative transportation. The 2002
ISSMND 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: adversely
gffgf;ﬂopnusb“gr ]E;?In?g 2002 Transit service in the project area is provided by
agequately provide ISIMND No No No ReglonaI_Transn route 171, whl_ch passes by the
for access to public | P9.35-40 project site along Duckhorn Drive. Although the

transit?

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
ISIMND
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 Il bicycle lanes exist
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along the project frontages. A class | 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 | 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 Il bicycle
lanes would be provided on the remaining portions
of Duckhorn Drive. Furthermore, the proposed
project would include construction of a class |
bicycle and pedestrian path along the southern
frontage of the project site, which would connect
the existing class | 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

96




Where Do Proposed Any New Any New
Impact Was Changes Circumstances | Information
Analyzed in Involve New Involving New Requiring
Previous or More or More New
Environmental Issue CEQA Severe Severe Analysis or
Area Documents? Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Discussion
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, 2002
pedestrian paths or ISIMND No No No See Discussion d., above.
fail to adequately pg. 35-40

provide for access by
pedestrians?

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:
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
a. Resultinthe Project
determination that '
adequate capacity is 2002 Sewer
not available to serve | IS/MND pg. No No No =
the project’'s demand 63-67

in addition to existing
commitments?

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
Quiality 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/IMND 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/IMND 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 See Discussion a., above.
either the
construction of new
utilities or the
expansion of existing 2002
utilities, the ISIMND pg. No No No
construction of which 63-67
could cause
significant
environmental
impacts?

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:
The 2002 IS/MND analyzed that the Gateway
West Business Park did have the potential to
substantially degrade the quality of the
2 Does the proiect environment, however the 2002 IS/MND
.have the oE[)ethiaI to concluded that all potential project impacts would
dearade tr?e Lality of either be avoided or reduced to a less-than-
tghe enviror?mengl significant level through project design,
substantiall reduée compliance with applicable regulations, or by the
the habitat o¥a fish or implementation of identified mitigation measures.
Vggilg: zﬁz;ﬂ?;’ This document has further analyzed the proposed
wildlife population to project to investigate whether the proposed
dro EeIF()) W self- changes to the Gateway West Business Park
sustginin levels Project would result in any new or more severe
threaten togelimina'te 2002 impacts than what was originally anticipated by the
a plant or animal IS/IMND pg. No No No 2002 IS/MND. Although relatively unlikely, based
P 78 upon the current land cover types found on-site,

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?

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.
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
b. Does the project chan_ge in demand. The proposed project v_vould

. additionally comply with the all relevant City of
have impacts that are . o
ST o Sacramento regulations and building standards,
individually limited, .

: and would therefore not result in any changes, new
but cumulatively ) . :
. circumstances, nor new information from the
considerable? : .
. . proposed project that would involve new
(“Cumulatively o : .

. " significant impacts or substantially more severe
considerable” means ) L . )
that the incremental impacts from what was originally anticipated in the
effects of a proiect 2002 2002 IS/MND.

a proj IS/MND pg. No No Yes
are considerable : . .
78 Since adoption of the 2002 IS/MND the City of

when viewed in
connection with the
effects of past
projects, the effects
of other current
projects, and the
effects of probable
future projects)?

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 See Discussion a. and b., above.
have environmental
effects which will 2002
cause substantial IS/MND pg. No No No
adverse effects on 78
human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

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

03] 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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ATTACHMENT B
GATEWAY WEST SITE PLAN
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14, ]

15,

16.

17.

Proiect Title: Gateway West Business Park (P00-064) and Friedman Retail Development (P01-104)
Lead Apency Name and Address: City of Sacramento, 1231 I Street, Room 300, Sscramento, CA 95814

- Lead Agency Contact Person gnd Phone Number; Mr. Gregory Bitter, AICP, Associate Planner, 916/ 264-7816

Property Owner's Name: Gateway West Business Park, LLC (P00-064); Fulcrum Capital Corporation (P01-104)
Applicent’s Name and Address: LPA Sacramento, Inc. 1215 G Street, Sacramento, CA 95816

Applicant’s Contact Person and Phone Number: Mr. Philip Harvey, AIA 916/ 443-0335
Project Location: Both projects are located in the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, California. Gateway West
Business Park is located west of Interstate 5 between the northeast corner of Arena Boulevard and Duckhom Drive
and the southeast comer of Snowy Egret Boulevard and Duckhom Drive. A portion of Gateway West Business Park
is located between the southeast corner of Arena Boulevard and Duckhorn Drive and Interstate 5.

The Friedmen Retnil Development Project is located south of Arena Boulevard and west of Duckhorn Drive and

east of Stemmler Drive.

Property Assessor Parcel Numbers: Gateway West Business Park — 225-0310-020, 225-0140-037, 038 and 039

Friedmen Retnil Development — 225-0140-36, 225-1180-006, and 225-1380-014 through 225-1380-020

Property Arez: Gateway West Business Park — 65.1 gross acres, 59.6 net acres
Friedman Retnil Development — 12.75 gross acres, 11.69 net acres

General plan designation: Gateway West Business Park — 65.1 gross acres Regional Commercial and Offices
Friedman Retail Development — OSGnmamLowDensnyR:sldcnnnl, 10.73 net acres Community Neighborhood
Commercial and Offices.

" Community plsin desjgnation: Gateway West Business Park — 65.1 gross acres Employment Center — 50

Friedman Retsil Development — 0.96 net acre Low Density Residential and 10.73 gross acres.Village Commercial
Zoning: Gateway West Business Park —65.1 gross acres EC-50 PUD; ]

Friedman Retail Development — 0.96 net acre R-1 PUD and 10.73 net acres C-2 PUD
Description of Projects: Gateway West Business Park — Entitlements to develop 65.1 gross acres of employment

center uses in the North Natomas Commumity Plan Ares;
Friedman Retail Dwelqpment-&ﬁﬂmunsm develop 12.75 gross acres with commercial uses in North

ject: The Gateway West Business Park Project

-wmﬁdmnthléMOsqummofoﬁiuspmonls 75netm==s. Infrastructure and frontage to support an

additional 616,200 square feet of employment center uses would also be constructed.
The Friedman Retail Development Project would construct four retail buildings totaling 99,000 square feet.
Infrastructure and frontage to support a 2,900 square-foot gas station and 6,500 additional square feet of retail
would also be constructed.
Surrounding Land Use: North ~ Residential and Employment Center PUD; south — Residential and Employment
Center PUD; east — Interstate 5; and west ~Residential PUD -~
lic ies whose is
Regional Water Quality Control Board; Department of Fish and Game; and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
The topics checked below require mitigation measures to reduce the significance of potential impacts.

Land Use/ Planning Hazards
Population/ Housing X  Noiss -
Gealogy/ Soils Public Services
 Water Unilities/ Service Systems
X  AirQuality Assthetics, Light and Giare
Transportation/ Circulation X Cutuml
X  Biological Recreation
Mandatory Findings of Significance

|
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Friccmn Retail Development (PO/-104

II. INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose of this Initial Study

The purpose of this Injtial Study (IS) is to determine if approval and implementation of the Gateway West
Business Park and Friedman Retail Development projects and related entitlements would bave significant
effects on the environment. This IS is an informational document that will provide the City of Sacramento
with an analysis of the proposed projects to aid in the planning and decision-making process. Based on the
analysis and recommendation presented herein, the City will det=rmine whether a Negative Declaration (ND),
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), or an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is the appropriate
environmental document to be prepared. It is not the purpose of this document to recommend either approval
or denial of the proposed projects. This IS provides the City of Sacramento with an administrative record with
which to make its determination. The City will submit this document to the State Clearinghouse for
distribution to appropriate agencies.

B. Environmental Analysis
This IS has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public
Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq. and the State CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations
Sections 15000 et seq. The environmental analysis consists of the completion of the Environmental
Significance Checklist provided by the City of Sacramento. This checklist shall be independently reviewed
and authorized by the City of Sacramento pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15063.

The questions in the Environmenta! Significance Checklist are intended to provide 2 brief environmental
evaluation of the proposed project in order to identify any potentially significant adverse environmental
impacts that may be caused by the project or that- may affect the project site. If, based on this analysis, the City
of Sacramento determines that there is substantial evidence that any aspect of the proposed project may cause a
_ significant effect on the environment, then the City will require the preparation of an EIR. If the City
. determines that there is no substantiai evidence that the proposed project will cause a significant effect on the
environment, then a Negative Declaration (ND) will be prepared. For the purpose of this analysis, itis
assumed that any feasible mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study that have been agreed to pursuant
to a "Mitigation Agreement” with the City of Sacramento will be incorporated into the project. If the City
determines that the mitigation measures will reduce the potentially significant effects on the environment to a
level of less than significant, then a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) will be prepared.

The Environmental Significance Checklist is comprised of three categories of assessment. The first assessment
category, "Less Than Significant Impact,” indicates that the project will either not have, or be subject to any
effects on the environment or that the project may/will have an effect on the environment, either directly or
indirectly, less than the criteria of regulatory policy. A "Less Than Significant Impact™ answer is adequately
supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact does not apply to projects like the one
involved or that the impacts fail 1o trigger regulatory thresholds of significance. Although not necessary, the
City may require mitigation to further limit potential impacts.

The second assessment category, “Potentially Significant Impact”™ indicates that there is substantial evidence
that an effect may be significant in context of reguiatory policy.

The third assessment category, “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation,” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact” to a "Less
Than Significant Impact.” This assessment is adequately supported if the mitigation measures are described
and an explanation of how they reduce the-effect to a less than significant level is provided.

12
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I[I. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION -

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

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

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

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact™ or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to

applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including

rreee ¢ [<
PAGE 7

revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further

%/ 1“/@, % ° q 'ﬂ/
David Kwong, AICP City of Sacramento
Printed Name For

01071_ISZMND_0Z doe Sycamore Environmental Consultanss, Inc. 3
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IV. INITIAL STUDY

A. Project Purpose

The purpose of the Gateway West Business Park Project (P00-064) and the Friedman Retail Development
Project (P01-104) is to enhance the North Natomas Commumity by developing 77.85 gross vacant acres with
employment center and commercial uses consistent with the planning goals, policies, and objectives of the
City of Sacramento.

B. Location

The Gateway West Business Park Project is located between Interstate 5 (I-5) and the northeast corner of
Arena Boulevard and Duckhorn Drive and the southeast comer of Snowy Egret Boulevard and Duckhom
Drive in the City of Sacramento, CA. A portion of Gateway West Business Park is located between the
southeast corner of Arena Boulevard and Duckhorn Drive and Interstate 5. The Friedman Retail Development
Project (Friedman Retail Development) is located west of the Gateway West Business Park site at the
southwest corner of Arena Boulevard and Duckhom Drive. The project study areas occur on the Taylor
Monument USGS Topographic Quadrangie (T9N, R4E, Sections 10 and 15). The Gateway West Business
Park Project study area consists of Sacramento County Assessor Parcels: 225-0310-020, 225-0140-037, 038,
and 039. The Friedman Retail Development project study area consists of Sacramento County Assessor Parcel
numbers 225-0140-36, 225-1180-006, and 225-1380-014 through 225-1380-020. These projects are located
within the Sacramento General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report (SGPU DEIR 1987) area and
within Neighborhoods 1 and 2 of the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP 1994). A project location map

is located in Appendix A (Figure A-1).

C. Project Description

1. Gateway West Business Park Project (P00-064)

The Gateway West Business Park Project involves amending the employment center portion of the Gatzway -
West and Cambay West PUD Guidelines Schematic Plan to designate one office building on each Parcel 1, 2,
and 3, and employment center uses on Parcels 5 — 9. The Schematic Plan would show Parcel 10 as a landscape
buffer easement to the City of Sacramento and Parcel 11 would be shown as Caltrans right of way (ROW).
The project includes a tentative map to subdivide approximately 41.27 net acres into eleven parcels. The
remaining + 21.6 acres south of Arena Boulevard would not be subdivided. The project seeks a Special Permit
to construct three two-story office buildings totaling 216,000 square feet and a parking lot with 785 parking
spaces. The area to be covered under the Special Permit (Parcels 1 - 4) is approximately 13.751 net acres.
Future phases will obtain Special Permits to construct employment center uses on the remaining 45.85 net

acres.

The following Map Figures for Gateway West Business Park are provided in Appendix A:
Figure A-1. Project Location Map

Figure A-2. Gateway West Business Park PUD Schematic Site Plan

Figure A-3. Gateway West Business Park Tentative Subdivision Map

Figure A-4. Gateway West Business Park Special Permit Overall Site Plan

Figure A-5. Gateway West Business Park Special Permit Site Plan

Figure A-6. Gateway West Business Park Special Permit Landscape Plan

Figure A-7. Gateway West Business Park Exterior Elevations — Two story building
Figure A-8. Gateway West Business Park Pedestrian Circulation Diagram

Figure A-9. Gateway West Business Park Conceptual Landscape Plan

Figure A-10. Gateway West Business Park Buildable Area Zone Plan

msany IERALT AT ma- 1M
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The following sub-sections identify the requested entitlements.

Pianned Unit Development Schematic Plan Amendment

The Gateway West Business Park Project seeks an amendment to the Gateway West PUD Schematic Plan to
reflect the following land uses (Figure A-2 in Appendix A is the Gateway West Business Park Conceptual Site
Plan): :

EC-50 on Parcels 1-5,9; 12, and 13;

EC - 50 ancillary uses on Parcels 6 — 8 and Parcels 11, 12, and 13;
Landscape buffer easement to the City of Sacramento on Parcel 10; and
Calirans ROW on Parcel 11.

Ancillary uses include retail on Parcels 6, 7, and 12 and sit-down restaurant on Parcels 8 and 13. Table 1
summarizes parking data for the Gateway West PUD Schematic Plan amendment.

Tabie 1. Gateway West Schematic Plan Amendment Parking Data

— S Pacel6 . Parel? Pamel
1=.c--.}'>¢-)-4 sc-sg e EC =50 EC-50 Ec-s: Parcels 12213
Anciliary Uss ___ Ancillery Use _ Ancillary Use
Proposed Building
Gross Square Footage 216000 225,500 6,500 3200 10,000 70,000 301,000
o e Packing 617-785  644-E2D 2 B 100 7 795 -973
Tentstive Subdivision Map

The Gateway West Business Park Project seeks approval of 2 Tentative Subdivision Map to subdivide + 41.27
net acres into 11 parcels. Table 2 lists the sizes of the proposed parcels and provides a description of the
parcels’ proposed uses. The proposed Tentative Subdivision Map is provided in Appendix A (Figure A-3).
The = 18.53-net-acre balance of the + 59.6-net-acre Gateway West Business Park Project area south of Arena
Boulevard (Parcels 12 and 13) is not proposed for subdivision.

Table 2. Gateway West Business Park Proposed Parcels

Parcel Size
Parce] Number Proposed Use Square Feet/Acres
1 Two story office building 49,537/ 1.137
2 Two story office building . 49,537/1.137
3 Three story office building 49,537/ 1.137
4 Parking/ Landscaping/ and Common areas forparcels 1,2,and3 392,944/ 9.021 net
5 Office building pad/ Parking 456,657/ 10.483 net
6 Restaurant pad 52,471/ 1205 net
7 Gas station pad 37,572/ 0.863net
18 Restaurant pad 71,636/ 1.645 net
9 Four story motel 88,926/2.041
~ 10 City owned landscape buffer ' 248,023/ 5.694 net
11 ~ Caltrans ROW 159,539/ 3.663 net
. Road ROW : ‘ 141,308/ 3244
‘ Total: 1,797,687/ 4127
Special Permit

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

n
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2, Friedman Retail Development Project (P01-104)

The Friedman Retail Development Project invoives a General Plan amendment to change 0.35 net acre from
Low Density Residential to Community Neighborhood Commercial & Offices. The project seeksa
Commumnity Plan amendment to change 0.35 net acre from Low Density Residential to Village Commercial
and 0.33 net acre from Low Density Residential to Medium Density Residential, The project would rezone
0.35 net acre of R-1 PUD to C2 PUD and 0.33 net acre of R-1 PUDto R-1A'PUD. The project includes a
tentative map to subdivide approximately 11.69 net acres into elevenpmls. A PUD Guideline amendment
would modify the parking ratio in the Neighborhood Commercial Building section from one parking space per
500 square feet one parking space per 250 square feet (1:500 to 1:250). The Friedman Retail Development
Project involves amending the Gateway West and Cambay West PUD Guidelines Schematic Plan to establish a
schematic plan for commercial development of the southwest comer of Arena Boulevard and Duckhorn Drive.
The project seeks a Special Permit to construct four retail buildings totaling 99,000 square feet and a parking
lot with 457 parking spaces. The area to be covered underthe Special Permit (Parcel 2) is approximately 9.46
net acres.

The following Map Figures for Friedman Retail Development are provided in Appendix B:
Figure B-1. Friedman Retail Development General Plan Amendment Exhibit
Figure B-2. Friedman Retail Development Community Plan Amendment Exhibit
Figure B-3. Friedman Retail Development PUD Rezone Exhibit :

Figure B-4. Friedman Retail Development Tentative Subdivision Map

Figure B-5. Friedman Retail Development Conceptual Overall Site Plan

Figure B-6. Friedman Reteil Development Buildable Area Zone Plan

Figure B-7. Friedman Retail Development Site Plan

Figure B-8. Friedman Retail Development Ground Floor Plan

Figure B-9. Friedman Retail Development Elevations.

Figure B-10. Friedman Retail Development Landscape Plan

Figure B-11. Friedman Pedestrian Development Circulation Diagram

Figure B-12. Friedman Retail Development Trash and Recycling Plan

“The following sub-sections identify the requested entitlements.

General Plan Amendment _

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

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

SPFU DEIE Deslgpation Net Acres Net Acres Change
Low Density Residential 0.96 0.61 035
Neighborhood Commercial and Offices 10.73 11.08 +035
- ‘ Totak: 11.69 11.69 -

01071_ISEMND_03.doc 10:01/02
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Communrty Plan Amendment

The Friedman Retail Development Project proposes to change the NNCP land use dﬁxgnzmons of a portion of

the 11.69-net-acre project area. Portions of Parcels 4 — 11 would be changed from Low Density Residential to

Village Commercial. Parcels 4 — 7 would be changed from Low Density Residential to Medium Density

Residential. Table 4 shows the acres of the existing and proposed NNCP land nse designations and calculates
" the number of acres the proposed project would change. A map showing the proposed Community Plan

amendment is provided in Appendix B (Figure B-2).

Table 4. Friedman Retail Development Proposed Commumity Plan Land Use Designation Changes
Existing Proposed Net Acres

HNCE Deaipmtion ™ Net Acres Net Acres Change
Low Density Residential i 0.96 028 068
Medium Density Residential 0.00 033 +0.33
Village Commercial 10.73 11.08 +0.35
Total: 11.69 11.69 -

' R@nm
The Friedman Retail Development Project would rezone 0.68 net acre within the project area. Portions of

Parcels 4 — 9 would rezone Single Family Residential PUD (R-1-PUD) to Commercial PUD (C-2-PUD).

Parcels 4 — 7 would be rezoned to Single Family Residential Alternative (R-1A-PUD). Table 5 shows the

. acres of the existing and proposed zoning, and calculates the number of acres the proposed project would
change. A map showing the proposed zone changes is provided in Appendix A (Figure B-3).

Table 5. Friedman Retail Development Proposed Zone Changes
Existing Proposed Net Acres

e Net Acres Net Acres Change
R-1-PUD 0.96 028 068
R-1A-PUD 0.00 033 +033
C-2-PUD : 10.73 11.08 - +035

e= Total: 11.69 11.69 -

Planned Unit Development Schematic Plan Amendment
The Friedman Retail Development Project seeks an amendment to the Gateway West Business Park PUD
Schematic Plan to reflect the following land uses (Figure B-6 in Appendix B is the Site Plan):

o Four retail buildings on Parcel 2 totaling 99,000 square feet;
One building pad on Parcel 1 totaling 6,500 gross square feet; and
e  One gas station pad on Parce!l 3 totaling 2,900 gross square feet;

Table 6. Friedman Retail Development Schematic Plan Amendment Parking Data

Parcel 1 Parcel 2 Parcel 3
Building Pad ~  Retail Gas Station
Proposed Building Gross Square Footage 6,500 99,000 2900
Required Parking Stalls 65 396 12

~)

0107)_IS&MND_03.snc 1601
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The Friedman Retail Developmetit Project secks approval of a Tentative Subdivision Map to subiivide = 11.69
net acres into 11 parcels, Table 7 lists the sizes of the proposed parcels and provides a description of the
parcels’ proposed uses. The proposed Tentative Subdivision Map is provided in Appendix B (Figure B=12).

Table 7. Gateway West Business Park Proposed Parcels

Parcel Size

Parce] Number Proposed Use Square Feet/ Net Acres

1 Building pad 43,386/ 0.996

2 Retail buildings 411,907/9.46

3 Gas station pad 27,256/ 0.6257

4 Single family residential 3,373/ 0.0774

5 Single family residential 3,748/ 0.086

6 Single family residential 3,683/ 0.0846

7 Single family residential 3,474/ 0.0798

8 Single family residential 3,215/ 0.0738

9 Single family residential 3,040/ 0.0698

10 Single family residential 3,000/ 0.0689

1 Single family residential 3,000/ 0.0689

Total: 509,062/ 11.687

Special Permit

The Friedman Retail Development Project has applied for a Special Permit to construct four retail buildings
(99,000 square feet) and a 457-space parking lot. The locations of the areas that would be covered under the
special permit are shown on Figure B-5 in Appendix B.

D. Environmental Setting

These projects are situated in the City of Sacramento within the SGPU DEIR and the NNCP planning areas.
Interstate 5 bounds the Gateway West Business Park Project area to the east. Duckhomn Drive bounds the
project to the west. The east/west Arena Boulevard bisects the project site. The project is adjacent to
residential development to the west and to Employment Center — 50 1o the south.

Duckhom Drive bounds the Friedman Retail Development Project site to the east. Stemmler Drive bounds the
project site to the west. Arena Boulevard fronts the proposed shopping center to the north. Residential
development occurs to the south of the project.
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST

. Land Use/ Planning
Would the proposal: |

Less Than
Potentially “ Significant With  Less Than
Significent Mitigzticn Significant
Impact - Incorporation Impact

a) Conflict with general plan designation or zoning?

b) Confiict with applicable environmental plans or policies
adopted by agencies with jurisdiction over the project?-

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

d) Affect agriculturai resources or operations (e.g. impacts 1o soils
or farmiands, or impacts from incompatible land uses)?

¢) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established
community (including a low-income or minority community)?

Criteris for Determining Significance
The evaluation of significance on land use and planning resources is based on the following factm's

o  substantial changes to land uses within project area;

incompatibility with long-term uses on adjacent properties; or
e conflict with applicable jand use plans. ‘
| Impact Mechanisms
Ancmesandcomuswnhm.ahfommmrequnedmadoptag:ncmlplanesmbhshmggoalsnnduolmesfor
their firture development. In order to impiement their pians, local jurisdictions adopt zoning, subdivision,
grading, and other ordinances. A proposed project could conflict with planning goals, objectives, and policies,
could conflict with designated land uses in the vicinity of the project, or could disrupt land use patterns by
physically dividing & community.

Environmental Setting

The Gatz=way West Business Park and Friedman Retail Development projects are located within the NNCP
area of the City of Sacramento. Interstate 5 bounds the Gat=way West Business Park project area to the east.
Duckhomn Drive bounds the Gateway West Business Park project to the west. The east/west Arena Bouievard
bisects the Gateway West Business Park project site. Duckhorn Drive bounds the Friedman Retail
Development Project site to the east and Stemmier Drive bounds the project site to the west. Arena Boulevard
fronts the proposed shopping center to the north. The Gateway West Business Park and Friedman Retail
Development project areas are designated for Regional Commercial and Offices in the SGPU DEIR. A small
portion of the Friedman Retail Development project area is also designated for Low Density Residential. The
NNCP designates the Gateway West Business Park project area for EC-50. The Friedman Retail Development
site is designated for Village Commercial, Low Density Residential, and Medium Density Residential. The
Gateway West Business Park project study area is currently zoned EC-50 PUD. The Friedman Retail
Development site is zoned for C-2-PUD, R-1-PUD, and R-1A-PUD.

0
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Regulatory Setting . PAGE QrF
These projects are located within the boundaries of the SGPU DEIR and NNCP areas.

City of Szcramento General Plan
SGPU DEIR states that the NNCP area accounts for 38.9% of vacant acreage in the City of Sacramento (SGPU

DEIR, D-37). According to the SGPU DEIR Land Use Map (12 December 2000), Regional Commercial and
Offices and Low Density Residential would be developed on the project site. Low Density Rzsidential allows
4 — 15 dwelling units per net acre (SGPU DEIR, B-14). SGPU DEIR asserts that wherever development of
vacant land occurs, there is 2 potential for conflict between the new and the existing uses. Of primary concemn
are conflicts between agricuilture and urbanization and residential and nonresidential. In the matter of
residential-nonresidential conflicts, iand use conflicts wonld constitute a-significant adverse impact (SGPU
DEIR, D-43). On page D-41, SGPU DEIR states that the conversion of vacant and rural lands to urban uses
would bring about a significant change in the character of Sacramento. The conversion of vacant and rural
lands and the resulting potential conflicts could be reduced to a less than significant level by the
implementation of the following mitigation measures (SGPU DEIR, D-53):

retaining designated open space, parks and recreational areas;

enforcing sctback requirements;

requiring landscaping and beautification of industriai areas; and

The SGPU DEIR set Overall Urban Growth Policies (SGPU DEIR, C-37) and Goals and Policies for the
following elements: Residential Land Use and Housing, Commerce and Industry Land Use, Circuilation,
Conservation and Open Space, Public Facilities and Services, and Health and Safety (SGPU DEIR, C38 ~
C66). lhmmmﬂSmdypmwdsmmessmemofﬂwcmsmWofﬂmmposedlmduudsxgnanon
changes with the Ovcml! Urban Growth Policies

© o & o

North Natomas Commnmtyl’!an
The NNCP envisions a new urban form for North Natomas that includes a well inteprated mixture of

residential, employment, commercial, and civic uses, interdependent on quality transit service and a radial
network of connections linking activity centars with streets, transit routes, and linear parkways with pedestrian
and bike trails. The plan nurtures neighborhood bonds by providing community services and facilities and
encouraging the formation of neighborhood associations (NNCP, 2). i

_The Land Use program for the NNCP designates the general location, size, relationship, and intensity of land
uses. The NNCP is designed to encourage a balance of jobs and housing-opportunities in the community. It
establishes 2 minimum jobs/housing ratio of 58% for the-Community Plan area and 66% for the City portion of
the Community Plan area. Projects that propose to vary from the land use plan must improve the overall
jobs/housing balance in the community, or otherwise mitigate any impact to the target ratio (NNCP, 6). The
impact on the jobs/housing ratio of any proposed rezone should be analyzed and the commumity-wide
jobs/housing ratio maintained prior to the approval of any rezone (NNCP, 15). The City of Sacramento
considers projects that achieve the target densities for planned development to be consistent with the NNCP
jobs/housing ratio (personal communication, Jeanne Corcoran, City of Sacramento Planning and Building
Department). Table 8 shows the target density for residential development by land use designation and Table 9
shows the target density for Employment Centers. Residential target densities are found on page 6 of the
NNCP and densities of employees per net acre in Employment Centers are found on page 20 of the NNCP.

Table 8. Target Density for Residential Development Within the NNCP Area

Land Use Allowed Density : Target Density
Low Density Residential 3 to 10 umits per acre 7 units per acre
Medium Density Residential 7 to 21 units per acre 12 mits per acre
High Density Residential 11 —29 Units peracre - 22 units per acre
Stz 1 unit per acre 1 unit per acre
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Table 9. Target Density for Employment Centers Development Within the NNCP Area PAGE 8,
Land Use Minimum Employees Average Employees
Per Net Acre Per Net Acre
Employment Center — 30 20 30
Employment Center —40 20 40
Employment Center — 45 20 45
Employment Center — 50 20 50
Employment Center — 65 50 65
Employment Center — 80 65 80

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

Sacramento City Code — Zoning Ordinance
SCC Title 1720 Zoning Districts: Establishes zones within the City of Sacramento that define minimum and
maximum lot sizes and allowed development densities.

R-1-—-Standard Single-Family Zone. This is a low density residential zone composed of single-family detached
residences on lots 2 minimum of 52 feet by 100 feet in size. This zone may also include recreational, religions
and educational facilities as the basic elements of a balanced neighborhood. Minimum lot dimensions are 52
faetbleOﬁetmtmm,GZfeetbleOﬂetcomu‘ Approximate density for the R-1 zone is six to eight
dweﬂmgmwm.

R-lA—Single-FamilyAhamntiveZone."'l'hisisalowmmedimndensityrsidentinlmneimmdedtopexmit
the establishment of single-family, individually owned, attached or detached residences where lot sizes, height,
area and/or setback requirements vary from standard single-family. This zone is intended to accommodate
alternative single-family designs which are determined to be compatible with standard single-family areas and
which might include single-family attached or detached wnits, townhouses, cluster housing, condominiums,
cooperatives or other similar projects. Approximate density for the R-1A zone is 10 dwelling units per acre.
Maximnm density in this zone is 15 dwellingunitspernetam;

EC—Employment Center Zone. This zone is a flexible zone for primarily employment generating uses in a
pedestrian friendly setting with ample private and/or public open space. The EC zone also provides the
opportunity for a variety and mix of supporting uses, including support retail, residential, and light industrial.
The EC zone has several categories of permitted intensity ranging from 30 employees per net acre (EC30) io
80 employees per net acre (EC80). The designation of intensity will be determined by proximity to planned
transit service, freeway/roadway access, maintaining or improving housing opportunities, and maintaining or
improving the environmental qualities within the EC zoned area.

C-2—-General Commercial Zone. This is a general commercial zone which provides for the sale of
commodities, or performance ofsemces,mcludmgrepa:rﬁcdrhs, offices, small wholesale stores or
distributors, and limited processing and packaging.

SCC Title 17.56 Employment Center Zone: Provides the allowable land uses within the EC PUD and defines
the range of development. Within each PUD, acreage shall be designated for primary uses and to nonprimary
uses, Within each PUD, a minimum of 65% and a maximum of 100% of PUD net acreage shall be designated
for, and devoted to, primary uses. Within each PUD, a maximum of 10% of the PUD net acreage shall be
designated for and devoted to support retail uses. 'EC PUDs that are two acres or greater in size will be
required to provide support retail/services uses within a primary use structure or within a stand-alone building.
Within each PUD, ammmmonS%ofﬂ:ePUDnetmgeshaﬂbedesngnmdfmanddevomdm
residential uses.

SCC Title 17.180 Planned Unit Developments (PUDS) Regulations and Maps: The purpose of this chapter is
to provide for greater flexibility in the design of integrated developments than otherwise possibie through strict
application of zoning regulations. It is the intent of this chapter to encourage the design of well-planned
facilities, which offer a variety of housing or other land uses through creative and imaginative planning.
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A PUD designation constitutes an overlay zone. However, approval ofa PUD dwgnﬂtmn or a schematic plan
does not establish an underlying zone or enlarge the uses provided by a zoning classification, or establish the
rights for a special permit.

Anam:ndm:ntmthePtDschamaﬁcplanandlorguidelmsniaybe initiated by the city council, the planning
commission, or by the owner of any parcel of property within the planned unit development. The planning
commission may grant the amendment of a PUD schematic plan and/or guidelines provided that each of the

following conditions are met: -
A mpmpusedamendmemtothePUDschemm:plmandlorgmdelmcsdonotaltarﬂlehe@torsetback
requirements by more than five feet or 10%, whichever is greater, than that set forth in the PUD guidelines;
B. The proposed amendments to the PUD schematic plan and/or guidelines do not change the types or

intensity of land uses.

Except as otherwise provided in the spzcial permit or in the resolution to designate the PUD, no building
permit shall be issued for any building or structure within the boundaries of 2 PUD until the plans submitted
for the building permit have been reviewed by the planning director to determine that said plans conform to a
valid special permit issued for a PUD under this chapter. No building or structure unit within a PUD may be
occupied until an inspection of the project has been made by the planning director to see that all conditions of

the special permit have been complied with.

SCC Title 17.212 Special Permits: . A special permit may be granted at the discretion of the zoning
administrator, planning commissicn or city council and is not the antomatic right of any applicant. In

considering an application for-a special permit, the following guidelines shall be observed:
A. Sound Principles of Land Use.. A special permit shall be granted upon sound principles of land use.
B. Not Injurious. A special permit shall not be granted if it will be detrimental to the public health, safety or
welfare, or if it results in the creation of a nuisance,
C. Mustkelmtoale.Aspemalpumnmemnstcomplywnhﬂmnb_yectmsofth:gmemlorspecxﬁc
plan for the area in which it is to be located.

Impact Assessment
a) Would the pmpnsal conflict with general plm designation or Zoning?

Amswer: Gateway West Business Park Project— No Impact. Friedman Retail Development Project —
Potential Impact.

Potential Impacts: The Friedman Retail Development Project proposes to change 0.35 acre of the SGPU
DEIR land use designation; 0.68 acre of the NNCP land use designation; and rezone 0.68 acre of the
project area.

The designation change results from a need to extend the project site to the south to allow truck passage
behind the retail stores. The project has been designed so as not to necessitate the elimination of any
residential dwelling units planned for the eight affected parcels. The project does not deviate from the
project evaluated in the Gatsway West PUD Initial Study and Negative Declaration (City of Sacramento,
1997). 'l'heGanevrayWestPUDIS/NDfolmdthepmJectconsxstentwnhﬂleSGPUDEm,NNCP and
SCC Zoning Ordinance.

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

Mitigation Musnr'es: None required.
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Would the proposal conflict with applicable environraental plars or policies edopred by agencies with  PAGE 8¢
Jurisdiction over the project?

Apswer: No. Both the Gateway West Business Park Project and Frisdman Retail Development Project
will comply with laws, policies, and regulations of agencies that have jurisdiction over the project.

Would the proposal be incoupatible with existing land use in tie vicinity?

Answer: No. Both the Gateway West Business Park Project and the Friedman Retail Development

Project are compatible with the adjacent, existing, and proposed land use. Adjacent land nses are either
developed as mixed-use residential communities or are designated for development as mixed-use

residential communities. .

Would ihe proposal affect agricultural resources or operations (ag impacis to soils or farwlands, or
mm from incoimnpatible lend uses)?

Answer Gateway West Business Park Project - Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development Project

— Potential Impact.

Potentis] Impacts: The proposed projects would develop land identified as Prime Agricultural Soils ~
Not Irrigated in 1984 by the SGPU DEIR (SGPU DEIR, T-17). The determination is based on soil survey
data and soil maps for the Soil Survey of Sacramento County, CA prepared by the U.S. Conservation
Service in 1986 (now called Natural Resource Conservation Service - NRCS) and data obtzined from the

California Department of Water Resources.
The SGPU DEIR identified the conversion of Prime Agricultural Land in the North Natomas areaasa

significant impact, for which no mitigation was feasible. No part of the project area was designated for
Agricultural use. Therefore, by adopting the Genemlle,ﬂ:eCnyofSacmnentohasplmned for the

significant impact on a program level

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

Mitigation Measures: None required.

Would the proposal disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community Wg
a low-income or minority community)?

Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Park nor the Friedman Retail Development Project will
disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established commumity.

01071_ISEMND_(.doc 10/0172
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2. Population/ Housing PAGE &%

Would the proposal:
Less Than

Potentislly  Significant With  Less Than
 Significett ~ Mitigation  Significam

" &) Cumnulatively exceed official regional or local population e
projections?

b) Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or indirectly
(e.g., through projects in an undeveloped area or extension of
major infrastructure?)

c) Displace existing housing, especially affordable housing?

: ‘Criteris for Determinirg Significance
The evaluation of significance on population housing is based an Questions 2. (a)-(c).in the environmental
checklist.
Impact Mechanisms
Proposedprojeclsthatwonld introduce substantial population growth or make it possible for such growth to

occur would significantly affect population and housing.. Projects that would displace substantial houvsing or
necessitate the construction of replacement housing could also have a significant impact.

Environmentsl Setting.

The Gateway West Business Park and Friedman Retail Development projects are located within the NNCP
area of the City of Sacramento. The SGPU DEIR pmjec:sthe population of North Natomas to increase to
69,899 by 2016. North Natomas is projected to contain 13.3% of the SGPU DEIR s build out population and
capture 31.6% of the City’s growth between 1986 and 2016 (SGPU DEIR, E-25). The NNCP pmjects a

population of 66,495 for the year 2016 (NNCP, 14).

Impact Assessment
a) Would the proposal cumulatively exceed official regional or local population projections?

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

b) Would the proposal induce substantial growth in an area either directly or indirectly (e.g., through
projects in an undeveloped area or extension of major infrastructure?)

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development — Pot=ntial
Impact New job opportmities could lead to an indirect increase in population.

Potential Impacts: The proposed projects will involve the development of 77.85 acres with commercial
and employment center uses. Development will not caiise a direct increase in population. The project will
not result in any change to the number or density of residential units planned in the Gateway West
Business Park PUD. The indirect population increass caused by new job opportumities was address in the
Gateway West Business Park PUD Initial Study and Negative Declaration (City of Sacramento, 1997).
The Gateway West Business Park PUD IS/ND found the project to be consistent with the SGPU DEIR and
NNCP including the jobs/housing balance ratios.

Level of Significance: The proposed project is consistent with the SGPU DEIR and NNCP. Therefore,

14
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the indirect population growth is considered a less than significant impact. _ PAGE q,
Mitigation Measures: None required.
¢) Would the proposal displace existing housing, especiclly affordable housing?

Amnswer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Park Project nor the Friedman Retail Development
Project will displace existing housing and/or deter the construction of other planned developments.
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3. Geology/ Soils

Would the proposal resuit in or expose people io potential impacts
involving:

. LessThm
Porentially  Significant With  Less Than
Significant Mitigstion Significant
Impsct - Incorporation Impact
a) Fault rupture?
b) Strong seismic ground shaking?

c) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

d) Landslides?

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

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

g) A geologic umit or soil that is unstable, or that wounld become

unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or

collapse?

Criteria for Determining Significance
The evaluation of significance on geology and soils is based on Questions 3 (2)~(g) in the envn'onmental
checklist.

Impact Mechanisms

: Geology, seismicity, and soil impact mechanisms include constructing structures not capabie of withstanding
seismic events and/or accelerated erosion caused by soil disturbance.

Environmental Setting

Gatewny West Business Park is located west of Interstate 5 (I-5) between the northeast and southeast corners
of Arena Boulevard and Duckhorn Drive. The Friedman Retail Development site is located south of Arena
Boulevard and west of Duckhorn Drive. The proposed project occurs on the Taylor Monument USGS
Topographic Quadrangle. Elevation of the project study area varies between 10 feet to 15 feet above sea level.
Terrain in the project study area exhibits very little relief.

‘Wallace-Kuhi & Associates (Wallace-Kuhl) conducted soil investigations and prepared a Preliminary
Geotechnical Engineering Report for Gateway West Business Park (Wallace-Kuhl, 1997a). A Caopy of this
report is available at the City of Sacramento. The investigations inciuded drilling 10 test borings to a
maximum depth of 20 feet below site grade. The samples were then analyzed in the laboratory to determine
earthwork, pavement design sections for public roads, parking and driveway pavements, foundation, and fioor
support recommendations. The resuits of the report were included in the geology and soils discussions in the
Gateway West Business Park PUD IS/ND.

Geology
Surface sediments within the project study area derive from the Victor Formation. The Victor Formation is a

complex mixmre of consolidated, ancient river-borne sediments of all textures. Weathering has cansed 2
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bardpan layer to develop near the surface, allowing moderate-to-low rate of rainwater infiltration (SGPU
DEIR, T-1).

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

‘However, thirteen major faults occur within 2 62 mile radius of the City of Sacramento. SGPU DEIR reports
that the City of Sacramento occurs in the California Department of Mines and Geology’s (CDMG) “low” and
“moderate™ earthquake severity zones corresponding to the probable maximum intensity of VII-VIII (Modified
Mercalli Scale). The Mercalli Scale quantifies the severity of an earthquake on a scale from I (Not felt) to XTI
(Damage total). An earthquake rated VI = felt by all; many are frightened and run out doors (damage slight);
VII = everybody runs out doors (damage negligible in buildings of good design); and VIII = damage slight in
specially designed buildings (considerable damage in ordinary substantial buildings). The highest earthquake
severity experienced in Sacramento in recorded history is VI (SGPU DEIR, T-6 - T-11).

Liquefaction is the transformation of a granular material from a solid state to a liquid state as a coasequence of
increased pore-water pressures. Liquefaction can occur in low-lying areas that are comprised cf .
unconsolidated, saturated, clay-free sands and silts. Saturated, sandy soils in loose-to-medium dense cendition
have been observed to liquefy during earthquakes ranging from an intensity of 5.5 — 8.5 on the Richter Scale.
TheSGPUDEIRrepomﬁntthertyofSacmmentooccm'smthmﬂ::hquefncmnoppommtyzoneof
maximum credible earthquakes, Only through geologu: mapping, based on deep subsoil borings, can
liquefaction potential can be estimated.

Soils :
Based on Nann-al Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soil maps for the Soil Survey of Sacramento

County, CA (NRCS April 1993), the project study area contains the soils listed and described below. The soil
“115-Clear Lake clay, hardpan substratum, drained, 0 to 1 percent slopes” is classified by NRCS as a hydric
soil (NRCS March 1992). medsm'bedassoﬂscnntammg? —27% clay, 28 — 50% silt, and less than

52% sand.

115-Clear Lake clay, hardpan substratum, drained, 0 to 1 percent slopes. This very deep and deep,
artificially drained soil is in basins. Permeability is slow. Available water capacity is moderate. The depth
to a seasonal high water table is mainly 60 to 72 inches in winter and early spring, but it can be at a depth of
48 to 60 inches for short perieds. The shrink-swell potential is high. Runoff is very slow. Water erosion is a
slight hazard or is not a hazard at all. The soil is subject to rare fiooding.

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

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

Regulatory Setting

Sacramento City Code
SCC Title 1520 Uniform Building Code (UBC), 15.84 Official Grades, and 15.88 Grading, Erosion, and
Sediment Controls provide standards and specifications that ensure that soil erosion potential is minimized.
UBC also reguiates development to assure that structural damage resulting from soil hazards, liquefaction, and
ground shaking during an earthquake will be less than significant

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit (NPDES)

Pomt source discharge of poliutants into "navigable water" is regulated through the NPDES. All pomt source
discharges must have an NPDES permit (33 U.S.C. 1311). Ground disturbing activities, such as grading, in

excess of 5 acres requires an NPDES permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).
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Impact Assessment
a) Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential impacts involving fault rupture?

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

b) Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential inpacts involving strong seismic ground
shaking?
Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impact Friedman Retail Development — Potential
Impact. :
Potential Impact: The projects propose to develop 77.85 acres (including Special Permits to
construct three office buildings and retail buildings) in a “moderate™ earthquake severity zone.
Thirteen major faulis occur within a 62 mile radius of the City of Sacramento. The SGPU DEIR

reports that the City of Sacramento occurs in the CDMG “low” and “moderate” earthquake severity
zones corresponding to the probable maximum intensity of VI-VII (Modified Mercalli Scale).

The SCC 1520 UBC provides standards and specifications to assure that structural damage resulting
from ground shaking during an earthquake will be less than significant.
Level of Significance: Adherence to SCC 15.20 UBC reduces potential impacts to less than
significant.
Mitigation Measures: None required.

¢) Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential impacts involving seismic-related ground

Jailure, including liguefaction?

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impsct. Friedman Retsil Develupmein ~ Potential
Impact. ) ;
Potential Impact: The projects propose to develop 77.85 acres {including Special Permits to
construct three office buildings and retail buildings) within a liquefaction opportunity zone. The
SGPU DEIR reports that the City of Sacramento is within the liquefaction opportunity zone (5.5 - 8.5

on the Richter Scale) of maximum credible earthquakes. Only through geologic mapping, based on
desp subsoil borings, can liquefaction potential be estimated.

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

Level of Significance: Adherence to SCC 1520 UBC reduces potential impacts to less than
emifi

Mitigation Measures: None required.
d) Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential impacts involving landslides?

Answer: No. The Gateway West Business Park and Friedman Retail Development project sites have
very little topographical relief. The proposed projects do not occur in an area subject to landslides.

¢ Would the proposal result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impact Friedman Retail Development — Potential
Impact.
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Potenhnl Impact: The Gateway West Business Park and Friedman Retail Development projects will ‘
Tequire grading of 77.85 acres. The grading of 77.85 acres could increase the potential for soil
erosion. However, erosion hazards throughout the SGPU DEIR area are considered less than
significant (SGPU DEIR, T-18). SCC Title 15 Chapter 15.88 Grading, Erosion, and Sediment
Controls provides standards and specifications that ensure that soil erosion potential is minimized.
These projects are subject to an NPDES permit program administered by RWQCB. Becanse the
projects propose to disturb more than 5 acres of soil, the project proponent is required to obtain an
NPDES permit from RWQCB prior to grading. The preparation of 2 Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is a requirement of the NPDES permit. Adherence to the NPDES permit
policy will minimize potential erosion impacts.

Lavel of Significance: Less than significant.
Mitigation IMeasures: None required.

) Fould the proposa! result in or expose people to poienticl impects involving expansive soil, creating
substaritia! risks to life or properiy?

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Imipact. Friedman Retail Development ~ Potential
Impact.

Potential Impact: The Gateway West Business Park and Friedman Retail Development projects propose
to develop 77.85 acres (including Special Permits to construct three office buildings and retaii buildings)
on soils identified by NRCS to have high shrink swell potential. Development on expansive soils could
subject property to the hazard of structural damage (SGPU DEIR, T-18).

Test data indicated that the clays present within the near-surface soils have a high plasticity and have a
high to very high potential for expansion (Wallace-Kuhl in Gateway West Business Park PUD IS/ND
1997). Expansive clays can cause distress to fioor slabs; foundations, and flatwork unless special
measures are undertaken. Possible methods to reduce these effects could be to deepen the continuous
perimeter foundations, supporting the structures on deep foundations, importation of granular fill for the
top of building pads, chemical amendment to native soils, and/or post-tensioned foundations (Wallace-
Kuhl in Gat=way West Business Park PUD IS/ND 1997). The Wallace-Kuh! report provides specific
design and procedure recommendations and specifications to reduce potential significant effects from soil
expansion to less than significant. A copy of the Wallace-Kuhl report is available at the City of
Sacramento.

The SCC 15.20 UBC also provides standards and specifications to assure that structural damage resulting
ﬁumexpansivesoﬂswiﬂbelessthansigniﬁm

Level of Significance: Adherence to the recommendations of the Wallace-Kuhl report and to SCC 1520
UBC reduces potential impacts to less than significant. :

Mitigation Measurés: None required.

g Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential impacts involving a geologic unit or soil that
is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liguefaction, or collapse?

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development — Potential
Impact.

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

+
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The results of the Wallace-Kuhl field investigation indicate the near-surface soils to be disturbed and of
variable density. The soils are capable of safely supporting the pavements and one and two story
commercial and office buildings, provided the near-surface soils are recompacted as engineered fili
{Wallace-Kuhl in Gat=way West Business Park PUD IS/ND 1997). Larger commercial and office
buildings will require excavation and recompaction to improve the support capacity of the soils, or
founding the larger structures on deep foundations, such as drilled piers or driven piling (Wallace-Kuhl in
Gateway West Business Park PUD IS/ND 1997). A copy of the Wallace-Kuhl report is available at the
City of Sacramento.

The SCC 1520 UBC also provides standards and specifications to assure that structural damage and risks
10 construction equipment resulting from high groundwater levels will be less than significant.

Level of Significance: Adherence to the recommendations of the Wallace-Kuhl repott and to SCC 1520
UBC reduces potential impacts to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: None required.

20



4. Water
Would ihe proposal result i

a) Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and
amount of surface nmoff?

b) Exposure of people or property to water-related hazards such as
flooding?

¢) Discharge into surface waters or other alteration of surface
water quality (e.g., temperature, dissolved oxygen, or turbidity)?

d) Changes in the amount of surface water in any water body?
¢) Changes in currents, or the course, or direction of water
movements?

f) Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct

additions or withdrawals, or through interception of an aguifer by
cmsormvahonsorﬂ:mughsubsmnallossofgmmdwm

recharge capability?
g) Altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater?

h) Impacts on groundwater quality?

i) Substantial reduction in the amount of groundwater otherwise
available for public water supplies?

!
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Less Then

Significant Mitigation

Impact

Criteria for Determining Significance

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

Incorporation

Gty of Sacras=enmo, CA

Less Than
Significant
Impact

State water quality standards (WQSs) establish threshold values for activities, that when exceeded may result
in significant impacts. The location and magnitude of an impact influence whether water quality will be
significantly affected (personal communication, Sue McConnell, California Regional Water Quality Control

Board, Central Valley Region). The WQS for canstruction projects is the disturbance of five or more acres of
soil. Toreduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant, disturbance of five or more acres of soil

requires an NPDES permit from the RWQCB.
Impact Mechanisms

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

o Grading associated soil disturbance conld cause increased erosion and sedimentation in drainages and

wetlands. Construction equipment could compact soils, leading to accelerated nmoff and concentration in
localized areas prone to sheet erosion and gullying. Disturbing ditch lines, which function as extensions of
the stream network, aiso could resnlt in fine sediment deposition into natural stream courses.

e Hazardous materials associmdwithﬂlgpmposedprojcctwill be limited to those substances associated

N
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with construction equipment, such as gasoline and diesel fuels, engine oil, and hydraulic fluids. An
accidental spill of these substances could contaminate drainages, soils, wetlands, and other
environmentally sensiiive areas.

Potentia] operation-related impact mechanisms for water quality include the foliowing:

e  Reduction of permeable surfaces resulting from development, including asphatlt-paved areas, could cause
increased urban run-off into the existing stormwater system.

o  Hazardous materials, such as gasoline and diesel fuels, engine oil, and hydranlic fluids, could be
contributed to the stormwater system.

Environmentsal Setting

Gateway West Business Park is located west of Interstate 5 (J-5) between the northeast and southeast corners
of Arena Boulevard and Duckhom Drive. The Friedman Retail Development site is located south of Arena
Boulevard and west of Duckhorn Drive. The proposed project occurs on the Taylor Monument USGS
Topographic Quadrangie. Elevation of the project study area varies between 10 feet to 15 feet above sea Jevel.
Terrain in the project study area exhibits very littlz relief.

The Sacramento flood control system diminishes the extent of flood hazard areas, and no portions of the SGPU
DEIR area beyond the leveed channels and floodplains of the Sacramento and American rivers are subjzct to
flooding by a 100-year nm-off event (SGPU DEIR, W-3). No portion of the proposed project occurs in 2 100-
year floodplain (personal commumication, D. Schamber, City of Sacramento Department of Utilities).

The City of Sacramento Department of Utilities provides water to the project site. Approximately 75% of the
potable water for the entire City is obtained from surface waters, the American and Sacramento Rivers and the
remaining 25% is obtained from wells (personal communication, D. Schamber City of Sacramento Department
of Utilities). TheNorﬂiNnmasmxssmedpnmmﬂybysmﬁnesomussuchasﬁnAmmmd
Sacramento Rivers (personal commumication, D. Schamber, City of Sacramento Department of Utilities). The
Natomas Mutnal Water Company provides surface irrigation water (SGPU DEIR, H-1).

Regulatory Setting -
City of Sacramento General Plan
The City of Sacramento Department of Utilities provides water to the project site. City water is provided to
areas in the City as they develop. Placement and sizing of water transmission and distribution lines are
determined by City Staff. After the water distribution facilities have been installed, the City operates and
maintains the system (SGPU DEIR, BE-7). )

North Natomas Comnmmty Plan
Prior to any development occurring, the City Department of Utilities mustvmfythatadequmwat:rsupply
system capacity exists to serve the specific project or will be provided through a funded program and/or a

condition of approval of the project (NNCP, 74).

Sacramento City Code
SCC Title 1520 Uniform Building Code (UBC), 15.84 Official Grades, and 15.88 Grading, Erosion, and

Sediment Controls provide standards and specifications that ensure that soil erosion potential is minimized.

SCC Title 15.88.260 Post-construction Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (PC plan) is required for all projects
to control surface nmoff and erosion and retain sediment on 2 particular site after all pianned final
improvements and/or structures have been installed or erected. The PC plan shall be prepared and submitted
concurrently with the final grading plan.

SCC Title 15.92 Landscaping Requirements for Water Conservation defines standards and procedures for the
design, installation, and management of landscapes in order to utilize available natural and human resources.
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Point source discharge of poliutants into "navigable water” is regulated ﬁn-uughthe NPDES permit system. All
point source discharges must have an NPDES permit (33 U.S.C. 1311). Ground disturbing activities, such as .
grading, in excess of 5 acres requires an NPDES permit from the RWQCB. The preparation of 2 SWPPP is a

.requirement of the NPDES permit. Hazardous material spill prevention and spill cleanup Best management

practices (BMPs), set-forth by the California Stormwater Task Force, March 1993, are included in the SWPPP.
Adherence to the SWPPP reduces the potential for accidental discharge of hazardous materials to a level of less
than significant and minimizes potential impacts to water quality.

Imapsact Assessment

a) Would the proposal rmdz in chenges in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amourt of

b)

0

surface rungfj?

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development — Potential
Impact.

Potential Impact: The Gateway West Business Park and Friedman Retail Development projects would
increase the amount of impervious surface area on the project site, whick would increase the amount of
surface nmoff. The impervious surfaces will require an on-site storm drain system to deliver runoff from
the site to Detention Basin 72, Detention Basin 8c, and the Natomas West Drainage Canal. The Gateway
West Business Park Project norih of Arena Bonlevard drains to Basin 8c. The Gateway West Boulevard
south of Arena Boulevard and Friedman Retail Development drain into Detention Basin 7a.

Storm water from building roofs will be routed either directly into the underground storm drainage system
or will drain from roof down spouts across paved areas and be collected in parking lot drain inlets. The
parking lots will sheet drain into on-site drain inlets. The on-site drainage system will discharge to a pipe
system that is connected to Detention Basin 7a and 8c respectively. The Detention Basins provide water
quality treatment and regulate the discharge of drainage to 0.1cfs/acre for storms up to the 100-year return

Level of Significance: Less than significant.
Mitigation Measurzs: None required.
Would the proposal result in exposure of people or property to water-related hazards such as flooding?

Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Park nor the Friedman Retail Development projects
occur within a 100-year fiood plain.

Would the proposal result in discharge into surface waters or other alteration of surface water quality
(e.g., temperature, dissolved oxygen, or turbidity)?

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development — Potential
Impact.

Potential Impact: Grading activities could temporarily result in 2 minimal increase in siltation and
sedimentation into the existing stormwater system. The Gateway West Business Park Project combined
with the Friedman Retail Development Project will require grading of 77.85 acres for development of the
project sites. Each project is subject to the Comprebensive Stormwater Management Plan and SCC Title
15.88 Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Controls, which provides standards and specifications that ensure
that impacts to water quality are minimized during construction activities. Under SCC Title 15.88.260
Post-construction Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (PC Plan), the project is required to prepare a PC
Plan. The PC Plan controls surface mmoff and erosion and retains sediment on 2 particular site after

01071_ISEMND_(S.doc 10/0L/02
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construction: These standards and specifications conform to thePrecannunmyMeasmes for Construction i
outlined in the SGPU DEIR.

Both projects are regulated by the NPDES administered by RWQCB. Because each project proposes to
disturb more than 5 acres of soil, the project proponent is required to obtain an NPDES permit from
RWQCB.

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

Mitigation Measures: None required.

b

Would the proposal result in changes in the amount of surface water in any water body?

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development — Potential
Impact.

. Potential Impact: Urben nmoff from the commercial and employment center development would

increase the amount of surface runoff to Natomas West Drainage Canal and then to the Sacramento River.
However, the project is subject to the Comprehensive Stormwater Management Program and SCC Title
15.88.260 Post-construction Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (PC Plan). Adherence to the City's
regulations would be effective in reducing the volume of surface nmoff from the site.

Level of Significance: Less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: None required.

Would the proposal result in changes in currents, or the course, or direction of water movements?

- Answer: No. Neither the Gmwny West Business Park nor the Friedman Retzil Development projects

will directly affect any watercourse.

Would the proposal result in a change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct additions
or withdrawals, or through interception of an aguifer by cuts or excavations or through substantial loss
of groundwater recharge capability?

Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Park nor the Friedman Retail Development projects
will change the quantity of groundwater. Both projects will obtain water from the City, which draws
water from surface sources.

Would the proposal result in altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater?

Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Park nor the Friedman Retail Development projects
will alter the direction or rate of flow of groundwater. Both projects will obtain water from the City,
which draws water from surface sources.

Would the proposal result in impacts on groundwater guality?

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development — Potential
Impact.

Potential Impact: Both the Gateway West Business Park Project and the Friedman Retail Development
Project would result in an increase in poliutants from urban uses in the area. However, the projects will
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- reduce the area of permeable soil. Therefore, impacts of pollutants contributed by the project are likely to AEE I
be concentrated as runoff and not as recharge of the groundwater supply. Detention Basins 7a and 8¢

provide water quality treatment of nmoff resulting from the project.
Level of Significance: Less than significant.
Mitigation lMensnres: None required.

i) Would the proposal resalt in subsianticl reduction in the amount of grouzndwater otherwise available
Jor public water supplies?

Answer: No. Surface water supplies are sufficient to serve the Gateway West Business Park and
Friedman Retail Development projects.
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5. Air Quality PAGE [C
‘Would the proposal:
Less Than
Potentiglly ~ Significsnt With  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporstion Impact

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

b) Expose sensitive receptors to polhutants?

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

d) Create objectionable odors?

Criteria for Determining Significance =5
The “Air Quality Thresholds of Significance” manual (Manual; 1994 First Edition) published by the
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) provides the means to identify
potentially significant adverse impacts of the proposed project. The Sigmificance Criteria were revised on 28
March 2002. The Manual evaluates projects in three phases: Phase I (grading phase), Phase I (construction of
roadways, structures, and facilities), and Operational Phase (long-term emissions). Significance thresholds for
the three phases of a project are listed in Table 10.

Table 10. Air Quality Thresholds of Si

ROG NO, PMpw

Phase ] - Grading Activities : NA 8ppd 275 ppd
Phase I - Construction Activities N/A 8ppd 275ppd
Operational Phase — Long Term Emissions _ 65ppd _ 65ppd 275 ppd
N/A = Not applicable

ppd =pounds perday

Ambient Air Quality — Emissions Concentrations
The California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) are the criteria for emissions concentrations
significance. A project (or project phase) is considered significant if

1) The project’s contribution violates CAAQS carbon monoxide (CO) threshold of 20.00 parts per
million (ppm) in peak 1-hour or 9.00 ppm in 8-hour samples; or

2) The project’s contribution plus the background level violates the CAAQS CO threshold 0f 20.00 ppm
in peak 1-hour or 9.00 ppm in 8-hour samples; and
a) A sensitive receptor is located within a quarter-mile of the project, or
b) The project’s contribution exceeds five percent of the CAAQS threshold 0f20.00 ppm in peak 1-
bour or 9.00 ppm in 8-hour samples.

Qualitstive Long-term Emission Thresholds
e Potential to create or be near an objectionable odor.
s Potential for accidental release of air toxic emissions or acutely hazardous materials.
e Potential to emit an air toxic contaminant regulated by SMAQMD or listed on a federal or state air
toxic list.
o Buming of hazardous, medical, or municipal waste as waste-to-energy facility. :
e Potential to produce 2 substantial amount of wastswater or potential for toxic discharge.
e Sensitive receptors located within a quarter mile of toxic emissions or near CO hot spots.

726
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e Carcinogenic or toxic contaminant emissions that exceed or comiribute to an excesdence of
SMAQMD actlon level for cancer (one in one million), chronic and acute risks.

On page A-3 of the Manual (SMAQMD), Table A~4 identifies the appro:umm size of some typicai
development types that may have emissions that exceed the quantitative thresholds listed above. The trigger
levels are intended as a general indication of projects that are near the threshold and do not necessarily obviate
the model for analysis provided in the Manual (SMAQMD). The SMAQMD recommends further analysis for
projects within 10% of the trigger Jevel

Significance Criteria Trigger Levels
e Office Park 290,000 square feet
e Quality Restauramt 34,000 square feet
e Fast Food Restaurant 5,000 square feet
e Shopping Center 30,000 square feet
o Motel 7 375 rooms

Impact Mezchanisms

Dust created during construction and emissions from Phase I and Phase II construction activities (including
vehicle trips from construction employees) are sources of impacts .on air quality. Long-term impacts on air
quality arise from vehicle trips to and from commercial and employment center land uses during the
Operationai Phase.

Environmental Setting

The project sitz is located within the Sacramento Valley, which.is bounded by the Coast Range to the west and
the Sierra Nevada to the east. A sea level gap in the Coast Range is located to the southwest and the
intervening terrain is flat. The prevailing wind direction is from the southwest, resuiting in marine breezes.
During the winter, northerly winds occur more frequently, but-southerly winds predominate.

The air quality of a region is determined by the air pollutant emissions (quantities and type of pollutants
measured by weight) and by ambient air quality (the concentration of pollutants within a specified volume of
air). Airpollutants are characterized as primary and secondary pollutants. Primary poliutants are those .
emitted directly into the air, for example carbon monoxide (CO), and can be traced to 2 single pollutant source.
Secondary pollutants are those pollutants that form through chemical reactions in the atmosphere, for exampie
reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) combine to form ozone.

The SGPU DEIR identified urban emission sources in the Sacramento Valley as the primary source of air
quality problems (SGPU DEIR, Z-6). The NNCP area comprises 14.4% of the SGPU DEIR area (SGPU
DEIR, Z-16). The SGPU DEIR found that, at the time of the SGPU DEIR’s preparation, North Natomas was
contributing approximately 0.21% of the region’s ROG and 0.19% of the region’s NO, emissions. The SGPU
DEIR found that after plan build out traffic originating in the NNCP area would produce 1.97% of the region’s
ROG and 1.77% of the region’s NO, traffic emissions (SGPU DEIR, Z-59). The SGPU DEIR states that
(SGPU DEIR, Z-60), “Traffic-related emission increases associated with build out of the SGPU DEIR would
worsen existing ozone problems in the Sacramento region. This represents an unavoidable significant adverse
impact.”

The SGPU DEIR found that, at the time of the SGPU DEIR’s preparation, roadways in North Natomas were
generally uncongested and, as a result, no part of the NNCP area exceeded federal or state 1-hour and 8-hour
standards for CO (SGPU DEIR, Z-52). The intersection of Interstate 5 and Interstate 80 was estimated to
exceed the state 1-hour standard and the federal and state 8-hour standards for CO after SGPU DEIR build out
(SGPU DEIR, Z-52). Violations of CO air quality standards are also expected at congested intersections of
major arterials in North Natomas (SGPU DEIR, Z-69). The SGPU DEIR states that (SGPU DEIR, Z-69),
“Mitigation measures are not expected to reduce projected CO concentrations to 2 level below state and federal
standards. Therefore, unavoidable significant adverse impacts are expected in this area.”

The Gateway West and Cambay West PUD Development Guidelines provide an Air Quality Mitigarion
Strategry that includes a Transportation Systems Management Strategy. The foliowing design features would
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lead to a reduction in ROG emissions generated by the project by reducing single-occupancy vehicles:

1) Density Clusters: Densities within the PUD have been clustered. Multi-family sites, which will have
the highest concentration of residents, are located adjacent to neighborhood commercial and
employment center uses. This allows easy and convenient access to shopping and employment.

2) Street System Design: The PUD is based on a system of interconnectzd streets that diffuse traffic
throughout the community by providing a choice of routes. The result is to minimize traffic
congestion during peak hours. Where cul-de-sacs are utilized, most open onto park, open space and
trail amenity, or access corridor providing direct access for pedestrians and bicyclists to the
circulation system.

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

.. commercial, and employment centers from residential neighborhoods while remaining on a trail.

4) Shade Trees: The PUD design includes shade trees along all streets. The trees will provide an

attractive shade canopy over pedestrians and cyclists using the sidewalks.

Regulatory Setting .
The Federal Clean Air Act of 1967, as amended, established air quality standards for several pollutants. These
standards are divided into primary and secondary standards. Pmarystandm-dsmdslgnedtoprotectpubhc
health and secondary standards are designed to protect other values. California has adopted its own, more
stringent, standards. Table 11 compares the state air quality standards with the federal standards.

Table 11. Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Polhutant Averaging Time California National
Ozone 1-hour _ 0.09 ppm 0.12 ppm
Carbon Monoxide 8-hour 5.0 ppm 9.0 ppm
. l-hour 20.0 ppm 35.0 ppm
Nitrogen Dioxide ' Annual N/A _ 0.05 ppm
1-hour 025 ppm N/A
Sulfur Dioxide , . Annual N/A 0.03 ppm
. 24-hour 0.05 ppm 0.14 ppm.
1-hour 025 ppm N/A .
Suspended Particulates (PMj;)  Annual Average' 30 ;.l.glm 50 pg/m’
24-hour 50 pg/m’ 150 pg/m’
Sulfates 24-hour 25 pg/m® N/A
Lead 30-day average 1.5 ug/m® NA
Calendar quarter N/A 1.5 pg/m’
Hydrogen Sulfide 1-hour 0.03 ppm N/A
Vinyl Chloride 24-hour 0.010 ppm N/A
Visibility deucm; Particles 1-observation Visibility <10 miles

~ !'The state PM,, standard is for the geometric mean of all measurements. The federal standard is based upon
arithmetic mean of all measurements.

ppm = parts per million. pg/m® = micrograms per cubic meter. N/A = Not applicable.
Source: California Air Resources Board, California Air Quality Data, Annual Summary, Vol. XX, 1989.

In 1997, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) designated the Sacramento Air Quality
Maintenance Area as a non-attainment area for ozone and CO. The Sacramento Valley Air Basin was
designated a non-attainment area for ozone, CO, and PM,, under the provisions of the California Clean Air Act

(ARB-T, 1990).

Sacramento Air Quality Management District

District Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust will apply during the construction phases of the project. District Rule 403
states that:

"
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A person shall take every reasonable precaution not to cause or allow the emissions of fugitive dust from PAQE‘ o
being airborne beyond the property line from which the emission briginates, from any construction, handling -
or storage activity, or any wrecking, excavation, grading, clearing of land or solid waste disposal operation.
Reasonable precautions shall include, but are not limited to:
e Use, where possible, of water or qhenumls for control of dust in the demolition of existing buildings
or structures, construction operations, the construction of roadways or the clearing of land.
o Application ofasphnlt,oxl,mr or suitable chemicals on dirt roads, mmenalssmakpﬂrs,and other
surfaces which can give rise to airbome dusts;
e  Other means approved by the Air Pollution Control Officer.

City of Sacramento General Plan
The SGPU DEIR includes the following goals and policies that pertain to air quality management (SGPU

DEIR, C-43 — C-44):

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

Transportation Planning — Goal A: Work toward a comprehensive transportation plan that identifies needs,
integrates the existing transportation network with plan growth and proposes new facilities.

Goal A - Policy 6: Develop an Air Quality Improvement Program, which will mclude strategies and specific
programs that reduce an- polluhon.

North Natomas Comnmty Plan . '

The NNCP Air Quality Mitigation Strategy focuses on reducing emissions of ozone precursor, especially ROG
emissions (NNCP, 48).” Emissions problems are amenable to solution through implementation of
Transportation Syst=ms'Management Programs (TSM) and localized traffic flow improvement measures,
design and arrangement of site, structures, parking, and landscaping (NNCP, 48). The NNCP includes the
following goals and policies that permin to air quality management (NNCP, 48 — 49):

Air Mitigation Strate
A Development in North Natomas shall comply with the Federal and California Clean Air Acts.

B. The Air Quality Mikigation Strategy shall have as a goal 2 35% community-wide daily reduction in vehicle
and other related reactive organic compound emissions at build out. The base on-road vehicle emission level
prior to reduction will be established from an all single occupancy vehicle condition,

C. Structure the community and each development to minimize the number and length of vehicle trips.
lementing Policies:
Achieve 35 Percent Reduction in Emissions: The City Planning and Public Works Departments with the

SMAQMD will verify that a 35% community-wide reduction in projected ROG emissions will result from
successful implementation of the Air Quality Strategy.

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

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

Sacramento City Code
SCC Title 15 Buildings and Construction provrdcs direction for dust abatement measures. These measures

belp ensure the limitation of PM,;, impacts to the Sacramento Valiey Air Basin during Phase I and Phase II
construction activities.
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SCC Title 17.184 Transportation Systems Management Program (TSM) establishes' TSM requirements

-for employers and developers within the city in order to meet the 35 percent trip reduction goal. These

requirements promote alternative commute modes in order to rednce traffic congestion, optimize use of

the transportation system, and improve air quality. - .
Development Reguirements
A. Mincr Projects (25 — 99 employees). The property owner of every minor project shall provide the
facilities to post information on altsrnative commute modes. Also, the property owner shall coordinate
with the appropriate transit agency(s) and regional ridesharing agency to maintain and provide current
information.
B. Mzjor Projects (100 or more employees). The property owner of every major project shall be required
to obtain a transportation management plan (TMP) permit subject to approval by the planning director and
the traffic engineer.

The approval shall be conditioned upon compliance with the following provisions:

.l. Comply with the regulations applicable to minor projects as specified in subsection A of this
section.

2. Designate a transportation coordinator for the project.

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

a. Commute modes of all employees currently occupying the project,

b. Progress toward attainment of the alternative commute mode goal of the city,

c. If alternative commute mode goal has not been attained, a plan for additional TSM measures
shall be implemented;

4. Prepare an approved TMP to provide facilities and a framework for services conducive to attaining
the altemative commut= mode goal designated for the project.

The measures to be included in the TMP shall be selected by the applicant; however, the planning
director and traffic engineer may deny the applicant the right to utilizea particular measure(s) if the
standards specified for that measure(s) are not met. Afier approval by the planning director and traffic
engineer, the plan shall be binding upon the property owner and any successors in interest.

The plan obligations shall either be included in the covenants, conditions and restrictions prepared for
the development and recorded as part of that document, or separately recorded. The filing fee for this
shall be in an amount specified by resolution of the city council. At any time after the original

permit
planhasbeenappmvﬂﬁxepmpertyowncrmayrequﬂmdnﬁ@mofthephnbyﬂmgm
application and processing fee, in the amount specified by resolution of the city council.

Implementation requirements and methods for compliance shall be contained in the developer TSM
handbook. The City Transportation Engineer and City Pianning Director shall perform the actual
calculanonofcrednstowardme:ungtheBS%n'lpreducnongoaL ‘These calculations shall take into

account the package of measures.
- Impact Assessment
a) Would the proposal violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development - Potential
Impact. The Sacramento Valley Air Basin is 2 non-attainment area for ozone precursors (ROG and NO,),
PM;y, and CO. Both projects will contribute ROG, NO,, PM,,, and CO emissions into the non-attainment
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area during Phase I, Phase II, and the Operational Phase of the project.

Potential Impact: Phase I - Short-terin Emissions

Phase I (grading activities) will generate emissions of ROG, NO,, and PM,,. Table 12 compares the
proposed projects with the SMAQMD Significance Criteria Trigger Levels.

Table 12. The Proposed Project and the SMAQMD Significance Criteria Trigger Levels

Land Use Trigger Level , Proposed Project Percent Over
Office Park 250,000 square feet 731,000 square fect 66% .
Shopping Center 30,000 square feet 107,700 square fest 39%

The proposed projects exceed the Significance Criteria Trigger Levels by more than the 10% allowed in
the Manual (SMAQMD, A-3). This eliminates the necessity to estimate potential emissions. The
SMAQMD has also indicated that unless it is known what specific equipment the contractor will use (year,
make, and model) and for what duration the contractor will use the equipment, estimating emissions for
Phase I and Phase II is not accurate enough to be reliable (personal communication, P. Stafford).

The project is subject to SCC Title 15.40.050 Construction Site. Regulations, Conirol Dust and Mud and
SMAQMD District Rule 403.

Level of Significance: Less than significant with mitigation incorporation.

Mitigation Messures: The SMAQMD provided the following mitigation measures to reduce the
emission of ROG, NO,, and PM), (personal communication, P. Stafford). _

MM 5-1 Prior to approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractor shall enclose,
cover, or water all soil piles twice daily.

MM5-2 - Priorto approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractor shali water
all exposed soil twice dsily.

MM 5-3 Prior to approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractor shall water

) all haul roads twice daily.

.MM 54 Prior to approval, all grading plans will show that the construction contractor shall

2 & maintain at least two feet of freeboard on trucks when hauling loads. .

MM 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.

MM 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 for Grading and Erosion and Sediment Control to reduce or eliminate
the tracking of sediment onto public rights-of-way or streets.

MM 5-7 The construction contractor shall maintain construction equipment (stationary and mobile)
in optimum running condition.

MM 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 andNO These
measures may incinde, but are not limited to, the following:

° Useofhavydutyoﬁ'roadvehxcleeqmpm:ntﬂmtwﬁlachxcveNO and particuiate
. matter reduction;

° Exhanstﬁumoﬂ:‘maddxselpowemdeqmpmemﬂnotexeeed@ﬁopamyand

e  Appropriate documentation and/or on-site monitoring as deemed acceptable to the
City of Sacramento. :

Level of Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.

Potential Impact: Phase I - Short-term Emissions :
Phase II (construction activities) will generate emissions of ROG, NO,, and PM,. As shown in Table 9,
the proposed projects, with the exception of the quality restaurant and hotel/motel uses, exceed the

-
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Significance Criteria Trigger Levels by more than the 10% aliowed in the Manual (SMAQMD, A-3). This PAGE |O’
eliminates the necessity to estimate potential emissions.

Level of Significance: Less than significant with mitigation incorporation.

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

Level of Sigﬁiﬁumee After Mitigation: Less'than significant.

Potential Impact: Operational Phase ~ Long-term Emissions

The Operational Phase will generate emissions of ROG, NO,, and PM;,. As shown in Table 9, the
propased projects, with the exception of the quality restaurant and hotel/motel uses, exceed the
Significance Criteria Trigger Levels by more than the 10% allowed in the Manual (SMAQMD, A-3). This
eliminates the necessity to estimate potential emissions.

The SGPU DEIR found that after plan build out, traffic originating in the NNCP area would produce

- 1.97% of the region’s ROG and 1.77% of the region’s NO, traffic emissions (SGPU DEIR, Z-59). The
SGPU DEIR states that, “Traffic-related emission increases associated with build out of the SGPU DEIR
would worsen existing ozone problems in the Sacramento region. This represenis an unavoidable
significant adverse impact (SGPU DEIR, Z-60).” Violations of CO air quality standards are also expected
at congested intersections of major arterials in North Natomas (SGPU DEIR, Z-£9). The SGPU DEIR
states that, “Mitigation measures are not expected to reduce projectad CO concentrations to a level below
state and federal standards. Therefore, unavoidable significant adverse impacts are expected in this area
(SGPU DEIR, Z-69).”

Of'the 77.85combined acres of the Gateway West Business Park and Friedman Retail Development
project sites, the SGPU DEIR designates 77.5 acres for Regional Commercial and Offices. The Friedman
Retail Development Project proposes an amendment of the SGPU DEIR to designate 035 acre of Low
Density Residential for Regional Commercial. The proposed project is consistent with the original SGPU
DEIR land use designations. The SGPU DEIR plannzd for development of the site and found that air

quality impacts are unavoidable.

The SGPU DEIR aims to reduce ROG, NO,, PM,, and CO emissions through the implementation of the
Circulation Element’s Transportation Planning goals and objectives (i.c., strategies and specific programs
that reduce air poliution). Likewise, the NNCP strives to improve air quality by setting the goal of a 35%
reduction of emissions at build out. To achieve its goals, the City of Sacramento has implemented the
TSM program, through SCC Title 17.184. Localized CO probiems are alleviated through the
implementation of the TSM program: traffic flow improvement measures, design, and arrangement of
structures, parking, and landscaping. SCC Title 17.184.10 establishes the requirements for employers and
developers to meet the 35% trip reduction goal by providing developments within North Natomas with
additional measures to achieve a 50 % reduction (an additional 15%) in each PUD. SCC Title 17.184
requires “major projects” to prepare 2 TSM and to obtain 2 TMP permit prior to project approval. ‘The
City Transportation Engineer and City Planning Director evaluats the TSM and TMP and calculate the
actual trip reduction.

To achieve the 50% reduction, the City of Sacramento has approved an overall master TMP to assist
development within the Gateway West and Cambay West PUD. Every “major project” in the PUD is
required to obtain 2 TSM Plan permit subject to approval by the Plamming Director and Traffic Engineer.
A “major project” is a primary place of business for more than 100 employees based on the employee
generation rates of 3.3 employees per 1,000 square feet. The Gateway West Business Park is expected to
generate 2,746.26 employees and the Friedman Retail Development Project is expected to generate 780.12
employees. Therefore both projects are required to submit a TSM Plan per City Code (SCC Title 17.184).

Impact Sigpificance: Less than significant. The project sites were evaluated in the SGPU DEIR for
development as commercial and employment center development The unavoidable significant adverse
impacts on air quality resulting from build out of the general plan have been identified on 2 program level.
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Mitigation Measures: None required. ' _ ’ > s

PR Y

Vould the proposal expose sensitive recepiors to polintants? Ve

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development — Potential
Impact The U.S. EPA and the California Air Resources Board established ambient air quality standards.
These projects will emit concerirations of CO that could expose sensitive receptors to pollutants.

Potential Impsact: Phase L. and Pizase 1. — Short-term Ambient Air Quality

Phase I (grading activities) and Phase IT (construction activities) will contribute temporary CO emissions
to the ambient air quality. As shown in Table 9, the proposed projects, with the exception of the quality
restaurant and hotel/motel uses, exceed the Significance Criteria Trigger Levels by more than the 10%
allowed in the Manual (SMAQMD, A-3) This eliminates the necessity to estimate potential CO

emissions.
Level of Significemee: Less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measures: Implementation of MM 5-1 through MM 5-8 will be sufficient to reduce
potentially significant impacts to less than significant. ‘
Level of Significance After Mitigetion: Less than significant.

Potential Impact: Operational Phzse— Long-tarm Ambient Air Quality

The Operational Phase of the proposed projects will contribute traffic volumes that will result in a likely
violation of the state 1-hour standard and the federal and state 8-hour standards for CO. As shown in
Table 9, the proposed project, with the exception of the quality restanrant and hotel/motel uses, exceed the
Significance Criteria Trigger Levels by more than the 10% allowed in the Manual (SMAQMD, A-3). This
eliminates the necessity to estimate potential emissions.

The intersection of Interstate 5 and Interstate 80 was estimated to exceed the state 1-hour standard and the
federal and state 8-hour standards for CO after SGPU DEIR build out (SGPU DEIR, Z-52). Violations of
CO air quality standards are also expected at congested intersections of major arterials in North Natomas
(SGPU DEIR, Z-69). The SGPU DEIR states that (SGPU DEIR, Z-69), “Mitigation measures are not
expected to reduce projected CO concentrations to a level below state and federal standards. Therefore,

unavoidable significant adverse impacts are expected in this area.”

The SGPU DEIR aims to reduce ROG, NO,, PM,, and CO emissions through the impiementation of the
Circulation Element’s Transportation Planning goals and objectives (i.c., strategies and specific programs
that reduce air pollution). Likewise, the NNCP strives to improve air quality by setting the goal of a 35%
reduction of emissions at build out. To achieve its goals, the City of Sacramento has implemented the
TSM program, through SCC Title 17.184. Localized CO problems are alleviated through the
implementation of the TSM program: traffic flow improvement measures, design, and arrangement of
structures, parking, and landscaping. SCC Title 17.184.10 establishes the requirements for employers and
developers to meet the 35% trip reduction goal by providing developments within North Natomas with
additional measures to achieve a 50 % reduction (an additional 15%) in each PUD. SCC Title 17.184
requires “major projects” to prepare 2 TSM and to obtain 2 TMP permit prior to project approval. The
City Transportation Engineer and City Planning Director evaluate the TSM and TMP and calculate the
actual trip reduction.

To achieve the 50% reduction, the City of Sacramento has approved an overall master TMP to assist
development within the Gateway West and Cambay West PUD. Every “major project” in the PUD is
required to obtain 2 TSM Plan permit subject to approval by the Planning Director and Traffic Engineer.
A “major project” is a primary place of business for more than 100 employees based on the employee
generation rates of 3.3 employees per 1,000 square feet. The Gateway West Business Park is expected to
generate 2,746.26 employees and the Friedman Retail Development Project is expected to generate 780.12
employees. Therefore both projects are required to submit a TSM Plan per City Code (SCC Title 17.184).
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Impact Significance: Less than significant. The project sites wers evaluated in the SGPU DEIR for
development as commercial and employment center development. The unavoidable significant adverse
impacts on air quality resulting from build out of the general plan have been identified on 2 program level.

Mitigation Measares: None required. ]
Would the pmpasal alter air movement, moisture, nrumpemumz, or cmse’mry dxm!ge in climate?

&'-

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impact. Fneﬂmn Retail Development — Potential
Impact.

Potential Impact: The proposed projects will increase the acreage of asphalt-paved surface on the project
site. The increased area of paved surface could lead to a temperature increase. However, pursuant to the
North Natomas Development Guidelines and the Gateway West and Cambay West PUD Development
Guidelines, project design includes the planting of shade trees along all streets in the project area. The

~ shade trees would help alleviate the potentially significant impact of rising temperatures.

¥

Level of Significance: Less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: None required.

Would the proposal create objectionable edors?

Answer: Gateway West Business Park — Potential Impact. Friedman Retail Development — Potential
Impact.

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

Level of Significance: Less than significant. The odors will be temporary and wouid not affect a
substantial number of people. . .

Mitigation Measures: None required.
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6. Trausportation/ Circulation

Would the proposal result in:
Less Than .
Potentislly  Significnt With  Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporation Impact

a) Increased vehicle trips or traffic congestion?

- - £ -
-

b) Hazards to safety from design foatures (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersection) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

c) Inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses?

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

e) Hazards or barriers for pedestrian or bicyclists?

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

) Rail, waterborne, or air traffic xmpacts"

Criteria for Determining Significance
The City of Sacramento has established a significance threshold for traffic impacts at a level of service (LOS)
standard of worse than C. The City has established a five second threshold for determining significance of
impacts to intersections that already exceed the LOS C standard. The NNCP designates streets to achieve the
LOS C standard and 2 LOS D on freeway ramps and arterial-street intersections (NNCP, 38).

Impact Mechznisms

Projects that create a significant increase in traffic, exceed adopted traffic service standards, increase waffic
hazards, result in inadequate emergency access, or exceed parking capacity could result in a significant impact.

Environmental Setting

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

to the east.

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) is planned to serve the project study area. Bus routes on Arena
Boulevard will provide bus transit service to the project study area.
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Regulatory Setting
City of Sacramento General Plan

The following goals and policies in the Circulation Element of the SGPU DEIR direct transportation and
circulation plamiing decisions in the City of Sacramento and are applicable to the proposed project:

Overall Goals (SGPU DEIR, C-43)

Goal A: Create a safe, efficient surface transportation network for the movement of people and goods.

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

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

T ortation Planning (SGPU D C-43-C-44

Goal A: Work toward a comprehensive transportation plan that identifies needs, integrates the existing
transportation network with planned growth, and proposes new facilities. -

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

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

Streets and Roads (SGPU D C-44

Goal A: Create a major street system, which will ensure the safe and efficient movement of people and goods
within the and through communities and to other areas in the City and region.

Policy 1: Explore actions, which allow for the prioritization, planning, and construction of new facilities.
Goal B: Maintain the quality of the City’s street system.

T ion Svs SGPU DEIR. C-44
Goal A: Increase the commute vehicle occupancy rate by 50%.

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

Policy 2: Support actions/ordinances/development agreements that reduce peak hour trips.
Goal B: Increase the capacity of the transportation system.

Policy 1: Support programs to improve traffic flow.

Transit (SGPU DEIR. C-46)
Goal A: Promote 2 well-designed beavily patronized light rail and transit system.

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

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

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

Parking (SGPU DEIR. C-46)

Goal A: Provide adequate off-street parking for new development and reduce the impact of on street parking
in established areas.
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Policy 1: Conﬁnue to use parking standards, which will provide adequate off-street parking. AL /.

Pohcy4 Conunueto usetheprefmnnnlpaﬂnn, programmresxdennal areas where traffic and on strest
parking generated from nonresidential projects would otherwise have a negative impact.

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

" Pedestrian Ways (SGPU DEIR, €-47)

Goal A: Increase the use of the pedestrian mode as a mode of choice for all areas of the City.

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

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

Pol;é; 3: Encourage new commercial and office establishments to develop and enhance pedestrian pathways
using planting, trees, and creating pedesman crosswalks through parking areas or over major barriers such as
freeways or canais.

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

Policy 5: Require developments to provide street-separated pedesirian access to shopping centers, business
activity centers, and transit stations.

Bikeways (SGPU DEIR, C47)
Goal A: Develop bicycling as a major transportation mode.
Policy 1: Develop bikeways to facilities commuting to and from major trip generators.

_Policy 2: Require major employment centers (50 or more total employess) to install showers, lockers, and
. secure paﬂ:ingm for bicyclists as part ofany entitlement.

Policy 3: Maintain pubhc bikeways in a manner that promotes their use, by developmg a continuous repair and
maintenance program.

' North Natomas Community Plan
The following Guiding Policies direct City planning decisions in the North Natomas Commumty-

Circuiation (NNCP. 38
A. Link all land uses with all modes of transportation.

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

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

D. Minimize air quality impacts through direct street routing, providing 2 support network for zero-emission
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians, and sizing streets suitable to the distance and speed of the traveler. '

E. Provide multiple routes and connections to adjacent developments.

Vehicuiar Street S CP. 39

A. Size and layout of the major street system shonld be based on traffic projections that assume successful
implementation of trip and emission reduction programs.
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B. Street system capacity shall be based on no greater than the 2016 traffic projections for North Natomas.
C. Develop street cross-sections that encourage all streets to be as pedestrian friendly as possible.

Transit S CP. 41
A. Because of the interdependence of the transit and land use, transit service must be available for each

development phase.

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

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

D. Design for phased implementation of transit corridors to accommodate intermediate stages of land use
development.

 E. Maximize rider access to transit stops and stations.
F. Minimize air quality impacts of transit service by providing a support network for zero-emission transit
vehicles,

Pedestrian/ B CP. 46 )
A. Provide a system of on-street bxcycle routes and off-street bicycle paths that connect all residential
neighborhoods with activity centers in order to increase the likelihood of a person choosing the bicycle asa

commute mode.

B. Create pedestrian circulation opportunities and avoid impeding pedestrian or bicycle circulation with
_ private development.

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

Transportation Systems Management (NNCP. 47)

A. Each non-residential project shall comply with the Citywide Transportation Systems Management (TSM)
Ordinance and a Transportation Management Plan shall be required.

Air Quality (NNCP. 48)
A. Development in North Natomas shall comply with the Federal and California Clean Air Acts.

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

C. Structure the community and each development to minimize the number and length of vehicle trips.
Parkin, ent (NNCP. 49

A. Parking standards should be st to reasonably accommodate employees and clients for whom alternate
mode commuting is not a realistic option. ,

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

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

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

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

Sscramento City Code
SCC Title 17.64.020 Parking Requirements By Land Use Type defines the minimum and maximum
number of parking spaces that are required by iand use type.

SCC Title 17.64.050 F. Handicap Parking Requirements requires parking facilities to comply with the
requirements of Title 24 of the Uniform Building Code (SCC Title 15.20).

SCC Title 17.64.050 Bicycle Parking Requirements requires bicycle-parking facilities to be provided
and maintained as specified below at a ratio of one bicycle parking facility for every 20 off-street
vehicle parking spaces required. Fifty (50) percent of the required bicycle parking facilities shall be
Class L. The remaining facilities may be Class 1, Class II or Class ITI.

SCC Title 17.184 Transportation Systems Management Program (TSM) establishes TSM requirements
for employers and developers within the city in order to meet the 35 percent trip reduction goal. These
requirements promote alternative commute modes in order to reduce traffic congestion, optimize use of
the transportation system, and improve air quality. Major projects (100 or more employees and
Planned Unit Development projects) are required to prepare a Transportation Management Plan.

(Please refer to the discussion of this Tltlelmdn'ﬂmAn'Qualnysecnonabove)

Impact Assessment
a) Would the proposal result in increesed vehicle trips or irafjic congestion?

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

Potential Impacts: Both the Gateway West Business Park and the Friedman Retail Development projects
will increase traffic. The City of Sacramento Public Works Department determined that a traffic and
circuiation study would not be required for these projects 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 proposed project is consistent with the
land use evaluated in the adopted Gateway West Business Park PUD IS/ND. The project is consistent
with land use designated in the SGPU DEIR, NNCP, and the associated Traffic impact Study.

The proposed projects will contribute to the traffic impacts (degradation of intersections to a sub-LOS C)
anticipated in the NNCP EIR and could trigger the necessity to implement the mitigation measures
identified in the EIR. These traffic mitigation measures include the installation of traffic signals at
affected intersections (e.g., signalization of ramp intersections, ramp metering, and widening of on-ramps
for HOV bypass lanes at the Del Paso Road interchange with I-5). Where signalization is constructed
offsite, the Development Agreement between the project applicant and the City of Sacramento will
stipulate fair-share fees for such improvements.

Because the proposed projects are consistent with the adopted planning documents and the fimding
mechanism to implement traffic mitigation measures is in place, the contribution of traffic from the
proposed projects is considered less than significant.

Level of Significance: Less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: None required.

3¢
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b) Would the proposal result in hazards to safety from design features (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersection) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Park Project nor the Friedman Retail Development
Project propose sharp curves, dangerous intersections, or incompatible uses.

¢) Would the proposal result in incdequate emergency access or access to nearby usé?

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

Department.
d) Would the proposal result in insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site?

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

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

The Planning and Building Department has determined that both projects-comply with SCC Title
17.64.050 F. and are consistent with the handicap-parking requirement.

e) Would the proposal result in hazards or barriers for pedmm or bicyclists?
Answer: No. Neither the Gateway West Business Park Project nor the Friedman Retail Development -
Project will result in hazards or barriers for pedestrian or bicyclists. Improvements, consistent with the
Gateway West and Cambay West PUD Development Guidelines include sidewalks and bike lanes and
trails. Bicycle parking is included with each project.

) Would the proposal rault in can_ﬂu:t with adopted policies supporting alternative transporiation (e.g.,
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Answer: No. Both the Gateway West Business Park and the Friedman Retail Development projects are
consistent with the plans identified in the SGPU DEIR and NNCP. The Planning and Building
Department has determined that the project complies with SCC Title 17.64.050 and is consistent with the

bicycle-parking requirement.
8) Would the proposal result in rail, waterborne, or mr traffic impacts?

Answer: No. Neither project is located near railways, navigable waterways, or within an airport overlay
zone. '
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Would the proposal result in impacts to:

a) Endangered, threatened, or.rare species or their habitats
(including, but not limited to, plants, ﬁsh,msecs,ammals and
birds)?

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

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

d) Wetland habitat (e.g., marsh, riparian, and vernal ponl)"

e) Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors?

7. Biological
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Criteria for Determining Significance

The following general cmena were considered in determmmg whether an impact on biological resources
would be significant: .

federal or state legal protection of the rescurce or species;

federal or state agency regulations and policies;

local regulations and policies;

documented resource scarcity and sensitivity both locally and regionally; and
local and regional distribution and extent of biological resources.

Based on the State CEQA Guidelines and the general criteria identified above, impacts on biological resources
were considered significant if the proposed project would result in any of the following:

conflict with local poln:m or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance;
long-tamdzgradanonofasensmveplantcommmxtyhmuse of substantial alteration of land form or site
conditions (e.g., alteration of wetland hydrology);
substantial loss of a plant community and associated wildlife habitat;
fragmentation or isolation of wildlife habitats, especially riparian and wetland communities;
substantial disturbance of wildlife resulting from human activities;
avoidance by fish of biologically important habitat for substantial periods, which may increase mortahty
or reduce reproductive success;
disruption of natural wildlife movement corridors; ]
substantial reduction in local population size attributabie to direct mortality or habitat loss, lowered
reproductive success, or habitat fragmentation of:
- species qualifying as rare and endangered under CEQA,
- species that are state-listed or federally listed as threatened or endangered, or
- portions of local populations that are candidates for state or federal listing and federal and state
species of concem,

substantial reduction or elimination of species diversity or abundance.
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Impact Mechanisms H

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

grﬁding and site preparation activities;
t:mpomy stockpiling of soil or construction materials and sidecasting of soil and other construction

vcgamtmn removal;

soil compaction, dust, and water runoif;

vehicle traffic and equipment and materials transport;
 noise disturbance to wildlife species from construction activities; and

temporary parking of vehicles outside the construction zone on sites that support sensitive resources (sites
not designated as equipment staging areas).
Environmental Setting
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