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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) document has been prepared in accordance with 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code (PRC) section 21000 

et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations (CCR) section 15000 et seq.).  

Before approving a project, a lead agency must prepare a FEIR (CCR section 15089(a)). According to 

CEQA Guidelines, section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of:  

a. The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of the DEIR;

b. Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary;

c. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR;

d. The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and

consultation process; and

e. Any other information added by the lead agency.

The FEIR is the document that decision-makers in the lead and any responsible agencies consider before 

acting on a proposed project. Completion and certification of the FEIR precede the lead agency’s 

determination of whether to approve or carry out the project (CCR sections 15089(a), 15090(b)), and its 

adoption of findings required by PRC section 21081 and CCR sections 15091 and 15093. 

As the lead agency for the McKinley Water Vault Project (proposed Project) the City of Sacramento (City) 

has prepared this FEIR document in compliance with the CEQA requirements. This FEIR provides 

documentation of the comments received on the DEIR, a response to these comments, revisions to the 

DEIR, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), as well as the DEIR.  

The DEIR (State Clearinghouse (SCH)#2017062015) described the environmental consequences 

associated with the implementation of the proposed Project and recommends mitigation measures to 

reduce potentially significant impacts.  

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, lead agencies are required to consult with public agencies having 

jurisdiction over a proposed project and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on 

the DEIR. 

1.2.1 Notice of Preparation Process 

On June 7, 2017, the City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to help identify the types of impacts 

and potential areas of controversy that could result from the proposed project, as well as solicit input on 

possible Project alternatives. The NOP included a list of potential environmental effects that could result 

from the proposed Project and included a reasonable range of possible alternatives that could be 

considered according to CEQA guidelines to reduce one or more of those effects.  
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The NOP was mailed to public agencies (including the State Clearinghouse (SCH#2017062015)) and 

made available to the public for a 30-day review period. The City published the NOP in a newspaper of 

general circulation, posted the NOP with the Sacramento County Clerk, posted the NOP on the 

Community Development Department EIR website and on the Project web site maintained by the City 

Department of Public Works. A scoping meeting was held on June 19, 2017 to provide a forum for public 

comments on the scope and focus of the EIR, including feasible alternatives. Comments received on the 

NOP, including from those received at the project scoping meeting, were included as an appendix to the 

DEIR and were considered during the preparation of the DEIR.  

In addition to the CEQA-required scoping meeting described above, the City conducted the following 

early planning outreach presentations and meetings to seek public comment including the following: 

• Initial Project website launch and continued site maintenance and updates at the website

cityofsacramento.org/McKinleyWaterVault;

• Email account and phone line stakeholder inquiry responses;

• Stakeholder phone calls and in-person interviews;

• Stakeholder meeting with East Sacramento stakeholder groups and neighborhood and business

associations, August 10, 2017;

• Public community meeting, September 20, 2017;

• Public underground vault bus tour, April 28, 2018; and

• Social media updates via Facebook, Twitter, Nextdoor and city Platforms such as CityExpress and

Councilmember e-blast notifications.

1.2.2 Draft Environmental Impact Report Process 

The DEIR was made available for public review on April 20, 2018 and was distributed to local and State 

responsible and trustee agencies. The CEQA-mandated 45-day public comment period for public and 

agency review ended on June 6, 2018.  

Pursuant to section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines, a public Notice of Availability (NOA) of the DEIR was 

given. CEQA requires under section 15105 that notice be mailed to the last known name and address of 

all organizations and individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing, and also be given 

by at least one of the following procedures: 

1. Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of general circulation in the area

affected by the proposed project. If more than one area is affected, the notice shall be published in

the newspaper of largest circulation from among the newspapers of general circulation in those

areas.

2. Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area where the project is to be

located.

3. Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the parcel or parcels on which

the project is located. Owners of such property shall be identified as shown on the latest equalized

assessment roll.

Copies of the NOA and DEIR were made available for public review electronically on the Community 

Development Department’s EIR website and the Department of Public Works Project website. The NOA 
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was provided to all organizations and individuals who had previously requested such notice in writing, 

filed with the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies, posted with the Sacramento County Clerk 

and advertised in a newspaper of general circulation. In addition, the NOA was mailed to property owners 

and residents contiguous to McKinley Park and owners within 1,000 feet of the Project site. The DEIR 

was available as a hard copy at the following locations on April 20, 2018:  

• City of Sacramento Community Development Department, 300 Richards Boulevard, Sacramento, CA

95811

• City of Sacramento Department of Utilities, 1395 35th Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95822

• Clunie Community Center McKinley Library, 601 Alhambra Boulevard, Sacramento, CA 95816

The City received a total of two (2) comment letters/emails from State, Regional, and Local Agencies, 

three (3) comment letters from organizations and law firms, and seventy-three (73) comment 

letters/emails from individuals during the comment period. Copies of all written comments received during 

the comment period are included in Chapter 3 of this document. 

1.2.3 Document Organization 

This FEIR document consists of the following chapters: 

• Chapter 1.0: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this FEIR and 
summarizes the environmental review process for the Project.

• Chapter 2.0: List of Comments. This chapter contains a list of agencies, organizations, and individuals 

who submitted written comments during the public review period. The list includes a summary of 

comments received on the NOP.

• Chapter 3.0: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all comment letters 
received on the DEIR. A written response for each CEQA-related comment received during the public 
review period is provided immediately following each letter. Each response is keyed to the 
corresponding comment.

• Chapter 4.0: DEIR Text Revisions. Corrections to the DEIR that are necessary considering the 
comments received and responses provided, or necessary to amplify or clarify material in the DEIR, 
are contained in this chapter. None of these corrections resulted in new significant impacts or 
substantial increases in the severity of the impacts analyzed in the DEIR. Double underlined text 
represents language that has been added to the DEIR; text with strikeout has been deleted from the 
DEIR.

• Chapter 5.0: References. This chapter contains new references used for preparation of the FEIR.
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2.0 LIST OF COMMENTS 

2.1 ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTER AND RESPONSES 

Chapter 3 includes Master Responses to common topics of comments received, a reproduction of each 

comment letter received on the DEIR, and the associated response following each letter. The written 

comments are grouped by the affiliation of the commenter; State, Regional, and Local Agencies (Group 

A), Organizations and Law Firms (Group O), and Individuals (Groups I). The letters are annotated in the 

margin according to the following code:  

• State, Regional, and Local Agencies: A#-a, b, c

• Letters from Organizations and law firms: O#-a, b, c

• Letters from Individuals: I#-a, b, c

• No comments from Federal agencies were received.

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DEIR  

The following comment letters in the DEIR were submitted to the City during the public review period. 

2.2.1 State, Regional, and Local Agencies 

2.2.2 Organizations 

O1 June 6, 2018 Stephen R. Cook, Brown Rudnick LLP 

O2 April 23, 2018 Planning Review Team Land Management, Pacific Gas and Electric 

O3 June 4, 2018 Planning Review Team Land Management, Pacific Gas and Electric 

2.2.3 Individuals 

I1 May 30, 2018 Anna Barela 

I2 June 4, 2018 Ann Broderick  

I3 May 31, 2018 Alfredo Gonzalez 

I4 June 5, 2018 Adam Orzen 

I5 June 6, 2018 Ann Rodgers 

I6 June 4, 2018 Bruce VanDover 

A1 June 7, 2018 Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse 

A2 June 6, 2018 Nicole Goi, Regional & Local Government Affairs, Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
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I7 May 26, 2018 Brad Wenger 

I8 June 6, 2018 Catie Turner 

I9 May 30, 2018 David and Linda Carpenter 

I10 May 29, 2018 Deane Dana 

I11 May 30, 2018 Diane Edwards 

I12 June 6, 2018 David Herbert 

I13 June 3, 2018 Deborah Hurst 

I14 June 3, 2018 Delores Paolinelli 

I15 June 4, 2018 Daniel Scanlan 

I16 May 29, 2018 Debbie Towne 

I17 May 30, 2018 Evette D Smith 

I18 June 4, 2018 Curtiss and Georgette Johnson 

I19 June 4, 2018 Gary McDowell 

I20 June 6, 2018 Gregory O'Connor 

I21 June 6, 2018 Helene F. Meyer 

I22 May 5, 2018 Harold A. Richard 

I23 June 5, 2018 Jennifer Caldwell 

I24 June 2, 2018 Jim Conant 

I25 June 4, 2018 Jessica Kelly 

I26 June 3, 2018 Jason Lynch 

I27 June 6, 2018 Janet Maira 

I28 June 6, 2018 Judy Mc 

I29 June 3, 2018 John Mellas 

I30 June 6, 2018 Jeff Rosenhall 

I31 June 6, 2018 Joanne Sales 

I32 June 3, 2018 Julie Yoshihara 

I33 ND Karen D. Koch 

I34 June 6, 2018 Konrad Knutsen 
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I35 June 5, 2018 Kate Lenox 

I36 June 6, 2018 Kathleen M. McLean 

I37 June 5, 2018 Kathy Purcell 

I38 June 5, 2018 Kris Snow 

I39 June 4, 2018 Karen Tabor 

I40 June 2, 2018 Lynell Heaps 

I41 May 29, 2018 Larry and Judy Sheingold 

I42 June 4, 2018 Lynette Kleinfall 

I43 May 27, 2018 Linda Paris 

I44 June 4, 2018 Carion Chargin 

I45 May 31, 2018 Michael DeSerio 

I46 June 6, 2018 Michael Greene 

I47 ND Melinda Johnson 

I48 June 4, 2018 Michelle McFetridge 

I49 May 29, 2018 Margarette Schwartz 

I50 May 16, 2018 Martha Sward and John Farrell 

I51 June 4, 2018 Nancy Kalish, Ph.D. 

I52 June 3, 2018 Marlene Schmelling and Nelson Price 

I53 May 31, 2018 Paul Ciani 

I54 May 28, 2018 Peggi Martin 

I55 June 6, 2018 Rick Feher 

I56 June 5, 2018 Rosemary Miller 

I57 June 4, 2018 RM Yoshihara 

I58 June 5, 2018 Sandra Brown 

I59 June 5, 2018 Sandra Brown 

I60 June 4, 2018 Stan Cubanski 

I61 June 5, 2018 Susan Paolinelli 

I62 June 4, 2018 Susan Stauffer 
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I63 June 4, 2018 Susan Tiesing 

I64 June 3, 2018 Sean Trask  

I65 May 30, 2018 Sheila Wolfe and Chris Drouin 

I66 May 29, 2018 Terry Kastanis 

I67 May 1, 2018 Theodore Marentis 

I68 May 1, 2018 Theodore Marentis 

I69 June 5, 2018 Theo Marentis 

I70 May 30, 2018 Virfilio Granados 

I71 June 6, 2018 Vincetta Lombardo 

I72 June 6, 2018 Will Green 

I73 June 5, 2018 Bill Purcell 

2.3 COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) 

The City issued a NOP on June 7, 2017 in compliance with CEQA Guidelines. Comments received on the 

NOP included several areas of controversy discussed in the DEIR including general topics such as 

biological resources, air quality, climate change, water quality, recreation, visual resources, noise, traffic, 

cultural, archaeological, and Native American resources, as well as general permitting concerns. Other 

specific topics raised during the NOP/scoping process included cumulative impacts, rose garden and 

Clunie Community Center impacts, dust control, odor, and alternatives. These topics were included in the 

analysis of the DEIR. 
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Written responses to all written comments received on the DEIR are provided in this chapter. Letters 

received during the public review period on the DEIR are provided in their entirety. Each letter is 

immediately followed by responses that are keyed to the specific comments presented in the letter. The 

letters are grouped by the affiliation of the commenting entity and ordered by date. Where text changes in 

the Draft EIR are warranted based upon comments of the DEIR, those changes are generally included 

following the response to the comment. However, in some cases when the text change is extensive, the 

reader is instead referred to Chapter 4, DEIR Text Revisions, where all the text changes can be found.  

3.1 MASTER RESPONSES 

This section presents responses to the environmental issues raised in multiple comments. Rather than 

responding individually, master responses have been developed to address these issues. The master 

responses are organized by topic in this section.  

3.1.1 Master Response 1: Project Purpose and Objectives  

Several comments were received regarding the City’s statement of the overall purpose of the proposed 

Project and how the stated purpose relates to the Project objectives. The comments pointed to the fact 

that the proposed Project would not completely resolve flooding from major storm events in East 

Sacramento and more specifically, the proposed Project area.  

Section 2.2.1 (Project Purpose) of the DEIR states that “the purpose of the proposed Project is to improve 

the health and safety of the residents of Sacramento by reducing flooding and outflows in the combined 

sewer system, while also meeting the requirements of the City’s National Pollution Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) permit.” The DEIR does not claim that the proposed Project would completely resolve 

localized flooding issues, but rather that the proposed McKinley Water Vault would reduce the flooding 

and outflows within the McKinley Park area for up to a 10-year storm event. Additionally, Section 2.2.2 

(Project Objectives) of the DEIR states that the City seeks to reduce flooding and outflows in the 

combined sewer system during a 10-year storm event.  

The Project as described and proposed would achieve the City’s stated objectives-- it would alleviate 

flooding in the Project area. The fact that the proposed Project would not completely eliminate flooding in 

the Project area during certain storm events (e.g., during a 100-year storm event) does not support an 

assertion that the project objectives have not been achieved. The City has discretion to design and 

construct projects in accordance with Federal, State, and Local regulations and policies, considering the 

costs and benefits of various approaches and has developed the proposed Project to alleviate flooding 

within the McKinley Park area consistent with that responsibility. The DEIR appropriately identifies the 

project objectives, description and potential physical effects on the environment.  
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3.1.2 Master Response 2: Project Footprint and Construction Details 

Several comments were received regarding the Project footprint described in the DEIR. The Project 

footprint of the Offline Storage Facility is described in Section 2.3.1 (Offline Storage Facility) of the DEIR 

as 300-feet wide by 350-feet long, which was a conservative estimate that the DEIR analysis relied upon 

to account for any design changes that may occur before final design is completed. Figure 2.3-1 (Project 

Footprint) shows the offline storage facility having dimensions of 300-feet by 255-feet which more 

accurately represented the design at the time of DEIR and illustrated more closely the anticipated 

footprint of the offline storage facility. Since circulation of the DEIR the City has completed 90% design 

drawings and the footprint of the offline storage facility structure is even smaller at 300-feet by 240-feet 

and 20-feet deep. To illustrate the impact area based on the larger 300-foot by 350-foot dimensions 

illustrated in the DEIR, the Project Footprint figure was revised and is included in Appendix B of this FEIR. 

As shown in Appendix B, the most conservative Project Footprint remains outside of the tree line, though 

some tree removal would be required, and contrary to comments received would not include any 

significant impacts, as thoroughly discussed throughout the DEIR.  

Excavation 

In relation to the Project footprint, several comments were received regarding excavation amounts and 

timeline. As stated in Section 2.4.2.2 (Excavation) of the DEIR, “The excavation period would be 

approximately three months with as many as 1,800-cubic yards per day and a maximum of 100 truck off-

site haul trips per day during peak periods.” Section 2.4.3 (Construction Schedule) of the DEIR states, 

“The offline storage facility excavation and installation is the largest single activity and is estimated to 

occur over approximately 12 months.” The 12-month duration described in Section 2.4.3 (Construction 

Schedule) includes both excavation and installation; excavation would take approximately three months 

of this 12-month timeline. Figure 2.4-3 is consistent with three months of excavation under “Excavation & 

Bottom Gravel Pad” which shows construction occurring over three months. These Project discussions 

are consistent with the air quality, traffic, and noise discussions in the DEIR. 

Section 2.4.2.2 (Excavation) of the DEIR states that approximately 77,000 to 105,000 cubic yards 

material would be excavated for the proposed Project and as described above the site would have 

maximum dimensions of 300-feet by 355-feet. These dimensions would result in an approximate depth of 

20-feet to 27-feet. Using the dimensions reflected on the Project Footprint figure the impact analysis

considered a depth range of 27-feet to 37-feet. Current 90% design drawings now reflect the depth at 20-

feet, shallower than the maximum depths analyzed and evaluated in the DEIR. Additionally, the Notice of 

Preparation disclosed that the facility was analyzed based on a conservative depth of 40-feet.   

Off-Site Improvements 

Several comments were received regarding ‘off-site’ improvements of the proposed Project. All Project 

features are clearly defined on Figure 2.3-1 (Project Footprint). See DEIR Sections 2.3.2 (Inlet/Outlet 

Pipes) and Section 2.3.4 (Electrical Control Facilities) for a description of the connecting pipelines and 

electrical utility line. These Project features were identified and analyzed in the DEIR.  
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No ‘off-site’ improvements are included as part of the proposed Project. The proposed Project is a single 

project and all Project components are described in Section 2.3 (Project Details) of the DEIR. Any 

additional projects outlined in the 2015 Combined Sewer System Improvement Plan (CSSIP) would be 

separate projects and would be subject to additional CEQA review.  

Project Design Details 

Since publication of the DEIR, design has been further refined to the 90% plan level, but all updates are 

minor and, in some cases, reduce the project footprint evaluated in the DEIR. The following details have 

been provided for clarification and in response to several comments regarding specific construction 

details:  

• The thickness of the concrete walls and floor of the offline storage facility would be approximately 1-

to 2-feet.

• The soil coverage on top of the underground features of the proposed Project would be approximately

two feet.

• The depth of the underground storage facility would be approximately 20-feet; however, the exact

depth would be determined during final design.

• Solids would be handled similar to existing conditions for the CSS. Several grit traps at the bottom of

the offline storage facility would collect heavier solids such as gravel which would be removed by

trucks during maintenance periods.

• Any shoring required by the proposed Project would remain within the Project footprint and would be

implemented where necessary within the excavated area.

• The number of manholes that would be required would be dependent on final design and as

discussed in Section 2.5.2 (Maintenance) of the DEIR. The “…manholes would be located away from

the soccer field in the northwest and south end of the offline storage facility footprint.” The multi-

purpose field use would not be affected by the manholes.

• The manholes and access hatches to the offline storage facility for maintenance would meet the

standard safety precautions, would be designed to the City’s standards, and would be designed to

prevent unauthorized entry which would prohibit vandalism.

3.1.3 Master Response 3: Tree Impacts 

Potential tree removal resulting from the proposed Project is discussed in the Project Description Section 

2.0 (see Sections 2.3 and 2.4.1) and analyzed under Impact AES-3 in Section 3.1.3.2 (Aesthetics Project 

Impact Analysis) and Impact BIO-5 in Section 3.3.3.2 (Biological Resources Project Impact Analysis). 

Several comments refer to purported incorrect disclosure or assessment of impacts and specifically, one 

commenter provided incorrect revisions of the Project design and work area and submitted an 

assessment of impacts to tree species based on these revisions (Exhibit B, Letter O1). 

Tree Removal 

As described in Section 3.3.3.2 (Biological Resources Project Impact Analysis) and Section 2.4.1.2 

(Vegetation and Potential Tree Removal), the proposed Project is not anticipated to require tree removal 

but would comply with the City ordinance if tree removal was in fact required. Since publication of the 

DEIR, the proposed Project has been further refined in the 90% design drawings and would require the 

removal of four trees for construction of the proposed Project (See Appendix B.2 of this FEIR). As 
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discussed in the Project Description of the DEIR, tree removals would be limited to the greatest extent 

feasible and other remedial actions (e.g., trimming and protective measures) would be considered prior to 

determining a tree must be removed. The number of trees identified for removal could change slightly 

during the final design drawings but would not exceed a total of six trees. The analysis of the DEIR 

considered the need for potential tree removal and assessed existing conditions in the Project area 

through identification and disclosure of the 129 trees (as shown in the DEIR Figure 2.4-2) within the 

Arborist Study Area (see DEIR Appendix C). The DEIR considered a conservative maximum impact 

footprint of 300-feet by 350-feet (as stated in Section 2.3.1 and Master Response 2) when evaluating 

impacts. As discussed in Master Response-2 (Project Footprint), the dimensions shown on Figure 2.3-1 

(and throughout the DEIR) are representative of the designed footprint and are similar to those reflected 

in current design drawings (DEIR Appendix B) for the Project that have been completed since release of 

the DEIR. For reference and clarification, a figure illustrating the more conservative footprint used for 

impact analysis in the DEIR has been included as Appendix B.1 of this FEIR.  

Tree Inventory 

A total of 131 trees were inventoried for the tree survey and evaluated in the Arborist Report (DEIR 

Attachment C). Of those 131 trees, 129 are located within the Arborist Study Area and were identified for 

evaluation of impacts in the DEIR. Impacts to the trees within and immediately adjacent to the temporary 

work area would be minimal, as described in the DEIR and throughout these Master Responses, and 

would be avoided to the greatest extent practicable. Section 2.3.7.1 (Park Restoration), Impact AES-3, 

and Impact BIO-5 describe Project impacts to trees and Mitigation Measure AES-1 and Mitigation 

Measure BIO-3 provide compliance with the City tree ordinance, which is the threshold of significance 

that tree impacts were assessed in the DEIR. Compliance with the City tree ordinance, which is also 

provided as Mitigation Measure BIO-3 in the DEIR, is adequate for the analysis regarding tree impacts of 

the proposed Project because all trees within McKinley Park are subject to the City Tree Ordinance and 

the City is responsible for maintaining the park, including the trees. Based on the City Tree Ordinance, 

the proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact to tree resources given the bulk of the 

impacts (i.e., tree trimming and work within the tree rootzones) would be temporary, limited to trees within 

or immediately adjacent to the temporary work area, and would be in compliance with the City’s tree 

ordinance as required with the mitigation measures described in the DEIR (e.g., Mitigation Measure AES-

1 and BIO-3), which have been prepared in consultation with the City on their efficacy.  

City of Sacramento General Plan Policies and Ordinances Regarding Trees 

Section 3.3.1.3 (Local [Regulations]) of the DEIR includes Policy ER 2.1.8 and 3.1.3 which are direct 

quotes from the City of Sacramento’s 2035 General Plan, the current adopted General Plan for the City. 

The City’s Tree Ordinance is also discussed in Section 3.3.1.3 (Local [Regulations]) of the DEIR under 

the heading “City of Sacramento Tree Ordinance: Sacramento City Code 12.56.” The City acknowledges 

that Ordinance 2016-0026 eliminated the general plan policies regarding heritage trees, however this 

does not change the adequacy of the DEIR or its analysis regarding impacts to trees. 
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The Arborist Study that was completed by Dryad, LLC (Dryad), was largely based on Dryad’s opinions 

and minor errors in the City’s Arborist Report (DEIR Appendix C) are acknowledged; however, the 

findings in the report do not change the adequacy of the DEIR or the potential impacts to trees.  

Regarding the adequacy of tree identification, Appendix E includes a revised Arborist Report Table 4 with 

updated diameter calculations. A standard practice for assessing tree diameter is measuring the 

circumference at a standardized height and divided by pi. A portion of the diameter data included in Table 

4 had the circumference data entered instead of diameter and is revised in Appendix E. Appendix E also 

includes notes as to the validity of Dryad's species assertion. The comments and revisions received on 

tree species or other comments on the Arborist Report do not alter or invalidate the findings of the DEIR.   

Additionally, at the time of the Arborist Report preparation, the pre-design phase was underway, and the 

park was being assessed for Project siting purposes including potential access routes. The tree survey 

included these areas that were later determined to require too much tree removal and excluded from 

Project design.  

A maximum of six trees would be removed by the proposed Project. The impact analysis completed by 

Dryad assumes an expanded temporary work area beyond the maximum project footprint of 300-feet by 

350-feet (as stated in Section 2.3.1) when evaluating tree impacts; therefore, the impact area used to

calculate tree impacts in Dryad’s report exceeds the potential area of impact for the proposed Project and 

provides inflated impact calculations. Further, Dryad’s report also fails to evaluate the potential Project 

impacts to trees in relation to the City Tree Ordinance, which is the threshold of significance applied to 

assess tree impacts in the DEIR.  

Arborist Qualifications 

The City’s Tree Ordinance (Ordinance No. 2016-0026) states that a “Qualified Arborist” is a person who is 

certified as an arborist by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) with an active ISA certification 

number, a person who is a registered consulting arborist with the American Ordinance 2016-0026 August 

4, 2016 Page 6 of 19 Society of Consulting Arborists, or a person who has five or more years of 

demonstrable professional experience as an arborist and who agrees in writing to perform all work in 

compliance with American National Standard Institute (ANSI) A300 standard. The Arborist Report was 

prepared by Morgan Kennedy and reviewed by Greg Matuzak, both of whom meet the qualification of five 

or more years of demonstrable professional experience to perform the tree inventory and Arborist Report.  

3.1.4 Master Response 4: Leakage and Overflow 

Several comments were received questioning the potential for the McKinley Water Vault Project to 

experience leaks or overtopping and expressing concerns that this could result in impacts to ground and 

surface water quality, public safety impacts, and increased flooding in the area.  

Existing Combined Sewer Flooding and Runoff  

As stated in Section 1.1 (Project Introduction) of the DEIR, approximately 11,300 acres within the City 

contribute to flows to the combined sewer flows with approximately 3,700-acres within the East 
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Sacramento and River Park communities contributing to sanitary sewer flows and an additional 100 acres 

contributing storm drainage flows only. This area in the Project vicinity currently experiences flooding and 

runoff when flows within the existing combined sewer system exceed capacity. These outflows flow from 

the pipes into the public streets and private property, causing increased odor, health threats, and costs.  

Combined Sewer Flooding and Runoff with Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project would help alleviate the existing combined sewer flooding and outflows by 

providing additional storage designed for a 10-year storm event. Wastewater is already transported 

throughout the area via the existing combined sewer system, including the area around McKinley Park. 

The McKinley Water Vault would provide the benefit of temporarily storing wastewater and storm water 

during storm events, alleviating the current flooding within the region. 

As stated in Section 2.3.1 (Offline Storage Facility) of the DEIR, the McKinley Water Vault would become 

operational during storm events when the combined sewer system reaches system capacity. Flows would 

be held within the McKinley Water Vault until storm flows subside and then would be gradually pumped 

back into the combined sewer system. In the event of a storm with flows greater than a 10-year event, the 

McKinley Water Vault would operate in the same manner but when the McKinley Water Vault reached 

capacity overflows would occur in a manner similar to current experience but resulting flood levels would 

be reduced by the additional storage capacity of the McKinley Water Vault. Any flooding within the area 

would be reduced with the introduction of the McKinley Water Vault, with more manageable flows 

throughout the McKinley Park area.  

Proposed Project and Interaction with Ground and Surface Water Quality 

 Groundwater levels within the region are considered to be stable with ranges from 20-feet above mean 

sea level (amsl) to 35 below mean sea level (bmsl) and the groundwater quality is considered to be 

average (DEIR Section 3.8.2.1 (Regional Setting). The flows held within the McKinley Water Vault would 

not interact with groundwater or groundwater quality due to the impermeable surface of the concrete and 

system in which combined sewer system flows would enter and exit the McKinley Water Vault. Impact 

HYD-2 under Section 2.8.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) of the DEIR discusses groundwater impacts; 

durability of the McKinley Water Vault is discussed below. Section 3.8.2.3 (Surface Water Quality) of the 

DEIR discusses the surface water quality in the region and Section 3.8.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) 

under Impact HYD-1 analyzes the potential for the proposed Project to affect water quality.  

Durability of the McKinley Water Vault and Building Standards 

The proposed Project, as described in Section 2.0 (Project Description) of the DEIR, has been designed 

in accordance with Federal Uniform Building Code and California Standard Building Code Standards.  

Section 3.5 (Geology and Soils) of the DEIR discusses the Federal and State building codes that are 

required for structures built within California. Further, specific design standards such as the American 

Concrete Institute (ACI)-350, which specifies the code requirements for structural design, materials 

selection, and construction of environmental engineering concrete structures, would be followed during 

final design. These codes ensure that the offline storage facility and associated facilities would be built to 

applicable standards, including those required in seismically active areas. As discussed in Section 2.3.1 
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(Offline Storage Facility) of the DEIR, the McKinley Water Vault itself would be operational only during 

large storm events as needed and would not store combined sewer system flows under typical conditions. 

As described in Section 3.5 (Geology and Soils), under the building code, seismic standards would 

require structural integrity to withstand ground shaking within the area. Additionally, in the event of ground 

shaking, as described in Section 3.5.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) under Impact GEO-1, it is a highly 

probable that the McKinley Water Vault would be empty which would further limit risk of flooding or other 

types of structural failure. As described in Section 2.3.4 (Electrical and Control Facilities) and Section 2.5 

(Operations and Maintenance), routine maintenance would monitor structural integrity of the McKinley 

Water Vault and SCADA controls would allow remote control of the McKinley Water Vault system.  

3.1.5 Master Response 5: Alternatives 

Several comments were received regarding alternatives to the proposed Project. The alternatives 

discussion is included in Chapter 4.0 (Alternatives) of the DEIR. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 

(Section 15126), the DEIR set forth a reasonable range of alternatives which could attain most of the 

basic objectives of the Project, considered alternatives which could reduce or eliminate any significant 

environmental impacts, and evaluated the comparative merits of the alternatives.  

Range of Alternatives 

The range of alternatives evaluated in the DEIR are governed by the “rule of reason,” in accordance with 

section 15126.6(f) of the CEQA Guidelines. That is, the range of alternatives presented in the DEIR must 

permit a reasoned choice by the City Council. The CEQA Guidelines (section 15126.6) require that an 

EIR evaluate at least one “No Project Alternative,” evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the 

project, identify alternatives that were considered during the scoping process but were eliminated from 

detailed consideration, and identify the “environmentally superior alternative.” DEIR Chapter 4 Section 4.1 

(Alternatives Considered and Screening Criteria), describes the development of a reasonable range of 

alternatives to the Proposed Project, the method used to screen the alternatives, and the alternatives 

considered but eliminated from detailed consideration in this document (DEIR pages 4.1.1 through 4.2.5). 

Section 4.3 of the DEIR identifies the environmentally superior alternative.  

As described in Chapter 1.0 (Introduction), the DEIR incorporates by reference the Draft and Final 1996 

EIR City of Sacramento Combined Sewer System and Rehabilitation and Improvement Plan and 2015 

Combined Sewer System Improvement Plan Update which includes additional information on alternatives 

to the proposed Project.  

The proposed Project was found to have no significant and unavoidable impacts because all significant 

impacts were reduced to less-than-significant with mitigation. There are no alternatives with impacts 

determined to be less severe than the proposed Project. However, the impact to historic resources for the 

Offline Storage Facility at Sutter School is similar to the proposed Project, but to a slightly lesser 

magnitude than the proposed Project, as Sutter School does not have any facilities designated as a 

landmark by the Sacramento Register. As discussed in the DEIR (see 3.4.2.1 Project Impact Analysis, 

Impact CUL-1), the McKinley Park/Florence Turton Clunie Memorial and Rose Garden is important within 

the local historic context of McKinley Park for its associations with Park Superintendent Frederick Evans 
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and is currently designated as a landmark by the Sacramento Register. However, the proposed Project’s 

potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource (as defined in 

CEQA Guidelines 15064.5) is less than significant as it would not cause a substantial adverse change in 

the McKinley Park/Florence Turton Clunie Memorial or the Rose Garden’s historical significance since the 

Project footprint is outside of the Memorial and Rose Garden boundaries and any impact would be 

temporary. 

CEQA does not require an EIR to consider any particular number of alternatives, nor does it mandate 

certain types of alternatives. CEQA does not require that any particular alternative be analyzed, even if a 

specific, proposed alternative was submitted for agency consideration. “The range of alternatives required 

in an EIR is to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice regarding the 

proposed project.” (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(f)). This range is determined, in part, by the 

particular scope and purpose of the project under review.  

The alternatives included in the DEIR represent a legally adequate reasonable range of alternatives, and 

the scope of the analysis of alternatives fully complies with CEQA. The City carefully considered all 

potential alternatives that were proposed during the scoping process and while the EIR was being 

prepared.  

Alternative Locations 

The reasoning behind alternative selection and elimination is described in Section 4.1.3 (Alternatives 

Considered but Rejected from Further Consideration) and Section 4.2 (Project Alternatives). Three 

alternatives and one no project alternative were identified as feasible and were discussed in further detail 

including: (1) Offline Storage Facility at Sutter School, (2) Offline Storage Facility at Stanford Park, (3) 

Offline Storage Facility at Sutter School and Stanford Park. These alternatives adequately addressed the 

concerns regarding alternative locations for the proposed Project.  

Several comments were also received regarding the McKinley Village location. This alternative is included 

Section 4.1.3 (Alternatives Considered but Rejected for Further Consideration) and was found to be 

infeasible due to larger construction impacts and inability to meet Project objectives.  

Alternative Evaluation, Analysis and Comparison 

CEQA requires that an EIR must contain sufficient information about each alternative to permit an 

evaluation of the relative merits and the alternatives to the Project (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(a)). The 

DEIR (section 4.2 [Project Alternatives]) provides substantial information about each alternative which 

allowed for a fact-based comparison of the alternatives. The significant adverse environmental effects of 

each alternative were described at a lesser detail in the DEIR than the proposed Project, as allowed by 

CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(d).  

Separate Sewer System 

Comments were also received regarding separating the existing combined sewer system into two 

systems. This alternative is discussed in Section 4.1.3 (Alternatives Considered but Rejected for Further 
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Consideration). This alternative was found to be infeasible due to length, magnitude of construction, 

waste generation from removal of the existing combined sewer system, increased water quality impacts, 

and substantial costs that would be associated with separation of the combined sewer system. As 

discussed in the DEIR, this alternative has been extensively studied and evaluated and found to be 

infeasible with the City’s current operations.  

3.1.6 Master Response 6: Cultural Resources 

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources are discussed in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources and 

Tribal Cultural Resources) of the DEIR. McKinley Park was formally nominated for the National Register 

of Historic Places (NRHP) after the release of the DEIR; however, the City acknowledged the potential 

nomination and associated potential impacts within the DEIR as discussed under Section 3.4.2.5 (Known 

Cultural Resources) and Section 3.4.3 (Environmental Impacts).  

Adequacy of the Cultural Resources Technical Memorandum 

Comments were received regarding determinations and consistency of the Cultural Resource Technical 

Memorandum (included in Appendix D of the DEIR) with the conclusions made reached in Section 3.4 

(Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources) of the DEIR. The conclusions made in page four of 

the Technical Memorandum found that “McKinley Park does not appear to meet the criterion for listing to 

the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).” The City’s consulting Architectural Historians 

came to this conclusion after careful examination of the property and development of an in-depth historic 

context. Based on the lack of integrity, the property was determined ineligible for the CRHR. As stated in 

the Summary of Inventory and Evaluation of Results of the Technical Memorandum found in Appendix D 

of the DEIR, the criterion used for this determination cite CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) as 

well as the criteria outlined in Section 5024.1 of the California Public Resources Code. The 

determinations made in the Technical Memorandum are based on the professional judgment of an 

architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior Professional Qualifications for history and 

architectural history. Further, this determination is consistent with the conclusions made in Section 3.4 of 

the DEIR under Impact CUL-1. As discussed below, the nomination does not change this analysis in the 

DEIR or the conclusions reached in the DEIR.  

The letter submitted by Steven Johnson of Brown Rudnick LLP, dated June 6, 2018, asserts that the 

DEIR fails to disclose, study, and mitigate the Project’s impacts on multiple aspects of the environment, 

including Cultural Resources. The primary basis for this argument as it relates to cultural resources relies 

on the recent submittal of a NRHP nomination for McKinley Park (“the nomination”), which was prepared 

concurrently with the production of the DEIR. At the time the Notice of Preparation was prepared and 

circulated, McKinley Park was not listed on a federal, state, or local register of historic landmarks or 

places. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, which establish that environmental conditions must be 

described as they exist when the notice of preparation is published (14 CCR §15125(a)), the City 

established the cultural conditions baseline that was present in 2017. It is noted, however, that the 

nomination was formally reviewed by the State Historical Resources Commission on August 3, 2018, 

which provided concurrence and recommended that the nomination be recommended for listing to the 

NRHP. While the DEIR and now this FEIR also evaluates the Project’s impacts on McKinley Park based 
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on the submitted assertions of historic significance, the comments regarding the submitted nomination 

and its recent concurrence do not affect the adequacy of the cultural evaluation within the DEIR.  

NRHP Nomination 

While the nomination of McKinley Park for listing on the National Register of Historic Places had not been 

reviewed at the time the DEIR was circulated, the City elected to evaluate the NRHP nomination within 

the DEIR in Section 3.4.3.1 (Project Impact Analysis) under Impact CUL-1 which concluded that if the 

nomination of McKinley Park were to lead to the Park becoming eligible for the NRHP, the Project, as 

described in the Project Description (Section 2.0) and shown on Figure 2.3-1 (Project Footprint), would 

not cause a substantial adverse change in the historic significance or integrity of McKinley Park and 

thereby the Project would have a less-than-significant impact (DEIR Section 3.4.3.1). 

As stated in the DEIR, the proposed Project would comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 

for the Treatment of Historic Properties because the Project would not change the use or nature of 

McKinley Park and would thus not interfere with the historic significance of the Park. As discussed at 

length, the offline storage facility itself would be located underneath two feet of soil, and not visible to park 

visitors. The above-ground structures would be finished to match the existing character of other buildings 

and structures within the park, as required by Mitigation Measure AES-2 (Select Colors and Finishes for 

Above Ground Elements Which Blend with Their Existing Visual Environment) further supporting the 

conclusions disclosed in the DEIR.  

Comments received raised the question of whether the optional park enhancement features discussed in 

Section 2.3.7.1 (Park Restoration) would alter the cultural resource analysis of the DEIR. As described in 

Section 2.3.7.2 (Potential Park Enhancements), the potential enhancements may include placement of 

soccer goals (anticipated to be removable) and turf to allow for multiple uses of the field. According to the 

National Park Service, historic properties are subject to constant change and the retention of all historic 

features are not necessary, as long as the character-defining essential physical features are retained to 

convey its historic identity (National Park Service, National Register Bulletin No.15). As the field exists 

currently, the field has some baseball specific elements, such as the chain-link fence backstop and the 

bleachers. However, in practice, the space is utilized for a number of different recreational and athletic 

activities. The field’s existing essential physical features include the flat topography, expansive open 

spatial organization, and largely turf covered surfaces. These are reflective of the field’s use as a multi-

purpose athletic field, which help to convey the recreational character of the space. Therefore, despite the 

removal of specific baseball-related elements under the proposed Project, the overall recreational use will 

be retained and perpetuated. As such, the evaluation of cultural impacts of the DEIR is adequate since 

the area would remain a multi-purpose field.  

Additional Supporting NRHP Evaluation 

To further illustrate the adequacy of the DEIR and evaluation of the National Register nomination, the City 

has prepared the following analysis of the proposed Project under the assumption that the SHRC 

determines the resource is eligible for listing on the National Register and recommends its inclusion by 

the Keeper, thus qualifying it as a historical resource under CEQA. This analysis is based upon the 
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Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (the Standards), which serves as the foundation for 

determining potential effects on historical resources in the United States. According to CEQA, a project 

that conforms with the Standards can be considered a project that will not cause a significant impact to 

historical resources (14 CCR Section 15126.4(b)(1)). Additional analysis is provided according to the 

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the 

Treatment of Cultural Landscapes (Guidelines) to further illustrate that the significant features of McKinley 

Park would not be impacted by the Project. The following analysis of the proposed Project, according to 

the Standards and Guidelines, concludes that no significant impacts would occur. 

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

Rehabilitation Standard 1: A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use 

that requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment. 

As discussed in Section 3.4.3.1 (Project Impact Analysis) under Impact CUL-1 of the DEIR, the Park, and 

athletic fields in-particular, would maintain its existing use once construction is finished. The Park consists 

of multiple contributing features identified in the nomination, and while the Project may temporarily  

disrupt one contributing feature of the Park, the athletic field, its disruption would not impact the integrity 

of the Park as a whole because it will still be used as a Park and the area currently utilized as a baseball 

field and for other recreational activities would continue to be utilized for a number of sports, thus allowing 

the space to continue to convey its significance as a defined recreational space within the setting of the 

Park. The majority of the Park and its recreational amenities would continue to operate in the existing 

capacity. Section 2.3.7.1 (Park Restoration) of the DEIR discusses how, after construction, the Park 

facilities will be restored to existing conditions or improved as described in Section 2.3.7.2 (Park 

Enhancements).  

Additionally, the trees at the Park have been collectively identified as a contributing feature to the 

proposed historic district as included in the Park nomination. As described further in Master Response-3 

(Trees), minimal tree removal is anticipated as a part of the proposed Project. While some trees may 

require removal as part of the proposed Project (no more than six), the City would comply the City’s Tree 

Ordinance as discussed In Section 3.3.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) under Impact BIO-5 and under 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Avoid and Minimize Impacts to Tree Species) of the DEIR and includes 

planting/replanting of approximately 60 trees. Vegetation in a cultural landscape setting is an organic 

element and subject to change. It is generally accepted that vegetation is a static element and that the 

evolution of a landscape’s plantings integrity can be retained if similar plantings are used when 

specimens die and/or need replacing. As such, the replacement of trees following the construction 

activities would allow the overall contributing feature of the Park trees to continue to convey their 

contributing character. Additionally, most of the character-defining trees throughout the Park would 

remain in their existing location and continue to contribute to the setting and overall character of the Park, 

despite the removal of a few select trees during construction. As planned, no new use would be 

introduced to the Park and it would continue to operate as a public recreational area. Therefore, the 

proposed Project would adhere to Standard 1.  
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Rehabilitation Standard 2:  The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The 

removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be 

avoided. 

The proposed Project is largely defined by the construction of the large below-grade facilities and minor 

above ground features. Select areas of McKinley Park would require modification to construct the Project 

facilities and the supporting infrastructure.  

Current plans call for removal of the baseball-specific elements, replacement with a multi-purpose field 

more responsive to community needs, and installation of an electrical control/restroom facility. Although 

the baseball diamond is a contributing resource to the Park historic landscape, it is largely defined by its 

use for a number of recreational activities and sports, which are supported by the distinct physical 

characteristics of the space, including the flat topography, open spatial organization, and use of grasses 

throughout. The proposed Project would restore all of these character-defining aspects of the contributing 

space, allowing it to continue to convey significance for its recreational uses both individually, and in 

relation to the broader historic district. As such, the historic character of the athletic fields, as well as the 

Park, as recreational spaces would be retained and allow both to convey the associated historical 

significance.  

As described previously, a few of the contributing trees may be removed during the construction process. 

However, the vast majority of the contributing Park trees, including many in the Project vicinity, would be 

retained, allowing the identified site feature of “vegetation” to convey its significance. Additionally, as part 

of the Park enhancements the trees removed would be replanted in addition to the approximately 60 new 

trees that are proposed as part of the Project to be planted near the project site to add additional shade 

and replace trees previously lost to disease. These trees will be planted in appropriate areas where 

collections of trees are located or were previously located. No trees will be planted in the open expanse of 

the athletic field, or other significant areas characterized by other plantings or open park space. All of 

these combined efforts in regard to the site vegetation will help to retain the historic character and 

integrity of the Park. 

Since the proposed Project would maintain the Park’s overall character and not impact contributing 

resources, there would be no perceptible impact on the historic character of the Park. It would continue to 

exhibit the existing configuration, layout, and overall conditions of the current facilities. Additionally, there 

would be no impact on the broader character-defining features of the landscape, including the spatial 

organization of the multi-purpose fields with treed areas, its flat topography, nor any of the contributing 

buildings or structures, ultimately retaining and preserving the historic character of the McKinley Park 

landscape.  

Overall, the vast majority of McKinley Park would be unchanged post construction of the proposed 

Project. In the select area of the Project, only the minimal changes would occur, such as installation of the 

above ground electrical control/restroom building and converting the athletic fields from a baseball to a 

multi-purpose field configuration. Converting the contributing baseball diamond to a multi-purpose field 

would not adversely affect the overall historic character or significance of the Park. Converting the 
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baseball diamond to a multi-purpose field would maintain the use as an athletic field and respond to 

community needs. Overall, the historic character of McKinley Park would be retained and preserved 

following the completion of the Project, therefore the proposed Project would adhere to Standard 2.  

Rehabilitation Standard 3:  Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, 

and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural 

features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken. 

Most of the proposed Project would occur below grade and would not be visible following the completion 

of the construction activities. To construct below grade facilities, some existing above ground amenities 

would be temporarily interrupted during construction. However, areas interrupted by the construction 

activities would be returned to their existing or better condition upon completion of the Project. 

Additionally, no conjectural elements would be installed at any of the above ground elements, particularly 

the facility controls/restroom building. The above ground electrical and control equipment/restroom 

building would be finished to have a compatible design that would take cues from the established 

architectural vocabulary of the Park (i.e., match the existing character of other buildings within the park), 

as required by Mitigation Measure AES-2 (Select Colors and Finishes for Above Ground Elements Which 

Blend with Their Existing Visual Environment) and would be located in an area that is peripheral to the 

large open spaces near the ball diamond. The building represents a minor change that respects the 

overall landscape’s time and place and does not create a false sense of historical development since use 

of new materials, such as veneer brick, would clearly differentiate the new building from the existing brick 

buildings. Finally, the location of the building would not affect the character of the Park’s path network.  

Pathways within the Park that may be used as access and maintenance roads are included as a potential 

Project feature. These pathways are located in non-descript areas of the Park, near the proposed facility 

control/restroom building, and use and/or replacement of these paths for the Project would not impact the 

character-defining open spaces. The paths would be of concrete construction and would be composed in 

a semi-meandering orientation that reflects the existing curvilinear style pathways of the Park but would 

not create a false sense of historical development since new paths would be a minimal change to the 

existing path network. Therefore, the proposed Project would adhere to Standard 3. 

Rehabilitation Standard 4: Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic 

significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved. 

The proposed Project would not impact any historical resources or Park landscape characteristics that 

have acquired significance in their own right. The picnic areas and jogging track all date from outside the 

identified period of significance and have not gained significance in their own right. Regardless, these 

elements would be returned to their existing condition following the completion of the proposed Project. 

As such, the proposed Project would adhere to Standard 4. 

Rehabilitation Standard 5: Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 

craftsmanship that characterize a historic property shall be preserved. 
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The proposed Project is largely limited to below-grade work in a portion of McKinley Park. The only 

element identified in the nomination as a contributing landscape feature that would be changed by the 

proposed Project would be the conversion of the existing field and its limited baseball-specific elements to 

a multi-purpose field. The change in use from baseball to multi-purpose field would not affect the park’s 

significance overall since the field would continue to be an open distinctive feature supporting a variety of 

sporting activities, as it currently does. The historic character of the Park’s sports field in relation to its 

overall significance as a recreational space would be retained and preserved following the completion of 

the project No other contributing feature would be affected, and the overall character of McKinley Park 

landscape would be retained in its existing condition. 

Rehabilitation Standard 6: Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where 

the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the 

old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of 

missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence. 

The proposed Project does not specifically involve the treatment of any deteriorated historic features. The 

central focus of the project involves the below-grade construction of the McKinley Water Vault, which will 

involve the replacement of the existing field. While some elements will not be replaced, the overall 

character-defining characteristics of the space – flat topography, open spatial organization, and turf 

covered ground – will be restored to be consistent with the existing conditions. As such, the restored field 

will match the old in its overall design and continue to exhibit the visual qualities associated with its 

significant use as an athletics field and recreational facility. Therefore, the proposed Project would adhere 

to Standard 7. 

Rehabilitation Standard 7: Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage 

to historic materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be 

undertaken using the gentlest means possible. 

The proposed Project would not involve harmful chemical or physical treatments of any historic materials 

belonging to a contributing property. Therefore, the proposed Project would adhere to Standard 7. 

Rehabilitation Standard 8: Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected 

and preserved.  

If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken. The work associated with 

the proposed Project would primarily occur below grade and would require excavations associated with 

the construction activities. Although no known archaeological sites are in the Project area, it is recognized 

that there is a potential for the discovery of unknown sites. In the event of an unknown discovery, 

standard procedures outlined by the City of Sacramento would be followed, as outlined in Section 3.4.4 

(Mitigation Measures) within the Cultural Resources Section of the DEIR. Therefore, the proposed Project 

would adhere to Standard 8. 
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Rehabilitation Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not 

destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old 

and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic 

integrity of the property and its environment. 

Most of the proposed Project would be constructed below grade and would therefore not be visible once 

constructed. Where elements are present above-grade, these features would not interrupt the defining 

aspects of the spatial organization of the Park, primarily the open expanses of lawn and playing fields, 

surrounded by collections of trees. As described above, some trees may require removal as part of the 

Project, but the vast majority would be preserved in place. Where tree removal is required, they would be 

replaced, and additional trees added to ultimately reflect the existing character conditions or better.  

As stated above, after construction, the above-ground Project features would be limited to a building 

approximately 750 square feet that would blend into the Park features as described above and would be 

single-story placed in an area devoid of contributing historic features. The scale and overall size of the 

building would be consistent with other buildings and structures throughout the Park and would not 

visually obstruct any significant view, nor detract from the character of the Park setting. While the exact 

design of the building is yet to be determined, it is specifically acknowledged, under Mitigation Measure 

AES-2 (Select Colors and Finishes for Above Ground Elements Which Blend with Their Existing Visual 

Environment) of the DEIR, that the building would be of new construction and would aim to be compatible 

through the implementation and reflection of the existing architectural vocabulary found throughout 

McKinley Park. Furthermore, the proposed Project design would adhere to the architectural standards 

and design guidelines of the City of Sacramento, which would further ensure that the design is compatible 

within the setting of McKinley Park. Therefore, the proposed Project would adhere to Standard 9. 

Rehabilitation Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be 

undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic 

property and its environment would be unimpaired. 

The proposed Project is predominantly below grade and is considered removable. The possible removal 

of the offline storage facility, pipe connections, and other associated below-grade elements would cause 

a temporary change in the surface conditions in McKinley Park and would not impact the overall form, 

historical character, or integrity of the landscape. As for the above-grade interventions, such as the 

construction of the proposed electrical and control equipment/restroom building, the future removal of 

these items would have no impact on the historic integrity of the Park. These elements are being placed 

in non-descript and select areas of the Park and their future removal would revert these spaces to their 

existing conditions with no lasting impacts to any contributing feature or the broader character of the 

property. 

Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes – Rehabilitation 

According to the National Parks Service, the rehabilitation of cultural landscapes “includes an opportunity 

to make possible an efficient contemporary use through alterations and additions” while also protecting 
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significant and character-defining features of a landscape. Significant features of a cultural landscape are 

outlined in the following sections and are analyzed in relations to the project accordingly. 

Spatial Organization and Land Patterns: As addressed in the above Standards analysis, the proposed 

Project would not result in an impact on the spatial organization of McKinley Park. The vast majority of the 

Park would remain in its existing condition and would be completely untouched by the Project. As 

proposed, the Project would be limited to a select portion of the broader landscape, located towards the 

eastern edge of the park. The center of these activities would focus on the construction of the McKinley 

Water Vault, which would be located below grade at the current location of the athletic field. The existing 

field would be removed, but replaced after construction, and would continue to exhibit its significance as 

an athletic field through its open spatial organization. 

Topography 

The proposed Project would have no impact on the topography of McKinley Park. Aside from specific 

water features within the Park, which are located well outside of the project area, the topography is 

typically flat. The project involves the restoration of the flat characteristics of the park, particularly at the 

multi-purpose athletic fields, which would not result in a radical change to the topography of the Park. 

This would continue to convey the significance of the space and its associations with the Park as a 

premier recreational landscape. 

Vegetation 

The proposed Project specifically calls out for the preservation of all trees wherever feasible; however, 

the removal of certain trees may be required. The extent of any removals would be limited to a small 

section of the project area, which would have no effect on the overwhelming majority of the trees within 

McKinley Park. As such, the majority of trees would be preserved in-placed. Where the few replacements 

may occur, all replacement trees would be in-kind with the previous existing trees in terms of placement 

and species and approximately 60 additional trees would be planted so as to preserve the historic 

character of the Park. 

Circulation 

The proposed Project would have no long-term impacts on the significant circulation patterns of McKinley 

Park. While construction activities would involve the disruption of some pedestrian circulation within the 

Park, these disruptions would only be temporary in nature. All circulation patterns, particularly the 

pedestrian paths along the perimeter and the internal paths to and from the multi-purpose athletic field, 

would all be restored to their existing condition following the completion of the Project. As such, the 

significant circulation patterns at McKinley Park would not result in any radical changes. 

Water Features 

The proposed Project would not have no impact on the significant water features at McKinley Park. All of 

the significant water features of McKinley Park are located outside of the project area, will be preserved in 

their existing conditions, and would not be subject to any alterations of any nature. 



MCKINLEY WATER VAULT PROJECT 

Comments and Responses 

September 2018 

3.17

Structures, Furnishings & Objects 

The proposed Project would result in no impact to any of the significant structures, furnishings, or objects 

at McKinley Park. The only objects located above ground would be treated with architectural finishes 

consistent with other structures within the Park as required by Mitigation Measure AES-2 (Select Colors 

and Finishes for Above Ground Elements Which Blend with Their Existing Visual Environment) required in 

the DEIR. 

Special Considerations 

As part of this Project, special considerations, such as health and safety and environment, are addressed 

in other sections within the DEIR and FEIR. In regard to the potential impacts to the features of the 

cultural landscape, these are addressed under both the Standards and Guidelines analyses provided 

above. 

Summary: 

While acknowledging that the nomination was approved by the SHRC and that McKinley Park was 

determined to be a historical resource, the DEIR supports the conclusion that the proposed Project would 

adhere to the Standards and Guidelines and no significant effect would occur. Most of Project would be 

below-ground and would have only a temporary disruption to the landscape’s use. All contributing 

elements with the potential to be impacted – the baseball diamond and adjacent trees – would be treated 

in a way that is consistent with the Standards. While the baseball diamond may be replaced with a soccer 

field or multi-purpose field or some combination of the two, this change does not constitute an adverse 

change to the Park’s overall historical significance. As for the trees, as mentioned in the DEIR and above, 

the City intends to preserve existing trees to the maximum extent possible and where the limited removal 

of trees is necessary, they would be replaced, and additional trees planted. For the proposed electrical 

and control equipment/restroom building the design would be compatible with the architectural vocabulary 

of McKinley Park and would be of an appropriate size and scale that would not detract from the relevant 

setting. All aspects of the proposed Project would be reversible, and no aspect of the essential form and 

integrity of the landscape would be impacted. Adherence of the proposed Project to the Standards and 

Guidelines illustrated above ensures that impacts to cultural resources would be less than significant as 

disclosed in the DEIR.  

3.1.7 Master Response 7: Recreation 

Several comments were received regarding McKinley Park access, the baseball field, and other Park 

features that would potentially be affected by the proposed Project. Impacts to recreation are discussed in 

Section 3.12 (Recreation) and the Park features, and potential enhancements, are discussed in Section 

2.3.7 (Park Restoration and Potential Enhancements) of the DEIR.  

Baseball and Soccer Fields 

Section 2.3.7.1 (Park Restoration) of the DEIR states that the athletic field, among other park facilities 

would be, at a minimum, restored once construction is complete. The baseball field within the Project 
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area would be converted to a multi-purpose field with the possible addition of removable soccer goal 

posts as an added Park feature; however, this would not change the intended use of the area as a multi-

purpose athletic field.   

Jogging Path 

Impacts to the jogging path surrounding McKinley Park are discussed in Section 3.12 (Recreation) and 

Section 3.13 (Transportation and Traffic) of the DEIR. Specifically, under Section 3.13.3.2 (Project Impact 

Analysis) under Impact TRANS-6 of the DEIR, a discussion of pedestrian facilities that may be affected by 

the proposed Project, which includes the jogging path, is incorporated into the analysis. Mitigation 

Measure TRANS-1 (Prepare and Implement a Traffic Control and Pedestrian Control Plan), in Section 

3.13.4 (Mitigation Measures), is incorporated into the proposed Project in order to ensure the jogging path 

is re-routed appropriately during construction. This traffic and pedestrian control plan would adequately 

cover any potential restrictions to the jogging path.  

Other Park Features 

As discussed in Section 3.12.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) under Impact REC-3 of the DEIR, although 

certain Park features would be temporarily closed during the construction period of the proposed Project, 

the remainder of McKinley Park including the playground, swimming pool, and tennis courts would 

generally remain accessible. Once construction is complete, the Park would be restored to existing 

conditions, with the addition of several park enhancements, as described in Section 2.3.7 (Park 

Restoration and Potential Enhancements) of the DEIR.  

3.1.8 Master Response 8: Air Quality 

Several comments were received regarding the air quality analysis that was completed in the DEIR, 

including comments regarding the CalEEMod version used and modeling assumptions (including truck 

trips). To verify the selection of the model and certain assumptions made in the DEIR, the model was 

rerun using the 2016.3.2 version with the same assumptions as presented in the DEIR (see Appendix C.1 

of this FEIR). In addition, the model was rerun a second time with the 2016.3.2 version but with updates 

based on comments received to show that, with the updates, the modeling results are still below the 

SMAQMD significance thresholds (see Appendix C.2 of this FEIR). Both updated models result in 

emissions that are below those modeled within the DEIR and below the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 

Quality Management District (SMAQMD) thresholds for all criteria air pollutants. Therefore, the analysis 

presented in the DEIR sufficiently disclosed potential air quality impacts. The remainder of this response 

addresses these comments in more detail. 

CalEEMod Version 

A comment received raised that CalEEMod.2013.2.2 was an old version of the air quality model that was 

used in the DEIR and that CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 should have been used. CalEEMod version 

2016.3.2 uses the California Air Resources Board’s EMFAC2014 to calculate vehicle emissions while 

version 2013.2.2 used EMFAC 2011. CalEEMod version 2016.3.2 also has an updated assumption made 

in CalEEMod2013.2.2 regarding Heavy-Heavy Diesel Truck’s average trips per day which lead to an 
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underestimation of Heavy-Heavy Diesel Truck’s idling exhaust emission factors. The 2016.3.1 CalEEMod 

version was prone to crashing, which is why it was not used for this analysis.  

The new 2016.3.2 version of the model was rerun with the assumptions included in the DEIR and 

projected emissions were lower than those disclosed in the DEIR (see Appendix C of this FEIR). The 

change in the version used does not substantially change the level of significance of the results presented 

in the DEIR or require any text revisions to the document.  

Modeling Assumptions 

Citing Non-default values 

Comments noted the preparer of the modeling cited “non-default values based on the project description.” 

This note in the modeling assumptions is considered sufficient to disclose that the modeling assumptions 

were based off of the more detailed Project description. The inputs for the CalEEMod modeling were 

based on Section 2.0 (Project Description) of the DEIR including, but not limited to truck trips, amount of 

excavated material, and Project schedule.  

Land Use Assumptions 

As shown in Appendix B of the DEIR, the Land Usage assumption of 217,800 square feet was selected 

for the floor surface area as a conservative footprint of the entire five-acre Project site. Conservative 

assumptions on land use type and size provide an over estimation of potential air quality emissions.  

Since the analysis of the DEIR was based on this conservative estimate and was under the threshold of 

significance as discussed under Impact AIR-1 (Section 3.1 Air Quality of the DEIR), any smaller footprint 

would also be under the threshold and therefore the DEIR appropriately discloses potential air quality 

impacts that could result from the proposed Project. Section 2.0 (Project Description) of the DEIR 

adequately describes the range of sizes for the proposed Project design to understand the potential 

impacts.  

Regarding the land use classification used for the modeling, the CalEEMod uses the Project footprint 

acreage, not the land use type, to determine the default values and emission estimates for construction 

activities. The land use type and subtype are used to estimate operational emissions. As described in the 

Project Description (Section 2.0) of the DEIR operations of proposed Project would be limited to 

occasional maintenance. Therefore, the use of General Light Industry for the land use classification 

adequately represents the proposed Project.  

Project Description Assumptions 

Comments were received on the assumptions of the size and components encompassed within the air 

quality modeling. Where appropriate, conservative estimates were used as described in Section 2.0 

(Project Description) of the DEIR to model potential air quality impacts. By using conservative estimates 

for areas such as the floor surface area, which was assumed to be five acres, the DEIR was able to 

account for air quality emissions from all ancillary features, temporary impacts, park enhancements, pump 

station and odor control, connection pipelines, electrical improvements, and above ground features. 
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Specific dimensions and details to these features can be found in Section 2.0 (Project Description) of the 

DEIR and the conservative estimates included in the DEIR modeling result in greater impacts than those 

that would occur if the smaller Project footprint were selected. To support this conclusion, the CalEEMod 

model was run with revised inputs closer to those considered in the 60-percent design drawings as 

described in Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) and resulted in modeled emissions lower than those 

disclosed in the DEIR (results in Appendix C.1 of this FEIR). No changes to the Project description or air 

quality analysis of the DEIR are warranted.  

Truck Trips 

The distance to the haul site location (Sutter’s Landing) is approximately 1.5 miles away from the 

proposed Project site. At the time of DEIR circulation several haul site locations were being considered 

and as a conservative approach, the analysis assumed that haul trip lengths would be 10-miles. To 

account for round trips for hauling, the haul distance considered within the DEIR was doubled to 20-miles, 

which has the same outcome as doubling the trip count. The material import, including concrete trucks 

and capacity, were factored into the air quality analysis with the 150-vehicle maximum daily worker trips, 

and was accounted for in the overestimation of the hauling trip length (Section 2.4.3.2 [Construction-

Related Traffic] and Section 3.2 [Air Quality]). The assumptions for worker and hauling trips changed as 

the Project evolved. The trips modelled under the heading of vendor and worker trips was lower than was 

disclosed in Section 2.0 (Project Description) in the DEIR; however, this under estimation doesn’t 

surmount to a significant change in model results since the overestimation of hauling miles also accounts 

for the difference equivalently calculating an accurate estimate of total vehicle trips, despite differences in 

classifications. Additionally, Project details were rerun with the newer version of CalEEMod including the 

revised inputs reflecting the more refined concrete truck, vendor, and worker trips estimates and hauling 

trip lengths (see Appendix C.2 of this FEIR) resulting in emission estimates that are similar and slightly 

lower than the original results and still below the SMAQMD significance thresholds.  

Although Section 2.0 (Project Description) of the DEIR states that excavation would require 77,000 cubic 

yards to 105,000 cubic yards of material to be hauled off site, the model was run using 85,000 cubic 

yards, consistent with the design information at that time. In reality, the excavation dimensions would 

likely be closer to 255 feet by 300 feet by 25 feet deep, accounting for approximately 71,000 cubic yards 

of material. However, for reference and to verify, the CalEEMod model was rerun with the conservative 

estimate of 105,000 cubic yards of material with similar but slightly lower modeled emissions levels than 

the original model results. Both outcomes are still below the SMAQMD significance thresholds (the results 

are included in Appendix C.2).  

Construction Schedule 

Several comments were received reading inconsistency between the construction schedule in the air 

quality modeling and what is stated in Section 2.0 (Project Description) of the DEIR. The construction 

schedule included in Section 2.0 (Project Description) of the DEIR, included in Figure 2.4-3 (Preliminary 

Construction Schedule) and Table 2.4-1 (Construction Overview and Proposed Schedule), were used to 

develop the construction schedule in the air quality modeling. Specifically, the excavation construction 

phase includes all excavation activities, i.e., install excavation support (three months), Excavation and 
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bottom gravel pad (three months), diversion sewer construction (three months), and electrical installation 

(three month) for a total of twelve months. The CalEEMod model was rerun with the excavation phase 

lasting only six months (rather than the twelve months that was included in the DEIR model), this includes 

installation of excavation support (three months) and excavation and bottom gravel pad (three months), to 

account for only those excavation activities that would require hauling. Although the haul period is 

condensed, with more emissions during a shorter amount of time, the overall Project emission estimates 

are similar but slightly less than the original model results (the results are included in Appendix C.2). Both 

the original and updated model results remain below the SMAQMD thresholds. 

3.1.9 Master Response 9: Noise and Vibration 

Several comments regarding the noise and vibrations from construction activities were received and are 

addressed in this Master Response. Noise and Vibration impacts are discussed in detail in Section 3.10 

(Noise and Vibration) of the DEIR.  

Sensitive Receptors 

In Section 3.10.2.1 (Noise Baseline and Terminology) of the DEIR, sensitive receptors were identified as 

including adjacent homes, schools, parks, and commercial businesses. Sensitive receptors, including the 

Tiny Tots daycare facility, were identified within the Project area and specific noise levels at receptor 

distances are included in Table 3.10-9 (Summary of Federal Highway Administration Roadway 

Construction Noise Model). The Tiny Tots Daycare facility would therefore be included in the sound level 

at receptor distance at 25 feet (particularly under the larger project footprint of 300 feet by 350 feet – See 

Master Response 2 Project Footprint on footprint details). The noise and vibration discussion in the DEIR 

(Impact NOS-1 and Impact NOS-2) apply to the Tiny Tots daycare facility and no further analysis is 

required.  

Potential Noise and Vibration Impacts to Historic Buildings 

Table 3.10-8 (Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Criteria) in Section 3.10.2.2 (Vibration) of the DEIR, 

lists the various transient peak particle velocity (PPV) levels that may result in potential damage to historic 

buildings.  

The discussion of potential vibration impacts takes these factors into account under Impact NOS-2, 

Section 3.10.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis), which evaluated Project construction impacts with vibration 

levels between 0.001 PPV and 0.074 PPV at 50- feet during McKinley Water Vault construction and 

between 0.003 and 0.210 PPV at 25- feet during pipeline installation as shown in Table 3.10-10. As 

stated in the DEIR, during construction, the homes along 33rd street would be approximately 25-feet away 

from pipeline construction activities within 33rd Street and 50- to 100- feet away from McKinley Water 

Vault construction activities. As described in the DEIR, neither of these construction areas would exceed 

the maximum 0.25 PPV damage criteria threshold outlined in Table 3.10-8 for Continuous/Frequent 

vibration sources. Homes along 33rd Street have withstood vibration associated with previous utility and 

roadwork activities similar to those that would be generated by the proposed Project associated with work 

in 33rd Street. As referenced in this section of the DEIR, the Caltrans Transportation and Construction 
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Vibration Guidance Manual was used to classify and assess vibration impacts and the damage 

associated with vibration impacts. Consistent with the assessment of Impact NOS-2 in the DEIR, the 

homes along 33rd street are older residential structures, or in some cases historic buildings but are 

generally not considered fragile (due to being in bad condition or constructed out of poorly performing 

structural material such as stone masonry), further indicating the potential for excessive groundborne 

vibration at these residences is unlikely. Additionally, as a matter of procedure, the City will comply with 

applicable City policies such as EC 3.1.5 and EC 3.1.7.  

Noise from Dewatering Pumps 

Section 2.4.2.1 (Dewatering) of the DEIR discusses potential impacts associated with noise generated 

from dewatering pumps during excavation. The DEIR states that, “pumps would be located at the bottom 

of the dewatering wells and are not anticipated to generate noise audible outside of the construction 

area”. The pumps themselves would be located approximately 20 to 30 feet underground and would be 

underwater, therefore, the noise generated from the dewatering pumps would not substantially contribute 

to the construction noise associated with the proposed Project.  

3.1.10 Master Response 10: Recirculation 

A commenter requested that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated to allow the public and decision-

makers a meaningful opportunity to review and comment on the proposed Project and its environmental 

impacts.  

The Draft EIR does not have to be recirculated solely at the request of a commenter. Under CEQA, 

recirculation is only required when the lead agency adds “significant new information” to an EIR after the 

public comment period and prior to certification of the EIR (Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. 

Regents of the University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1128). “Information” can include changes in 

the project or environmental setting, as well as additional data or other information (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088.5(a)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) further provides: 

New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives 

the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial environmental effect of the 

project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) 

that the project’s proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring 

recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

1. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation

measure proposed to be implemented.

2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless

mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
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3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others

previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the

project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

4. (4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature

that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

In addition, CEQA does not require revisions to the analysis based upon argument, speculation or 

unsubstantiated opinion (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)(5)).  

No comments were received on the DEIR that resulted in any new impact or in a change in the 

significance level of impacts disclosed in the DEIR, or that required new mitigation, consideration of new 

alternatives, or any other substantial change to the DEIR. Therefore, recirculation of the DEIR is not 

required. 
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3.2 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES 

3.2.1 State, Regional, Local Agencies  

A1 Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse 

A2 Nicole Goi, Regional & Local Government Affairs, Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
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Letter A1 Comment 



STATE OF CALI FORNIA 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. KEN ALEX 
DIRECTOR GOVERNOR 

June 7, 2018 

Scott Johnson 
City of Sacramento 
300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 958 11 

Subject: McKinley W Ater Vault Project 
SCH#: 2017062015 

Dear Scott Johnson: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The 
review period closed on June 6, 2018, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This letter 
acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the 
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~~·/ Sc~a~ · ~ • 

Director, State Clearinghouse 

1400 10th Street P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
1-916-322-2318 FAX 1-916-558-3184 www.opr.ca.gov 
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SCH# 
Project Title 

Lead Agency 

2017062015 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

McKinley WAter Vault Project 
Sacramento, City of 

Type EIR Draft EIR 

Description The proposed Project consists of the construction of a below ground combined sewer system water 

vault and necessary appurtenant facilities. The underground MWV storage facility includes a max 

1,000,000 cubic feet storage structure approx. 300 ft. wide by 350 ft. long with a below ground odor 

control facility. The above-ground appurtenant facilities would be located adjacent to the storage facility 

and contain electrical and control equipment cabinets and possibly attached to a new restroom facility. 

The vault would be connected , by inlet and outlet pipes, to the existing combined sewer system that 

surrounds McKinley Park. The 42-in. combined sewer system pipe under the jogging path along 33rd 

St is anticipated to be the location of one inlet and outlet pipe. Also a below ground power connection 
to existing facilities along Park Way. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name 

Agency 
Phone 
email 

Scott Johnson 
City of Sacramento 
916-808-5842 Fax 

Address 300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor 
City Sacramento State CA Zip 95811 

Project Location 
County 

City 
Region 

Lat I Long 
Cross Streets 

Parcel No. 

Sacramento 
Sacramento 

38° 34' 31 .99" N / 121° 27' 39.1" W 
33rd Street I H Street I Alhambra Blvd I McKinley Blvd 
003-0010-002-0000 

Township 8 Range 5 Section 5 Base east 

Proximity to: 
Highways Bus. 80 SR 51 

Airports 

American River 
Sutter Middle, Sacred 

Railways 
Waterways 

Schools 
Land Use Existing use is Park (ball field) I Standard Single Family - Alhambra Corridor Special Planning District 

Zone I General Plan: Parks 

Project Issues AestheticN isual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Cumulative Effects; 

Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Growth 

Inducing; Landuse; Noise; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Septic System; 

Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; 
Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Central Valley Flood Protection Board; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 2; 

Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol; 

Caltrans, District 3 N; State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water, District 9; 

State Water Resources Control Board, Divison of Financial Assistance; Regional Water Quality 

Control Bd., Region 5 (Sacramento); Native American Heritage Commission 

Date Received 04/23/2018 Start of Review 04/23/2018 End of Review 0610612018 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 
A1-2
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Letter A1 Response 

June 7, 2018  

Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse 

A1-1 The comment letters attached to the State Clearinghouse letter are addressed elsewhere in this FEIR. 
The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response 
is required. 
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Letter A2 Comment 



Sent Via E-Mail 

June 6, 2018

Scott Johnson 
City of Sacramento 
Community Development Department 
300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org  

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the

McKinley Water Vault Project (Clearinghouse No. 2017062015)

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) appreciates the opportunity to provide 

comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the McKinley Water Vault

Project (Clearinghouse No. 2017062015).  SMUD is the primary energy provider for 
Sacramento County and the proposed Project area.  SMUD’s vision is to empower our 
customers with solutions and options that increase energy efficiency, protect the 
environment, reduce global warming, and lower the cost to serve our region.  As a 
Responsible Agency, SMUD aims to ensure that the proposed Project limits the potential for 
significant environmental effects on SMUD facilities, employees, and customers.  

It is our desire that the DEIR for the McKinley Water Vault Project will acknowledge any

Project impacts related to the following: 

• Overhead and or underground transmission and distribution line easements.

Please view the following links on smud.org for more information regarding

transmission encroachment:

o https://www.smud.org/en/business/customer-service/support-and-

services/design-construction-services.htm

o https://www.smud.org/en/do-business-with-smud/real-estate-

services/transmission-right-of-way.htm

• Utility line routing

• Electrical load needs/requirements

• Energy Efficiency

• Climate Change

• Cumulative impacts related to the need for increased electrical delivery

Based on our review of the DEIR and our understanding of the proposed Project, the

following issues should be considered during the Project design and planning and any 
associated impacts should be considered in the EIR: 

A2-1
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• Existing facilities within the vicinity of the Project, including existing
overhead facilities into the park from McKinley Boulevard at 32nd Street,
and existing underground and pad-mounted facilities serving into the park
along Alhambra Boulevard between McKinley Boulevard and Fat Alley.

• All structural setbacks shall be a minimum of 14-feet from the edge of the
roadway right-of-way. Structural setbacks less than 14-feet may create
clearance issues with SMUD facilities and the facilities of other utilities.

• The Applicant shall not alter existing SMUD facilities on the subject
property. If the Applicant requires the relocation or removal of existing
SMUD facilities, the Applicant shall coordinate with SMUD. The Applicant
shall be responsible for the cost of relocation or removal.

• The Applicant shall not alter existing SMUD facilities on the subject
property. If the Applicant requires the relocation or removal of existing
SMUD facilities, the Applicant shall coordinate with SMUD. The Applicant
shall be responsible for the cost of relocation or removal.

• SMUD reserves the right to use any portion of its easements on or
adjacent to the subject property that it reasonably needs and shall not be
responsible for any damages to the developed property within said
easement that unreasonably interferes with those needs.

SMUD would like to be involved with discussing the above areas of interest as well as 
discussing any other potential issues.  We aim to be partners in the efficient and sustainable 
delivery of the proposed Project.  Please ensure that the information included in this 
response is conveyed to the Project planners and the appropriate Project proponents.   

Environmental leadership is a core value of SMUD and we look forward to collaborating with 
you on this Project. Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide input on this Notice of 
Preparation.  If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Rob Ferrera at 
rob.ferrera@smud.org or (916)732-6676. 

Sincerely, 

Nicole Goi
Regional & Local Government Affairs 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
6301 S Street, Mail Stop A313 
Sacramento, CA 95817 

nicole.goi@smud.org

Cc: Rob Ferrera, SMUD 

A2-2
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Letter A2 Response 

June 6, 2018  

Nicole Goi, Regional & Local Government Affairs, Sacramento Municipal Utility District 

A2-1 The background regarding the Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s (SMUD) role as a responsible 
Agency is acknowledged.   

A2-2 The City acknowledges overhead and/or underground transmission line easements, utility line routing, 
electrical load needs/requirements, energy efficiency, climate change, and cumulative impacts related to 
the need for increased electrical delivery. The proposed Project includes a discussion on Energy 
Resource (Section 5.4) including compliance with all Federal, State, and Local regulations regarding 
energy efficiency and the electrical needs of the proposed Project. The DEIR also includes a discussion 
on climate change and Greenhouse Gasses (GHGs) in Section 3.6 and cumulative impacts are 
discussed in Section 5.5 of the DEIR. A comprehensive discussion and impacts related to climate 
change and utility services are discussed in the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan and the 
associated General Plan EIR that was developed for long range planning on a City-wide basis 
(Sacramento 2015, Sacramento 2014). The comment does not identify any additional environmental 
impact topics or issues related to the adequacy of the DEIR and no further response is required. 
SMUD’s underground transmission distribution line easements are discussed in the Project Description 
(Section 2.3.4, Electrical and Control Facilities) and are included in Figure 2.3-1 (Project Footprint).  

A2-3 This comment, while acknowledged, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions 
of significance. No further action is required. The City will comply with the specific requirements 
regarding interaction with SMUD lines. SMUD is included in the City’s application review process for 
applicable projects and the City will continue to include SMUD for review of applicable development 
applications. Responses to this comment will be provided to the City Council for review. 
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3.2.2  Organizations and Law Firms 

O1 Stephen R. Cook, Brown Rudnick LLP 

O2 Planning Review Team Land Management, Pacific Gas and Electric 

O3 Planning Review Team Land Management, Pacific Gas and Electric 
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Letter O1 Comment 



STEPHEN R. COOK 

scook@brownrudnick.com 

June 6, 2018 

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND EMAIL 

Scott Johnson, Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento, Community Development Department 
Environmental Planning Services 
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
SRJohnson@cityofsacramento.org 

RE: Comments On Draft Environmental Impact Report For The McKinley Water Vault 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

I write on behalf of Citizens For A Safe And Sewage-Free McKinley Park (“Citizens”), an 
unincorporated association dedicated to preserving and protecting historic McKinley Park and its 
surrounding neighborhoods.  McKinley Park’s origins date back to 1871, before Sacramento 
became California’s permanent capital.  McKinley Park is the oldest park in Sacramento and one of 
the oldest parks in the western United States.  Generations of visitors have enjoyed this invaluable 
resource.  New generations—including the elderly and children from surrounding communities and 
the adjacent day care facility—continue to rely upon the trees, grass, water features, and 
recreational facilities provided by McKinley Park.  This precious resource represents the best of 
what the City of Sacramento has provided, and should continue to provide, for its residents.  In light 
of McKinley Park’s unique history and its value to the community, Citizens expected that the City 
would be particularly mindful that any projects undertaken within the park would not impact the 
health and character of this resource, and would not jeopardize the health and safety of those who 
live, work, play, and attend school or daycare in the adjacent community.   

Unfortunately, that did not happen.  Not only did the City fail to regard McKinley Park and 
the surrounding community with the respect they deserve, the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(“DEIR”) for the McKinley Water Vault Project (“Project”) fails to comply within the most basic 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).  Accordingly, Citizens submits 
this letter and the accompanying letters by Terra Nova Planning & Research, Inc. (“Terra Nova”) 
and Dryad, LLC (“Dryad”)—which are attached hereto as Exhibits A and B, respectively, and 
incorporated herein by reference—to provide comments on the DEIR, and to explain the DEIR’s 
failure to comply with CEQA.  For the reasons discussed below and in the letters from Terra Nova 
and Dryad, Citizens objects to the City’s approval of the McKinley Water Vault Project.   
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S. Johnson
June 6, 2018
Page 2

I. Summary of DEIR Defects

As described in the DEIR, the City proposes to construct a concrete vault that will hold up to
1 million cubic feet of combined stormwater and wastewater below the ground in McKinley Park.  
Although the stated purpose of the proposed vault is to address flooding and outflows from the 
City’s combined sewer system during certain storm events, the Project will not resolve 
Sacramento’s flooding issues.  Rather, East Sacramento will continue to be inundated by sanitary 
sewer and storm flows even if the Project is constructed as planned, particularly as climate change 
increases the frequency and severity of storms in the area in the coming years.  See Exhibit A at 
pp. 2-9. 

Not only will the Project fail to protect residents of East Sacramento from the public health 
and safety hazards that will continue to be caused by existing contaminated water flows, but also 
the Project itself will cause significant environmental impacts that have not been adequately 
disclosed, studied, or mitigated in the DEIR.  Specifically, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and 
propose mitigation measures to address the Project’s impacts on (i) aesthetics and visual 
resources; (ii) air quality; (iii) biological resources; (iv) cultural  resources;  (v)  geology  and  soils;  
(vi) hazards  and  hazardous  materials;  (vii) hydrology; (viii) noise and vibration; and (ix)
transportation and traffic.   In addition, the DEIR also fails to comply with CEQA because its Project
Description is legally deficient, and it fails to discuss reasonable and feasible Project alternatives.

II. The DEIR Fails To Disclose, Study, And Mitigate The Project’s Environmental Impacts

As summarized below, and as detailed in the supporting letters from Terra Nova (Exhibit A)
and Dryad (Exhibit B), the DEIR fails to disclose, study, and mitigate the Project’s impacts on 
multiple aspects of the environment.  Therefore, the DEIR fails to comply with CEQA and to serve 
its function as an “environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public and its 
responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological points of no 
return.”  Sierra Club v. State Bd. of Forestry (1994) 7 Cal.4th 1215, 1229.  

A. Aesthetics and Visual Resources :  The DEIR’s discussion of impacts to visual
resources is inappropriately limited to impacts resulting from construction in McKinley Park’s 
baseball field.  By disregarding impacts that would be caused in the entire Project area, including 
off-site work locations, the DEIR underestimates the Project’s impacts on aesthetics and visual 
resources.  Moreover, the DEIR fails to identify the number and types of trees that would be 
removed or damaged by Project construction, and the resulting impacts on the scenic vista that is 
McKinley Park.  See Exhibit A at pp. 18-19, Exhibit B at pp. 1-26.   

B. Air Quality :  The DEIR’s air quality analysis suffers from modeling deficiencies, as it
was performed using an outdated version of the CalEEMOD program, and provides insufficient 
details about values that were used in the modeling, making it impossible to assess whether the 
model accurately quantifies the Project’s air quality impacts.  In addition, the analysis makes certain 
land use assumptions that are not supported by the DEIR.  For example, the DEIR classifies the 
Project as “General Light Industry,” which is not the most accurate description of the Project.  
Instead, the Project would be more appropriately characterized as “Enclosed Parking Structure” due 
to the amount of concrete and steel that would be necessary to build the vault.  And although the 
model was run for a 217,000 square foot structure, it is unclear how this land use breakdown was 
derived based on Project details provided in the DEIR.  Similarly, the construction schedule 
assumptions made in the CalEEMod model are inconsistent with the Project description in the 
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Page 3

DEIR.  Finally, the DEIR underestimates the total number of haul trips that would be required to 
complete the Project, fails to account for emissions that would be caused by importing materials to 
the Project site, and underestimates total Project trips and their associated emissions.  See 
Exhibit A at pp. 19-22. 

C. Biological Resources:  The DEIR’s analysis of the Project’s impacts on biological
resources is fatally flawed insofar as it relies on a false assumption that the Project would require 
only minimal tree trimming.  That assumption is not supported by substantial evidence.  To the 
contrary, the DEIR fails to disclose that 39 trees are in direct conflict with Project construction 
activities and would need to be removed, while an additional 26 trees would be severely impacted 
by the Project and would require either removal or severe pruning.  The DEIR does not identify, 
study, or mitigate these impacts to a level of insignificance.  To the extent that the DEIR attempts to 
defer mitigation of the Project’s impacts to trees by noting that tree removal permits will be obtained 
in accordance with the City’s tree ordinance, the DEIR fails to comply with CEQA.  Indeed, 
compliance with such an ordinance would do nothing to prevent or mitigate environmental impacts 
resulting from the removal and/or severe damage that the Project would cause to at least 65 trees.  
California courts have made clear that deferring the formulation of mitigation measures to the future 
is improper unless the agency “commit[s] itself to specific performance criteria for evaluating the 
efficacy of the measures implemented.”  POET, LLC v. California Air Resources Board (2013) 218 
Cal.App.4th 681, 738.  The City failed to do so.  See Exhibit A at pp. 22-26, Exhibit B at pp. 1-26.   

D. Cultural Resources:  As the City is aware, McKinley Park has been nominated to
the National Register of Historic Places.  This nomination was presented to the City’s Historic 
Preservation Commission on March 21, 2018.  After public comment, discussion, and due 
consideration, the Commission directed City staff to inform the Office of Historic Preservation of the 
City’s support for the nomination.  The DEIR was released for public comment approximately one 
month later, on April 20, 2018.  Nevertheless, the DEIR appends a “Technical Memorandum” that 
concludes that McKinley Park lacks historic significance, is ineligible for historic registers, and 
should not be considered an historic resource for purposes of CEQA.  These conclusions are 
contrary to the facts presented in the Technical Memorandum, the National Register nomination, 
and the Preservation Commission’s recommendation on March 21, 2018, and are not supported by 
substantial evidence.   

Moreover, the DEIR’s “analysis” of the Project’s impacts on historic resources appears on a 
single page, and its discussion of the Project’s impacts on a potential National Register property is 
confined to two sentences, in which the DEIR states that “the proposed Project would not cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of the McKinley Park since the park would maintain 
its existing use once construction is finished and the historical context would be maintained.”  That 
conclusion is unsupported by substantial evidence.  Indeed, as discussed below, the DEIR fails to 
adequately analyze environmental impacts that may be caused by leakage and overflow following 
the Project’s construction, and the resulting odor, pathogen, and health threats that would degrade 
the community’s use and enjoyment of the park, thereby substantially impairing the park’s existing 
uses.  See Exhibit A at pp. 26-31 and Attachment C thereto; 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15064.5.    

E. Geology and Soils:  Although the DEIR states that a site-specific geotechnical
analysis will be conducted prior to construction, deferring the preparation of such a report is 
improper in light of the fact that the Project would involve constructing a large, reinforced structure 
underground.  Without a meaningful geotechnical analysis, the DEIR does not and cannot 
adequately identify, study, or mitigate geotechnical hazards, including those relating to liquefaction, 
landslides, and unstable or expansive soils.  Nor does the DEIR adequately study impacts that may 
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be caused by system failures, including leakage and overflow.  See Exhibit A at pp. 31-33 and 
Attachment D thereto.   

F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials:  The Project will cause hundreds of thousands
(if not millions) of gallons of contaminated water and sewage to be imported from the region into the 
park, where it will be stored underground for an unidentified period of time.  The DEIR fails to 
adequately evaluate the short-term and long-term risks of diverting and storing this contaminated 
water and sewage material under McKinley Park.  Indeed, the DEIR fails to study environmental 
impacts that inevitably will be caused by leakage from pipes and the vault, and by overflow, 
flooding, and surface ponding during and after storm events. Nor does the DEIR address the fact 
that these impacts are more likely to occur—and to be more severe—as a result of climate change, 
which the State of California forecasts will result in larger and more frequent storms, more flooding, 
and increased risks to wastewater infrastructure.  See State Water Resources Control Board 
Resolution No. 2017-0012, attached hereto as Exhibit C.  With the impending increase in the 
frequency and severity of storm events, the vault and its diversion pipes will be used more 
frequently, and at a higher intensity, leading to increased risks of system failure.  Nevertheless, the 
DEIR fails to disclose or analyze potential, foreseeable hazards associated with leaks of untreated 
sewage from the vault system into the area’s groundwater.  Nor does the DEIR consider potential 
impacts of such leaks of hazardous materials (or of hazardous materials that will be used during 
construction) on the Tiny Tot Daycare facility, which is located immediately south of the Project site. 
See Exhibit A at p. 33.   

G. Hydrology:  The DEIR’s description of existing conditions fails to include a
discussion of groundwater quality.   This information is critical in light of the Project’s potential to 
impact groundwater due to vault and pipe leakage.  Nevertheless, the DEIR fails to identify the 
current quality of the area’s groundwater, or to study impacts that may result from system failure 
and leakage from the vault into the groundwater table, which is high and near the surface in this 
area.  The DEIR fails to explain or analyze the large increase in capacity proposed for the Project, 
why that increase has occurred, and how it will impact the East Sacramento neighborhood.  Nor 
does the DEIR explain how long water containing human waste and other contaminants will need to 
be stored in the vault before it can be pumped to a treatment facility, or how stored waters and 
other materials will be treated or disposed of following completion of the Project.  See Exhibit A at 
pp. 33-36.      

H. Noise and Vibration:  The DEIR contains no meaningful noise impact analysis,
notwithstanding that the Project will require a large number of heavy trucks, as well as pile drivers 
and dewatering pumps that will be present on the site for a two-year period.  Nor does the DEIR 
consider the significance of noise impacts in light of McKinley Park’s location, which is adjacent to a 
variety of sensitive receptors, including elderly residents, park users, and children at the Tiny Tot 
Daycare.  The DEIR also fails adequately to study the impact of vibration on structures within the 
park, including historic structures that were built well before modern building code requirements, as 
well as impacts to older structures surrounding the park.  In fact, although the DEIR acknowledges 
that vibration damage could be caused to “extremely fragile historic buildings…fragile buildings, and 
historic and some old buildings” at the levels described in the DEIR, the DEIR fails to provide 
reasonable mitigation measures to address those impacts.  See Exhibit A at pp. 37-38.   

I. Transportation and Traffic:  The DEIR understates the Project’s impacts on traffic
by, among other things, miscalculating the number of heavy truck trips, which will be at least twice 
as high as reported, and failing to weight heavy truck trips, which are commonly doubled to account 
for impacts resulting from the size and slow speeds of such trucks.  Moreover, the DEIR fails to 

O1-4

zpope
Line

zpope
Line

zpope
Typewritten Text
O1-10

zpope
Line

zpope
Typewritten Text
O1-11

zpope
Line

zpope
Typewritten Text
O1-12

zpope
Line

zpope
Typewritten Text
O1-13



S. Johnson
June 6, 2018
Page 5

consider how Project construction at off-site improvement areas will impact traffic conditions, or to 
analyze the hazards and traffic impacts that will result from queuing of vehicles on already 
congested City streets during construction.  Nor does the DEIR provide meaningful mitigation 
measures to address the Project’s traffic impacts, notwithstanding that at least 100 trucks per day 
will drive through the Project site.  See Exhibit A at pp. 38-39.   

III. The DEIR’s Project Description Is Legally Deficient

It is well settled that “[a]n accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of
an informative and legally sufficient EIR.”  County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 
Cal.App.3d 185, 193.  Here, the DEIR is misleading insofar as it fails to disclose that, as noted, the 
Project will not cure the flooding issues facing the City.  In fact, it appears that the DEIR improperly 
attempts to minimize even the current flooding conditions in the McKinley Park area.  See Exhibit A 
at pp. 10-11.   

Moreover, the DEIR improperly omits certain critical Project details, and provides conflicting 
information about others.  For example, the DEIR does not identify the depth of the vault or 
associated excavation.  Such information is critical to any analysis of the Project’s impacts on air 
quality, biological resources, cultural resources, and geology.  Nor does the DEIR state how long 
overflows would be retained in the vault, or provide information concerning the nature and levels of 
contaminants that are likely to be present in the vault.  In addition, the DEIR repeatedly describes 
the size of the vault structure as 300 feet by 350 feet.  However, figures in the DEIR depict a Project 
area of just 255 feet by 300 feet, significantly underestimating the area of impact.  This 
inconsistency may cause the public and responsible agencies to believe, incorrectly, that the 
Project’s impact area will be confined entirely to the baseball field, and to underestimate the 
significance of the Project’s impacts on the environment.  See Exhibit A at pp. 10-16.  In summary, 
the DEIR fails to set forth an “accurate, stable and finite project description” that would allow the 
public and responsible agencies to meaningfully evaluate the Project and its impacts.  

IV. The DEIR Fails To Describe And Consider Feasible Project Alternatives

The DEIR’s alternatives analysis fails to satisfy CEQA’s requirements.  CEQA provides that
an EIR must describe “a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 
project, which would feasibly obtain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project,” and must “evaluate the comparative 
merits of the alternatives.”  14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(a).  This discussion must “focus on 
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any 
significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the 
attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.”   14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(b). 

The DEIR fails to identify any alternative proposal that is reasonable, feasible, and that 
would reduce the impacts of the proposed Project.  Instead, the DEIR includes a brief discussion of 
so-called alternatives that it dismisses for reasons such as “limited room” at the alternative site, and 
“significantly less impact on flooding reduction.”  Such “alternatives” are neither reasonable nor 
feasible.  Rather, the City was required to describe alternatives to the Project that would “feasibly 
obtain most of the basic objectives of the project,” and to compare the merits of the Project against 
those of the proposed alternatives.  The City failed to do so.  See Exhibit A at pp. 16-18.  Moreover, 
the historic nature of McKinley Park, and its nomination to the National Register, makes the park a 
unique site when compared to alternative locations.  The DEIR did not properly account for this 
unique feature of the McKinley Park site when considering Project alternatives. 
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V. Conclusion

For all of the foregoing reasons, and for the reasons discussed in greater detail in the
accompanying letters from Terra Nova and Dryad, the DEIR for the Project fails to comply with 
CEQA.  Therefore, the EIR must be revised to accurately reflect the Project and its impacts, and 
must then be recirculated to allow the public and decision-makers a meaningful opportunity to 
review and comment upon the Project and its environmental impacts.  See 14 Cal. Code Regs. 
§ 15088.5.

Sincerely, 

BROWN RUDNICK LLP 

STEPHEN R. COOK 

cc:  Mindy Cuppy, MMC, City Clerk, City of Sacramento 
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TERRA NOVA PLANNING & RESEARCH, INC.

42635 MELANIE PLACE, SUITE 101, PALM DESERT, CA 92211  (760) 341-4800 

June 6, 2018 

Stephen R. Cook 
Brown Rudnick, LLP 
2211 Michelson Drive, Suite 700 
Irvine, CA 92612 

RE:  Draft Environmental Impact Report 
McKinley Water Vault 
(SCH No. 2017062015) 

Dear Mr. Cook: 

We have been retained to review and analyze the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) 
for the City of Sacramento’s (“City”) McKinley Park Water Vault Project (“Project”).  The Project 
consists of a proposed upgrade and expansion of the City’s Combined Sewer System (SAC CSS), 
which serves major portions of the City, including McKinley Park (“Park”) and the surrounding 
area.  As part of our review, we have analyzed the City’s DEIR and supporting materials, and 
consulted with other experts in relevant fields.  The specific areas of our review, our methodology, 
and our findings are described below, organized according to environmental issue.   

Executive Summary 

In all of the large cities in California, only Sacramento and San Francisco rely on CSSs to carry 
both sanitary waste and stormwater.  As explained below, there are good reasons why CSSs were 
abandoned long ago as an acceptable method for handling storm and sanitary discharges in urban 
areas.  Here, for example, current and post-Project CSS discharges during major storm events 
contain contaminants that “pose health and ecological risks.”  These risks include untreated 
domestic, commercial, and industrial wastes, and untreated urban runoff. The current and post-
Project result is that many different types of contaminants will continue to be discharged into 
surrounding neighborhoods, including McKinley Park.   

Furthermore, the Project, and other “improvements” comprising the SAC CSS, address only the 
flooding threat of a 10-year, 6-hour storm (CSS design storm), and even then do not meet the 
requirements of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (“RWQCB”).  As discussed 
below and in CSS technical reports, the planning area has seen between 4 and 5 rainfall events 
from 10-year storms over the 10-year period used for stormwater modeling for this Project. The 
“design storm” used to size the CSS facilities is not at all conservative and understates even likely 
10-year storm sizes and frequencies.
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Not only will the Project fail to resolve the flooding issues in Sacramento, but the DEIR also fails 
to adequately disclose, study, and mitigate the environmental impacts of the Project, as required 
by the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).  Among the CEQA deficiencies in the 
DEIR are the following:   

• The Project description is insufficient and fails to disclose, among other things, that even
with construction of the proposed vault, flooding will still occur in the Project area.

• The DEIR fails to adequately identify and evaluate reasonable and feasible alternatives to
the Project.

• The DEIR fails to adequately analyze and propose measures to mitigate the Project’s
impacts on (i) aesthetics and visual resources; (ii) air quality; (iii) biological resources; (iv)
cultural resources; (v) geology and soils; (vi) hazards and hazardous materials; (vii)
hydrology; (viii) noise and vibration; and (ix) transportation and traffic.

We are forced to conclude that the City has failed to satisfy even the basic requirements of CEQA, 
and that the DEIR fails to provide sufficient information for decision makers to reach an informed 
decision on this critical Project.   

Background and History 

The DEIR provides little background information to explain the evolution of the flooding issues 
in East Sacramento, or the need for additional facilities such as those proposed as part of the 
Project.  We have provided that information here, both to explain the City’s rationale for pursuing 
this Project—as best as it can be determined—and to provide context for our analysis and 
conclusions. 

A. SAC CSS Project Summary

The intent of the SAC CSS project is to prevent or minimize street flooding in a 10-year, 6-hour 
storm (design storm), structure flooding in a 100-year storm, and the discharge of untreated 
combined flows into the Sacramento River in a 10-year storm. If all of the 28 improvement plan 
projects (and three management programs) contained in the SAC CSS Improvement Program 
(“CSSIP”) are implemented, they will, in the overall (across the entire City), decrease the flooding 
threat and achieve Project goals by approximately 65%. The balance of the flooding threat (35%) 
would be addressed in the long-term through a poorly defined “adaptive management strategy” 
that would include “green infrastructure.”1   As discussed below, the very low performance bar for 
the SAC CSS leaves East Sacramento and other City neighborhoods regularly exposed to 
significant adverse flooding and adverse health effects. 

B. Sacramento Flooding Events - Historic and Today

Records maintained by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (“NOAA”) and 
others date back 140 years, to 1877.  These data show that the Sacramento River Valley has 

1 “Final Combined Sewer System Improvement Plan Update Report (Version 15),” prepared by AECOM for 
the Sacramento Department of Utilities. December 2015. 
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historically been subject to regular, large scale rainfall and flooding events.  Moreover, three of 
the last four wettest water seasons have occurred since 1982. According to a report prepared by 
Jim Goodridge for the 1996 California Weather Symposium,2 up to the mid-1990s, 

“The biggest two-day storm at Sacramento was 8.37 inches that occurred on April 20-21, 
1880.” 

and 

“Nineteen eighty three was the year of the highest ever rainfall at Sacramento, with 
measurements since 1850. Sacramento had 96 days with rainfall in 1983. Normally 
Sacramento has 58 days per year with rainfall. “ 

and 

“California is a region of relatively few thunder storms, yet an unusual thunder storm occurred 
in Sacramento County on October 4, 1994. The Cresta Park (community just east of the 
planning area) rain gage recorded 1.02 inches of rain in 15 minutes. This exceeded the once 
in a thousand year rainfall for 15 minutes at the Cresta Park rainfall station. The previous 
high 15 minute rainfall at Cresta Park was 0.58 in 1961.”  

Many other major rain events have occurred in the past 100 years in Sacramento, including the 
January 10, 1995 storm, where five rain stations in the City measured more than 5 inches of rainfall 
in a 24-hour period.  The 2016-17 water season was the fourth highest on record.  And in February 
of 2017, Sacramento received 1.69 inches of rain, breaking its previous one-day record of 1.21 
inches.  On January 8, 2018, a winter storm dumped 2.38 inches of rain to downtown Sacramento 
and 3.03 inches fell at Sacramento International Airport.  Based on these data, NOAA has 
calculated the size and probability of a range of storm events for the planning area and across the 
country. 

C. McKinley Park-Existing Conditions

According to the CSSIP, CSS system modeling indicates that the area around McKinley Park (Wet 
Area 4) currently experiences flooding during a 5-year and 10-year design storm, with “outflows” 
to the surface of 0.4 mg and 1.4 mg, respectively. The existing pipe located east of the Park on 
Park Way and 33rd Street surcharges and causes flooding. The exhibit below shows the current 
extent of flooding in the McKinley Park neighborhood from a 10-year storm, where standing 
combined sewer waters can occur at depths of 6 inches and more (red). The outflows are from CSS 
pipes located in Park Way and 33rd Street east of McKinley Park; however, Plan graphics also 
appear to show outflows from pipes within H Street and 35th Street. 

2 “Data on California’s Extreme Rainfall from 1862 – 1995.”   Presented at the California Weather 
Symposium, June 29, 1996. 
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Figure A:  McKinley Park Baseline Flooding 
(10-Year Storm – Current Conditions) 

D. 10-Year Storm Event

Within the McKinley vault planning area, the 10-year, 6-hour storm is calculated to generate 1.71 
inches of rainfall within a possible range of 1.49 to 1.97 inches in the 6-hour period.3 This means 
that in any given year there is a 1-in-10 chance (10%) of a 6-hour rain event of this size. NOAA 
also calculates the rainfall for the 10-year storm with a 12-hour and 24-hour duration, which 
generate 2.39 and 3.35 inches of rain, respectively. See Table 1, below. 

Table 1 
Precipitation Frequency – 10-Year Storm4 

McKinley Park Planning Area 
Duration Average (Inches)   Range (Inches) 
6-Hours 1.71 1.49-1.97 
12-Hours 2.39 2.09-2.76 
24-Hours 3.35 3.02-3.79 

E. Discharge Violations Into The Sacramento River

In June 1990, the RWQCB cited the City for discharge violations and ordered it to address urban 
flooding and illegal discharge of untreated wastewater into the Sacramento River. The updated 
planning document states:  

During large rain events such as the 10-year storm, a combination of stormwater 
and wastewater (combined sewage) ponds or moves across the land surface in some 

3 NOAA Atlas 14, Vol. 6, V. 2, Sacramento AP, Station 04-7633, ESRI and USGS. 
4 Ibid. 

McKinley Park 

O1-11

zpope
Line



Mr. Stephen Cook 
June 6, 2018 

Page 5 

parts of the City. This combined sewage has the potential to be a public health risk 
(through human contact with constituents found in combined sewage) and safety 
risk (high depth and/or velocity of flow on the surface). Water on the surface in 
these instances is a combination of combined sewage outflowing from the collection 
system that has reached maximum capacity, and stormwater runoff that cannot be 
drained on account of the system being full.5 

F. Planning Area Flood Zone

East Sacramento is located in Flood Zone X, as described on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map 
for this area dated June 2015. The map describes the lands in this particular X zone as follows: 

“This area is shown as being protected from the 1-percent-annual-chance (100-year) or 
greater flood hazard by a levee system. Overtopping or failure of any levee system is possible.” 

The FEMA map also identifies this specific Zone X area as: 

“Other Flood Areas – Areas of 0.2% annual chance (500-year) flood; areas of 1% annual 
change flood with average depths of less than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square 
mile; and areas protected by levees from 1% annual chance flood.” 

Unfortunately, the DEIR does not explain that the FEMA flood maps do not take into account the 
flooding potential associated with local urban runoff, and especially urban runoff that is combined 
with the discharge to the surface of untreated sewage.  

As should have been noted in the DEIR (p. 3.8.7) but was not, the planning area is mapped by 
FEMA as being subject to 100-year flooding that results in inundation that is less than 1-foot in 
depth. As noted above (see Figure A), much of McKinley Park is inundated already with combined 
sewer flows to a depth of more than one half-foot in a 10-year, 6-hour storm event. 

G. Efficacy of the McKinley Park Storage Proposal and the CSSIP

According to the CSSIP, the proposed vault and associated facilities would not in and of 
themselves fully mitigate the existing flooding hazard for a 5-year or 10-year, 6-hour storm. In a 
5-year storm event, up to 0.8 inches of contaminated standing water would still occur, while in a
10-year event 1.2 inches of contaminated standing water could remain on City streets and
properties. If all of the CCSIP’s 28 infrastructure projects and three management programs were
implemented, there should be no surface flooding in the McKinley Park neighborhood in a 10-
year, 6-hour event. However, the McKinley Park vault alone will not achieve even this modest and
grossly inadequate result.

The proposed 28-component CSSIP (and three management programs), including the subject 
McKinley vault component, has been designed to minimize but not eliminate street and structure 

5 “Final Combined Sewer System Improvement Plan Update Report (Version 15),” prepared by AECOM for 
the Sacramento Department of Utilities (Dec. 2015). 
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flooding as a result of a 10-year flood occurring during a 6-hour storm event (design storm).  The 
fully implemented CSSIP project will also modestly reduce structural damage associated with the 
100-year flood in some portions of the City.  However, using the 10-year, 6-hour storm as the
design storm for the CSSIP project will result in an expensive project that is grossly ineffective at
addressing the significant flooding and human health threat faced by residents in the East
Sacramento area.

This facility would be overwhelmed in any 10-year storm of longer (12 or-24-hour) duration. The 
CSSIP stated that with a 534,000±- cubic foot vault, in combination with the other 27 CSSIP 
“build” components, there still would be flooding in the McKinley Park area in a 10-year, 6-hour 
storm but that it would be less than 1-inch in depth. This standing water, even with the vault and 
other CSSIP project components built, would be contaminated with urban runoff and human waste. 
The DEIR is inadequate in this regard and must be revised to delineate, quantify, and characterize 
probable water quality in the post-CSSIP project flooding in the McKinley Park planning area. 
Please also see discussion under Hydrology, below. 

With all CSSIP projects implemented, the Plan will reduce the current 5-year and 10-year, 6-hour 
storm flooding for the McKinley Park neighborhood by 75% and 64%, respectively. As noted 
above, the balance of the flooding threat (35%) is to be addressed through non-infrastructure 
programs – what the 2015 CSSIP calls (but does not define) “adaptive management.” The CSSIP 
only assumes three non-infrastructure programs, which have no effect on the remaining 5-year 
storm threat but further reduce the surface discharge from the 10-year, 6-hour threat by 71%, still 
leaving 29% of the flooding threat unaddressed.  

As we point out elsewhere in our comments, as the climate continues to warm the frequency and 
intensity of storms is projected to significantly increase, which will affect not only local rivers and 
streams, but also municipal storm sewers such as SAC CSS. Sacramento is built on river bottom 
swamp land that has flooded many times before and will again, and probably more frequently and 
with more intense rainfall in future years. 

H. CSS Improvement Project Hydraulic Model

The first page of the hydraulic model technical appendix 6  (Combined Sewer System (CSS) 
Improvement Plan Update-Phase 2, Task 3-Model Sensitivity Analysis Technical Memorandum, 
November 17, 2011) states that the hydraulic model for this Project relies on a 1991 City and 
County model using then-available data for the 5-year and 10-year storms. Clearly 30-year old 
data trends, and only for the 5-year and 10-year storms, is not an adequate basis for the analysis. 

The same technical memorandum, upon which the current project description also relies, also 
makes the observation that between about 2001 to 2010 (10-year period), “DOU staff has observed 

6 “Combined Sewer System (CSS) Improvement Plan Update-Phase 2, Task 3-Model Sensitivity Analysis 
Technical Memorandum, November 17, 2011” prepared by the City of Sacramento Department of Utilities 
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that in the last 10 [years] there has been more than 4-5 storms that have exceeded the 10-year 
CCH design storm volume.”7  

It should be noted that this foundational report, which is the basis for the design storm and runoff 
volumes, cites throughout what it characterizes as “anecdotal evidence” (assumptions?), rather 
than NOAA or other sources of recorded data and information.  

The analysis also examines such marginal considerations as “swimming pool freeboard” to reduce 
the volume of runoff from the 10-year storm. Together with the obscure and contradictory 
information in the DEIR baseline reports, the lack of a coherent and consistent analysis and project 
design brings into question the technical rigor brought to bear in the analysis of the flood hazard 
and the proposed Project.  

I. BandAid Approach to Existential Neighborhood Threat

As shown in Table 1, if the planning area is hit with a 10-year storm but of 12-hour duration, 
instead of the 6-hour storm used in the CSSIP design, the 10-year 12-hour storm volume of runoff 
would be 40% greater than that from a 10-year, 6-hour storm. A 10-year 24-hour storm would 
generate a volume of runoff that is 96% greater than that calculated for the 10-year, 6-hour storm. 
Again, these calculations are for the 10-year storm but with durations assumed to be longer than 
the 6-hour storm used for CSSIP design purposes.  

The proposed McKinley vault Project and the larger CSSIP project are not cost-effective and 
barely make a dent in the flooding and human health threat currently faced in this and other areas 
of the City with a combined sewer/stormwater system. The inefficacy of the proposed Project to 
address the real scale of this problem becomes very apparent when the effects of the 100-year 
storm are considered. 

J. 100-Year Storm Event

As has been documented in the recent run of 10-year storms, the currently estimated frequency of 
100-year storms is expected to increase as the effects of climate change continue to take hold.
Although California is a world leader in efforts to reduce GHG emissions and to slow climate
change, there is no question that in future years rain events in northern California will be more
frequent and more intense.

Today’s 100-year (or 10-year, or 25-year) storm may occur at more frequent intervals in the 
coming years; addressing this requires a design for sustainability. Consideration of the 100-year 
rainfall event in the planning area serves to illustrate (quantify) the point and how minimal and 
ineffective will be the McKinley Park vault and overall CSSIP project. 

7 Ibid. It is not clear from the verbatim citation whether more than 4 or 5 storms exceeded the 10-year storm rainfall during 
the referenced 10-year period, but that at least five 10-year storms occurred in the planning area in a 10-year period. This 
implies that the current 10-year storm should be properly viewed as a 2-year storm.
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Table 2 
Precipitation Frequency – 100-Year Storm8 

McKinley Park Planning Area 
Duration  Average (Inches)       Range (Inches) 
6-Hours   2.54   1.99-3.28 
12-Hours   3.72   2.92-4.80 
24-Hours   5.35   4.50-6.49 

 
The 100-year storm event rainfall has been calculated by NOAA for the 1, 2, 5, 10, 25, and 50-
year occurrence frequency. Table 2 shows the calculated rainfall for the 100-year storm event, 
which should be the design storm for the CSSIP project, not the 10-year storm and certainly not 
the 10-year, 6-hour storm.  
 
The 100-year, 6-hour storm would generate 48% more runoff than the 10-year, 6-hour storm. The 
100-year, 12-hour storm would generate 117% more (additional) runoff than the CSSIP design 
storm and 56% more than the 10-year, 12-hour storm. Please see the referenced NOAA 14 Point 
Precipitation Frequency Estimates table and graphs provided in Attachment A. It is clear that a 
very low flood standard has been set for this City-wide project. Even with the full CSSIP project 
constructed, the flooding and human health threat is not avoided, minimized, or mitigated to less 
than significant levels. 
 

K. Sacramento Flooding Events - The Future 
 
The CSSIP and the DEIR ignore and make no provision for the effects of climate change on the 
intensity and frequency of future storms in the region. Recent and updated analysis by scientists at 
the UCLA Institute of Environment and Sustainability (Swain, Langenbrunner, Neelin and Hall) 
in their article entitled, “Increasing Precipitation Volatility in Twenty First Century California”9 
are explicit:  
 

"We find large, statistically robust increases in the simulated frequency of extremely heavy 
precipitation events on multiple timescales. All of California experiences a 100–200% increase 
in the occurrence of very high cumulative seasonal precipitation (of a magnitude comparable 
to the 2016–2017 season on a statewide basis) by the end of the twenty-first century".10  (See 
Chart 1, below.) 

 
 
 
 

                                                
8  Ibid.  
9  "Increasing Precipitation Volatility in Twenty First Century California", Swain, D.L., B. Lagenbrunner, J.D. Neelin and 

A. Hall. Nature Climate Change, Vol. 8, May 2018.  It should be noted that the authors use specific flood and drought 
events from California’s history as baselines for exploring the changing character of precipitation extremes.  Their use of 
a large ensemble of climate model simulations—the Community Earth System Model Large Ensemble (CESM-LENS)—
allows the direct quantifying changes in large-magnitude extremes.   

10  Ibid. 
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Chart 1: Change in Frequency of 
Extremely Wet Seasons 

Time series showing relative (%) change in 
frequency of “whiplash” events in each year 
1935–2085. The data are smoothed over 30-year 
intervals, and the green shaded range 
encompasses two-thirds (66.66%) of the CESM-
LENS ensemble spread (that is, the 16.66th and 
83.33th percentile bounds). Dashed black 
horizontal line denotes zero change in storm 
frequency.  

The authors conclude that, 

"These changes in the character of California precipitation emerge in a large single-model 
ensemble despite only modest trends in mean precipitation—strongly suggesting that the 
region’s already variable year-to-year climate is likely to become even more volatile." 

and 

"Moreover, we report a substantial increase in the projected risk of extreme precipitation 
events exceeding any that have occurred over the past century—meaning that such events 
would be unprecedented in California’s modern era of extensive water infrastructure."  

L. McKinley Park Vault & CSSIP Cost Analysis

Prior to the release of the DEIR, planning and analysis documents referenced the construction of 
a 530,000-cubic foot storage facility in McKinley Park. The April 2015 Alhambra technical 
memorandum, an August 2016 project concept report (part of design RFQ), and the recent Project 
DEIR NOP call for a 1± million cubic feet (7.48± million gallons) facility for McKinley Park.  

While no explicit reason is provided, the rationale for increasing the size of the vault probably 
includes available space at the Park for greater capacity and substantial cost efficiencies. The 
expanded McKinley Park facility would provide more storage and a greater reduction – but not 
elimination – of CSS surface outflows in the area in a 10-year storm. As noted above, the cost of 
constructing the Project (1± mcf) is estimated at $29,984,750. The City has estimated the overall 
CSSIP project infrastructure at $263,209,000 (2013 dollars), with the McKinley Park vault Project 
being the most costly component.  

DEIR Analysis and Deficiencies 

The following discussion addresses our specific findings as they relate to the DEIR document 
itself. These findings are informed by the background research provided above, our understanding 
and experience related to CEQA documentation and requirements, and our experience in preparing 
unchallenged CEQA documents since 1983. 
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A. Project Description

The Project is described as a 300 foot wide by 350 foot wide concrete box that will hold 700,000 
to 1,000,000 cubic feet of combined storm and waste water during a 10-year storm event. The 
DEIR fails to explain that the proposed Project will not eliminate flooding in East Sacramento. As 
proposed, the Project will control the overflow of sanitary sewage and flood water during a 10-
year, 6-hour storm. The project description fails to disclose that even with Project construction, 
flooding will still occur in the Project area; and that for any storm greater than a 10-year, 6-hour 
storm, including a 10-year, 12-hour or 24-hour storm, or any storm of larger size, flooding will 
continue to occur in East Sacramento.  

The DEIR also fails to disclose that the standard of care for flood control, according to national, 
State and local standards, is the control of the 100-year storm. This is evidenced by the City’s own 
standards (which are consistent with all California counties and cities) for new projects, which 
require that developers control the 100-year, not the 10-year storm event. The DEIR only briefly 
mentions that the reason for the City’s selection of the proposed Project is economic and will not 
resolve the flooding issue in East Sacramento. This issue is critical to the viability of the Project, 
and the discussion that should be but is never provided: East Sacramento will continue to be 
inundated by sanitary sewer and storm flows even with implementation of the proposed Project, 
and as climate change continues to impact the City, and storms become more severe, the proposed 
Project will not mitigate the impacts to the public health and safety associated with contaminated 
flows in East Sacramento.  

Furthermore, it appears that the 
DEIR incorrectly downplays 
current flooding conditions in the 
Park. The DEIR’s Figure ES-3.1 
(reproduced to the left) provides 
the following graphic, labeled 
“Existing 10 Year Storm 
Flooding”: 

However, the City’s CSSIP 
contains a graphic, reproduced 

below, which shows a considerably greater impact. Has the DEIR studied all of the impacts 
associated with the proposed Project? 
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In addition to the broad issues associated with the viability of the Project, specific project details 
are omitted. Nowhere in the DEIR are these critical components of the Project discussed: 

Excavated Depth: Nowhere in the DEIR is the depth of the vault or the depth of the excavation 
provided. This is critical to multiple areas of analysis, including air quality (number of haul trips 
required and amount of fugitive dust generated); biological resources (impacts to trees and tree 
root systems); cultural resources (impact to historic components of the Park); and geology 
(potential impacts associated with liquefaction, buoyancy). All these specific impact deficiencies 
are described in detail below. In addition to the depth of the vault, the depth of the excavation is 
not described. How far below ground will the vault be? How much cover will be provided? Will 
it be sufficient to allow the healthy growth of grass, plants, and trees? 

Actual Project Dimensions vs. Depicted Dimensions: The DEIR repeatedly describes the size of 
the Project area as 300 feet by 350 feet. All figures provided in the document, however, depict 
dimensions of 255 feet by 300 feet, underestimating the area of impact by 50 feet in all directions. 
This deficiency causes the reader to think that the area impacted by the Project will be contained 
entirely in the baseball field. However, as shown below, the actual vault dimensions, plus the 20 
to 25 foot work area, will be far greater. This error also means that the Project will have far greater 
impacts on trees, historic resources and direct air quality, noise and vibration impacts on the Tiny 
Tot Daycare, all of which are described in greater detail below. In order to demonstrate the 
deficiency caused by the DEIR’s graphic errors, we have modified the Project boundaries to 
accurately reflect the size of the Project, and its purported work area. This correction is provided 
in the modified exhibit on the following page. As can be clearly seen, the impacts to the entire 
existing ball field, additional trees and the Tiny Tot Daycare and Rose Garden will be much greater 
than depicted in the DEIR. 
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Project Capacity: The DEIR states that the Project will be have a capacity of up to 1,000,000 cubic 
feet of storage. According to the City’s CSSIP, flooding during a 10-year, 6-hour storm results in 
1.4 million gallons (mg) of overflow in East Sacramento. That is to say that 1.4 mg of combined 
sanitary and storm water and solids currently comes up through manholes and floods streets, front 
yards and McKinley Park. 1.4 mg translates to 187,165 cubic feet. The project description briefly 
mentions two additional diversion structures that would appear to add flows from the McKinley 
Boulevard and H Street CSS lines, but absolutely no plans or specifications are provided, and no 
analysis in the DEIR considers the impacts to the vault’s capacity if these two large lines are added 
to the Project. Is the Project proposed to contain more than the flooding in East Sacramento? This 
inconsistency must be explained or corrected.    
 
Time Required for Containment and Release: The project description does not explicitly identify 
how long overflows would be retained in the vault, particularly during periods of protracted 
rainfall, although it does indicate that “[t]he offline storage would only operate during storm 
events…As flows in the combined sewer system surrounding McKinley Park reach system capacity, 
the offline storage facility would become operational…When storm flows subside and the 
combined sewer system has capacity, the flows can be gradually pumped back into the combined 
sewer system” (Section 2.3.1, DEIR p. 2.3.7). Although the DEIR implies that containment would 
be comparatively short-term, no specifics are provided, and there is no discussion of measures (if 
any) to control long-term seepage or leakage from the vault. This precludes meaningful analysis 
of long-term project impacts on groundwater levels and quality. Please also see additional 
comments under Hydrology and Water Quality, below.  
 
Total Work Area: The DEIR fails to disclose the total work area. Figures ES4-1and 2.3-1 show 
only the “footprint” of the finished facilities, at an under-sized dimension of 255 feet by 300 feet. 
The DEIR does not adequately describe or depict the “area of potential effect” (APE), which must 
include both horizontal and vertical impact areas. Figures 2.4-1and 2.4-2 depict a dotted work area 
line which is based on the under-sized 255 foot by 300 foot footprint, and which is not 
dimensioned. It appears to represent an area of about 20 to 50 feet in width beyond the vault 
footprint.  However, no description of the work area is provided, and no dimensions included in 
the text. In addition, as described above, no vertical APE is provided at all.  
 
Furthermore, the DEIR states that “the excavation will be sloped back where room is available, 
but shoring is likely needed in some locations.”  Where will the excavation be sloped back?  Where 
will shoring be used? How much wider will the work area need to be if sloping back is 
implemented? 
 
This is critical to multiple analysis areas in the DEIR, including air quality (impacts related to the 
number of haul trips required to excavate the entire APE); biological resources (impacts to trees); 
cultural resources (impacts to historic components of McKinley Park); hydrology (impacts 
associated with de-watering); and noise (impacts associated with constant operation of dewatering 
pumps adjacent to sensitive receptors, including park users, adjacent residents, and children 
attending the Tiny Tot Daycare). The specific deficiencies in the analysis resulting from this 
significant deficiency in project detail are discussed in greater detail below. 
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Vault Construction: The DEIR states that the vault will be constructed of poured-in-place 
reinforced concrete. However, no quantification of that description is provided. How thick will the 
walls, floor and cap of the vault be? What is the capacity of a concrete truck? How many concrete 
trucks will be operated per day and for how many days? This information is critical to the air 
quality analysis, the noise analysis, and the traffic analysis, as described in detail below. 
 
The DEIR identifies that shoring may be necessary: “[t]he side of the excavation would be sloped 
back where room is available, but shoring is likely needed in some locations” (DEIR p. 2.4.15). 
However, it does not provide information on shoring design or location(s) beyond the statement 
that “typical” methods include “[s]oldier pile with lagging or plates [and] [d]riven sheet piles” 
(DEIR p. 2.4.15). The adequacy of shoring and the safety of the excavation, in particular the 
stability of the cut walls, cannot be analyzed in detail in Section 3.5, Geology and Soils.  
 
Construction Schedule: Section 2.4, Construction Characteristics, contains three (3) different 
excavation timelines. First, Section 2.4.2.2 states that the excavation period would be 
approximately 3 months and would require 77,000 cubic yards (“CY”) to 105,000 CY of material 
to be hauled off site. However, Section 2.4.3 states that the offline storage facility “excavation and 
installation” will occur over 12 months. And finally, Figure 2.4-3, Preliminary Construction 
Schedule, shows “excavation” activities happening between month 3 and month 9, which would 
be a 6-month period. The project description needs to be internally consistent, and needs to provide 
sufficient detail to allow adequate analysis of impacts. In this case, the inconsistencies particularly 
affect the potential air quality, traffic, and noise impacts, as described below. 
 
Haul Trips: The deficiencies in the DEIR’s description of the Project work area make it impossible 
to analyze whether the number of haul trips needed to remove dirt as the site is excavated are 
correctly represented. The DEIR states that between 77,000 CY and 105,000 CY of dirt will be 
removed from the site to dig the hole in which the vault will be built. That amount of dirt over a 
surface area of 140,000 square feet (300 foot by 350 foot vault, plus 50 feet of work area in each 
direction) would mean a hole ranging from approximately 20 to 27 feet deep. However, the NOP 
and other community materials state that the vault will be 40 feet deep. If this is the case, the 
amount of dirt to be removed, and the haul trips associated with that removal, are significantly 
underestimated. 
 
Construction Traffic: Construction traffic is enumerated on pages 2.4.22 and 2.5.23 [sic]. In that 
discussion, the DEIR characterizes trips, in a footnote, as “bi-directional.” This is completely 
inconsistent with the professional practice used in any air quality or traffic analysis. A trip is 
always considered a one-way trip. As a result, the DEIR under-reports and under-analyzes the trips 
generated by heavy equipment and workers. In the case of heavy equipment haul trips, they will 
be at least twice as high as reported: one trip in to pick up a load, and one trip out to drop the load. 
In the case of worker trips, there are likely to be four trips per day: one trip to work, one trip to 
lunch, the bank or other activity, one trip back from lunch, and one trip home. The impacts of this 
under-counting are described by environmental issue below. In addition, the DEIR relies on 
roadway volumes, in Table 2.4-3 that are significantly out of date. To even suggest that 33rd Street 
at McKinley Boulevard or H Street at Alhambra Boulevard still carry the same volume of traffic 
as they did 18 years ago, in 2000, is illogical and completely underestimates the current congested 
conditions on these roadways.  
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Additional Improvements: Multiple Project details are missing from the project description: 
 
• Passing mention is made of off-site improvements that “could” include connection of 

combined sanitary sewer (CSS) to the Project from pipes in McKinley Boulevard and H Street. 
Absolutely no description or quantification of the additional flows that would need to be 
accommodated, and whether there is capacity for these additional flows, is provided in the 
document. Figures in the DEIR depict a connecting pipe “From H Street” and “From McKinley 
Blvd,” and a single sentence on page 2.3.7 states that “two additional diversion structures” may 
be located in those streets and a 36 inch diameter pipe will be required in 33rd Street, but 
absolutely no analysis of these added Project features is provided in the document. These 
structures are part of the Project, and must be analyzed fully throughout the DEIR. 

• The project description makes passing reference to a number of potential off-site 
improvements which are never again discussed in the analysis sections of the DEIR. For 
example, the Project “may also require underground construction in 33rd Street and Park 
Way” (page 2.1.1) for utility construction, but no other detail is provided, nor is any analysis 
of this work provided in the impacts and mitigation discussions. Similarly, the connections to, 
and addition of diversion structures at McKinley Boulevard and H Street (described above) are 
not considered in the analysis of environmental impacts. 

• Dewatering pumps will be required at intervals of 50 feet around the entire construction pit. 
No description of the type of pumps to be used, the size of their motors, or the pipes into which 
they will convey water and where they will discharge is provided. In addition, as described 
categorically below, no analysis of the impacts of these pumps is considered in the DEIR. The 
DEIR does not quantify the anticipated rate or duration of withdrawal, and therefore cannot 
analyze impacts on groundwater levels in meaningful detail.  

• Odor control is described as “media vessels containing granular activated carbon.” No specifics 
are provided, including product specifications, model numbers or other pertinent data. The 
DEIR, at page 2.3.9, states that the carbon filters are sufficient to control odor, but does not in 
any way demonstrate how. No substantial evidence, such as equipment specifications, use and 
efficacy in other similar projects is provided anywhere in the project description to validate the 
DEIR’s statement of sufficiency. Finally, the on-going maintenance of the carbon filters is 
addressed in two sentences on page 2.5.24. These statements assert that the activated carbon 
media will be replaced or regenerated every five years. How will this be accomplished if the 
equipment vault which contains the media is underground, as stated in the DEIR? How will 
odor be controlled during this replacement procedure? As the City is aware, odor control is a 
critical area of controversy to neighborhood residents. Yet no effort has been made to 
adequately describe the odor control system, let alone analyze its efficacy in reducing odor 
impacts. Also see discussion under Air Quality, below. 

• The dewatering pumps and construction equipment will require electrical power. No 
description of power demand, where it will be accessed, or what impacts it will result in is 
provided in the DEIR. 

• There is repeated mention of the conversion of the current baseball field to a soccer field in 
various sections of the DEIR. However, in the project description, the conversion is addressed 
as a potential “enhancement” to be determined at a later time. Over and above the fact that the 
baseball field is a significant historic component of the Park that is not analyzed in the Cultural 
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Resource section of the DEIR, the DEIR must accurately represent whether the baseball field 
is or is not to be converted to a soccer field. 

• The DEIR states that the Project site (park lands) will be regraded “to prevent ponding within 
the Park and to allow for adequate stormwater flow into the drains along 33rd Street.” (DEIR 
p. 3.5.9). There is no description or depiction (preliminary grading plan) of these post-project 
“improvements” to park hydrology, which must be part of the project description. 

 
Maintenance: The description of maintenance activities is woefully deficient. The DEIR states 
that all materials will be removed as soon as there is capacity in the CSS to carry the flow. How 
will solids be returned to the CSS? Will the material first be churned so that it floats in the water 
stream? Or will it be necessary to remove solids (both sanitary sewer solids and storm-related silt 
and solids) manually? If manual removal is required, how will it be undertaken? What are the 
impacts of opening the vault to allow manual removal? What are the impacts in the long term of 
sanitary sewer solids remaining in the vault for long periods of time?  
 
The DEIR does not provide information on the nature and levels of contaminants potentially 
present in the vault (and therefore in cleaning runoff), such as human waste/E. coli, petroleum 
distillates, heavy metals, asbestos, etc., all of which are potential components of residuals in a 
facility that receives combined storm drain and sanitary sewer inflows. 
 
The DEIR states that there will be “several” access manholes “directly over” the vault. How many 
manholes will be required? How will this impact the restoration of the baseball field? Are baseball 
players expected to play baseball in a field full of manholes? The DEIR states that “appropriate 
safety precautions” would be undertaken when accessing the vault, but describes none of these 
precautions. How will the public be protected from ongoing maintenance activities within a public 
park? Please also see detailed discussion under Hydrology and Water Quality, below. 
 

B. Project Alternatives 
 

CEQA requires that a DEIR consider and analyze:  
 

“a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(a))  

 
and: 
 

“the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which 
are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if 
these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or 
would be more costly.” (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(b)) 
 

The alternatives described on pages ES.ix through ES.xi and elsewhere in the DEIR do none of 
these things. Based on CEQA’s requirements, and the fact that the proposed Project does not 
remove sewer and storm water from East Sacramento, the City must consider alternatives that 
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would resolve the flooding issue, even if more costly. Multiple vaults or a new separated sanitary 
and storm sewer system should not be eliminated from consideration because of cost, since either 
option would be more effective, would reduce the residual impacts of the Project, and would attain 
the objectives of the Project. As currently proposed, neither the proposed Project nor the 
alternatives mitigate current flooding impacts. The City must consider alternatives that reduce 
impacts, as required by CEQA. The City must provide for a proposed Project that eliminates the 
impacts associated with contaminated sewer and storm water flooding the streets of East 
Sacramento. 
 
The discussion of the selected alternatives in the project description and in Section 4 specifically 
states that, although these alternatives have been analyzed, they all have significant negative 
implications. For example, the Sutter Middle School Alternative is described as having “limited 
room” for work activities; being “constricted due to the school schedule;” and causing “additional 
disruption to City streets and neighborhoods.” First, prejudicing the alternative in its description 
is contrary to the intent of CEQA. Second, if the alternative has such significant deficiencies, it is 
neither reasonable nor feasible, and should not have been considered.  
 
The DEIR states that the Stanford Park Alternative would have “significantly less impact on 
flooding reduction,” would “slow construction,” and would result in “more disruption to City 
streets and neighborhoods.” First, if the alternative does not provide the 10-year flood protection 
purported to be provided by the Project, it is not a reasonable alternative to the Project. Second, 
the DEIR once again prejudices the alternative against the Project in the absence of any 
environmental analysis. 
 
The third alternative is a combination of the Sutter Middle School and Stanford Park alternatives, 
which still, apparently, would not provide sufficient storage to protect against the 10-year storm 
and “would not reduce East Sacramento neighborhood street flooding and outflow problems as 
compared to the proposed Project.” If this is the case, then the alternative is neither reasonable 
nor feasible, and has been discounted in order to assure that it be determined infeasible or 
inadequate.  
 
The selected alternatives do not include a single proposal that is reasonable and feasible, and that 
would reduce impacts of the proposed Project. In addition, the DEIR casts these alternatives in a 
negative light, and discounts their viability from the beginning. As a result, the DEIR fails to 
provide the public and decision makers with alternatives that could be implemented and that could 
reduce the impacts of the proposed Project. The DEIR in effect makes it impossible for the City 
Council to select anything but the Project. This is in clear violation of both the intent and the 
purpose of CEQA. 
 
Beyond the prejudicial description of the Alternatives, the lack of analysis in Section 4 of the DEIR 
renders it non-compliant with CEQA. The entire analysis of three alternative projects is contained 
on a total of 6 pages. CEQA is explicit: 
 

“The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” (CEQA Guidelines 
15126.6(d)) 
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Section 4 of the DEIR contains no “meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison.” The 
discussion of each alternative’s ability to meet project objectives (and more specifically how each 
alternative is not as good as the proposed Project), is longer than the impact analysis.  A single 
sentence identifies impacts to multiple issue areas, and determines whether the impacts would be 
similar to, less than or more than those associated with the proposed Project. For example, nowhere 
in Section 4 is an evaluation of the reduced impacts to biological resources (tree removal) or 
cultural resources (impacts to an historic park) discussed for any of the other two locations. No 
quantification of the noise and air quality impacts to schools is provided in the evaluation of the 
Sutter Middle School location as it relates to impacts to school students. No comparative analysis 
of the traffic impacts associated with heavy equipment onto surrounding streets is provided.  
 
Although CEQA does not require that alternatives be studied to a level of detail equivalent to the 
proposed Project, CEQA does require that the level of analysis be sufficient for decision makers 
to determine whether an alternative would be a better option than the proposed Project. As 
currently written, the City Council has absolutely no way of considering an optional location, or 
combination of two locations, because the DEIR fails to provide any meaningful analysis of the 
impacts of any of the alternatives. Section 4 of the DEIR must be entirely rewritten to adequately 
describe and evaluate credible alternatives that reduce the impacts of the proposed Project. 
 

C. Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
 

The DEIR considers the impacts to visual resources only as they relate to construction within the 
baseball field. No discussion of the impacts of off-site work, including the two additional diversion 
structures on McKinley Boulevard and H Street, are included in the analysis. Furthermore, the 
DEIR considers scenic vistas to be only those identified as “views to the Sacramento and American 
Rivers and adjacent greenways…” Such a limitation is improper. McKinley Park provides an 
important scenic vista to all that live around it, and all that travel by it. The EIR must consider, 
given how many trees will be removed as a result of the Project (see separate discussion under 
Biological Resources, below), not only whether surrounding residents will see construction 
activities, but also what the removal of trees will do to the scenic vista that is the Park, or the scenic 
resource provided by the trees. In the case of McKinley Park, this analysis must be undertaken 
from both an aesthetic and an historic perspective, since the landscape of the Park is part of its 
historic significance (also see further discussion under Cultural Resources, below). 
 
Of greatest concern in this section, as well as under Biological Resources and Cultural Resources, 
is the lack of analysis of the number and types of trees to be removed or damaged by the 
construction of the Project. Based on the inspection and analysis conducted by Dryad LLC, at least 
39 trees will need to be destroyed (please see corrected work area Figure 2.4-2 under Biological 
Resources, below). In addition, 26 trees are immediately adjacent to the work area, and work will 
occur within their dripline and root system. This will undoubtedly result in damage, and potentially 
death, for these trees. Yet no quantification of the impact to this scenic resource is provided in the 
analysis of AES-3. And no analysis of the long-term impact of the Project once it has damaged the 
root system of these trees is considered. The discussion in AES-3 relies on the arborist study 
provided in the Appendix. What the discussion fails to mention is that the arborist report is nothing 
more than an inventory of existing trees. It does not consider which trees will be impacted, nor 
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does it identify which trees are to be removed or damaged. Furthermore, the reliance of the DEIR 
on mitigation measure AES-1 is infeasible and unenforceable, since nowhere in the DEIR are the 
trees that will be removed, pruned, or damaged identified in the document. Compliance with the 
City’s tree ordinance must be demonstrated, quantified, and detailed, or the DEIR has failed to 
mitigate impacts to scenic resources to less than significant levels. 
 
Finally, the discussion under AES-4 states that nightshift work crews could result in new sources 
of light. However, elsewhere in the DEIR, nightshift work is expressly prohibited (see Noise 
discussion). A mitigation measure is even included regarding night lighting of the project area 
during construction. The DEIR is internally inconsistent and must be corrected. 
 

D. Air Quality 
 
Based on a detailed analysis of Appendix B, CalEEMod Annual/Summer/Winter Report, the air 
quality analysis in the DEIR is significantly flawed. The following details our findings in this 
regard. 
 
Modeling Deficiencies: The analysis in the DEIR is represented to have been undertaken in January 
of 2018, using Version 2013.2.2 of the CalEEMOD program. That version of the program has 
since been twice updated: in September of 2016 with Version 2016.3.1, and in November of 2017 
with Version 2016.3.2. It is not known whether the use of the current version of the program would 
substantially change the results of the analysis, but it is inappropriate for the DEIR’s preparer to 
be using a significantly older version of such a readily available program. 
 
Furthermore, the preparer provided insufficient notes when prompted by CalEEMod to explain the 
non-default values being used for project specific details. For example, the preparer frequently 
used “Non-default values based on the project description” as the explanation. Because the 
preparer did not provide adequate notes/justification of project specific details, including 
quantification of the value used, and this information was also not provided in the DEIR, it is 
impossible to assess whether or not the CalEEMod model accurately quantifies the air quality 
impacts of the proposed Project. 
 
Land Use Assumptions: The CalEEMod outputs contained in the Appendix of the DEIR assume 
217,800 square feet of “general light industrial” to be located on 5 acres. The model, therefore, 
was run for a 217,000 square foot structure, which is a direct conversion of 5 acres to square feet. 
It appears that the preparer simply assumed that the analysis should be of a 5 acre/217,800 square 
foot building. However, it is unclear how this land use breakdown was derived based on project 
details provided in the DEIR. Although general exhibits of the project site were provided, detailed 
engineering drawings were not provided to show site dimensions to compare against these 
assumptions.  
 
• Section 2.3.1 states that the maximum constructed footprint of the underground storage facility 

(700,000 cubic feet, up to 1,000,000 cubic feet capacity) would be 300 feet wide by 350 feet 
long (105,000 square feet). Since the vertical size of the facility is not provided, it cannot be 
established whether the “structure” would be consistent with a building envelope. This section 
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also references two (2) additional diversion and pipeline structures, however, the length and 
site footprint are not explicitly provided. 

• Section 2.3.2 includes pipe diameters and general locations but does not provide site 
footprint/dimensions explicitly. It is unclear if or how these pipes are included in the overall 
square footage calculation. 

• Section 2.3.3 does not provide the size of the Effluent Pump Station. The section references a 
6-foot diameter manhole, however, no other spatial information was provided, and it is unclear 
if it was included in the overall square footage. 

• Section 2.3.4 states that the electrical and control equipment would be placed in several 
equipment cabinets and housed in an above-ground building with a maximum footprint 
(including restroom facilities) of 30 feet by 25 feet (750 square feet). Again, it is unclear if this 
information is included in the overall square footage. 

 
In summary, the only structural square footage information provided in the DEIR was for the 
offline storage facility and the electrical room/bathrooms, which totals 105,750 square feet. It is 
unclear how the additional 112,050 was derived unless it was an arbitrary number (5-acre 
disturbance area conversion) used by the preparer.  
 
In addition, the use of “General Light Industry” is not the most accurate, or comparable, land use 
selection to describe the Project. Given the nature of the Project and materials needed to construct 
the facility, it would be more accurate and appropriate to select “Enclosed Parking Structure,”11 to 
account for the large amount of concrete and steel required for the structure.  
 
Because insufficient project details were provided, and additional information was not provided in 
the DEIR, it is impossible to assess whether or not the land use breakdown was properly modeled 
in CalEEMod for this Project.  
 
Construction Schedule: Based on the CalEEMod results found in Appendix B of the DEIR, the 
analysis is based on a 2-year construction period, from 1/7/19 to 11/27/20. The construction phases 
were broken down as follows12: 
 

• Site Preparation: 1/7/19 – 3/29/19 (60 days) 
• Excavation: 3/30/19 – 3/27/20 (260 days) 
• Grading: 3/30/19 – 8/29/20 (110 days) 
• Building Construction: 8/31/19 – 11/27/20 (65 days) 

 
As described above under Project Description, the DEIR is inconsistent in its description of 
construction activities. To further complicate the matter, the assumptions made in the CalEEMod 
model are inconsistent with the project description. According to the Appendix, it was assumed 
that material hauling will occur over the 12-month period as opposed to the previously cited 3-

                                                
11 “Enclosed Parking Structure”: This is an enclosed parking structure that may be above or below ground.  It is not covered in 
asphalt.  This land use will require lighting and ventilation and will be more than one floor with no elevator. The user can alter 
default values for electricity/water/wastewater/solid waste etc. to capture project specific characteristics. Source: CalEEMod User 
Guide. 
12 Note that days are provided in work days, assuming a 5 day work week, not calendar days. 
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month or 6-month periods. It is important to distinguish between excavation and construction 
activities because hauling was assumed to occur during the excavation period and emissions 
associated with haul trips are determined by the quantity of material being hauled and the duration 
of the excavation period. This means that all haul trips were assumed to occur over a 12-month 
period as opposed to the shorter excavation periods. This assumption has major implications in 
regard to emissions generated by haul trips. Specifically, assuming a longer excavation period 
essentially reduces the maximum daily emissions associated with hauling because the haul trips 
are dispersed evenly over 12 months, instead of 3 or 6 months. Therefore, unless the project 
description is completely wrong, the assumptions used in the air quality model underestimate daily 
emissions of haul trips by 100% (6 months), or 400% (3 months).   
 
Haul Trips: Section 2.4.2.2 states that excavation would require 77,000 CY to 105,000 CY of 
material to be hauled off site. According to the CalEEMod outputs, the excavation period assumed 
85,000 CY of cut and 4,722 haul trips (based on a haul truck capacity of 18 CY).  First, the preparer 
only accounted for one-way trips, meaning that 4,722 one-way haul trips equals a total of 9,444 
total haul trips. Thus, the analysis accounted for only half the total number of haul trips. Second, 
the preparer should have used the larger haul quantity (105,000 CY) to ensure all potential Project 
impacts are captured in the CalEEMod air quality analysis.  
 
CalEEMod was re-run to account for 105,000 CY of cut, resulting in 5,834 one-way haul trips, 
and 11,668 total haul trips. In addition, the preparer used the default “hauling trip length” of 20 
miles, which overstates the distance (and emissions) based on the assumed haul site location 
(downtown railyards, approx. 2-3 miles from project site). Therefore, our analysis assumed that 
haul trip lengths would be 10-miles, to provide a conservative analysis, given that the haul location 
is not confirmed. 
 
The following table shows a comparison of hauling emissions under three scenarios. Scenario 1 
shows the haul emissions assuming 85,000 CY of cut, 4,722 total trips, a 12-month excavation 
period, and a 20-mile distance to the haul site. The second calculation shows a corrected 
assumption of 105,000 CY of cut, 11,668 total trips, a 12-month excavation period, and a 10-mile 
distance to the haul site. The third calculation shows the results of the same assumptions as the 
second, modified to occur over a 3- month period. As shown in the table below, emissions 
associated with export haul trips were underestimated in the DEIR.  
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McKinley Water Vault Project 
Construction-Related Haul Trip Emissions Summary 

(pounds per day) 
Scenario 1: Original 
12 mo. Excavation CO NOx ROG SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

2019 1.43 5.67 0.16 0.01 0.41 0.12 
2020 1.23 5.24 0.14 0.01 1.08 0.28 
Scenario 2: 12 mo. 
Excavation       

2019 2.32 9.24 0.25 0.01 0.51 0.16 
2020 1.95 8.65 0.22 0.01 1.34 0.35 
Scenario 3: 3 mo. 
Excavation       

2019 6.72 26.71 0.74 0.05 1.22 0.40 
2020 NA NA NA NA NA NA 

 
Import Activities: There is no reference to material import quantities in the DEIR or in the 
CalEEMod outputs. Therefore, the analysis fails to properly account for emissions/impacts 
associated with importing materials. Material import includes concrete mixing materials/backfill 
materials/engineered fill etc. The DEIR fails to itemize the material types and quantities needed to 
construct the Project, and therefore, it is impossible to analyze emissions associated with material 
import. 
 

E. Biological Resources 
 
First and foremost, the Biological Resources section of the DEIR relies on a false assumption, 
repeated multiple times in the analysis: that Project construction would “only require minimal tree 
trimming.” There is no substantial evidence in either the DEIR or its Appendix C that this is indeed 
the case. The biological analysis is also based on the incorrect project footprint, which 
underestimates the APE of the Project, and by extension the impact to trees and other vegetation 
in the area. Please see the Exhibit below, which overlays the corrected APE over the tree inventory 
exhibit in the DEIR and its Appendix C. 
 
In order to professionally assess the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR as it relates to the historic 
trees that occur in and around the project footprint, a professional arborist, Dryad, LLC, was 
retained to evaluate both the DEIR and the field survey conducted by the preparer for the DEIR13. 
The comments below incorporate their findings. 
 
The DEIR cites General Plan policies that are no longer supported by City ordinance. For example, 
Policies ER 2.1.8 and ER 3.1.3, in support of Heritage Tree Ordinance requirements, has been 
eliminated by Ordinance 2016-0026, which no longer defines, references or includes Heritage 
Trees. Any protection afforded Heritage Trees in the past no longer exists, and cannot be relied 
upon to protect trees within the proposed Project. 

                                                
13 Please see Brown Rudnick letter, dated June 6, 2018, and its attached report from Dryad LLC, dated June 1, 2018. 
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The Dryad analysis included a field survey that carefully scrutinizes a sample of 29 of the trees 
inspected in the DEIR, as shown in the photo below. The professional arborist found that: 
 

1. Of the 29 trees inspected, 76% were incorrectly identified as to species in the DEIR. 
2. 62% of the 29 inspected trees had diameters that were incorrectly reported in the DEIR by 

at least 10%, and as much as 250%. 
3. 39 trees of the 131 identified in the DEIR are in direct conflict with construction activities 

and will need to be removed. 
4. An additional 26 trees will be severely impacted and require either removal or severe 

pruning, including three not identified at all in the DEIR. 
5. 69 trees of the 131 are well away from construction activities and distort the proportion of 

trees that will be undisturbed. 
6. The arborist report cites 129 trees, but the diagram numbers 131 trees. 

 
Contrary to the DEIR’s statement that “the proposed Project has been designed to avoid removal 
and/or pruning” of trees, and as previously stated, at least 39 trees will need to be removed within 
the correct APE, and 26 more will be severely impacted by Project construction. This analysis 
clearly shows that the DEIR’s assertion that the “proposed Project was designed to avoid and 
minimize potential impacts to trees to the maximum extent feasible. However, during construction, 
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it is anticipated that site access would require the trimming of or work within the dripline (or 
“protection zone”) of trees protected by the City ordinance…The proposed Project is not 
anticipated to require tree removal…” is patently false. Trees occurring within the truck access 
routes, the staging area, and the construction zone, will all be impacted by the proposed Project. 
This error extends to the analysis of cumulative impacts in Section 5 of the DEIR, which states: 
“When the proposed Project is analyzed in conjunction with other recent, current, and reasonably 
 foreseeable projects, the potential contribution to the cumulative biological resource impact to 
special status species, wetlands, migratory corridors, and trees, is not considered cumulatively 
considerable, because the proposed Project was designed and adjusted to avoid and minimize 
impacts to biological resources. Additionally, the proposed Project would greatly offset potential 
biological resources impacts through protective measures such as tree protection and avoidance.” 
(emphasis added). Clearly, the loss of 39 trees, and the damage and potential death of an additional 
26 is significant on a project-level and cumulative basis. In addition, it is completely unacceptable 
to consider the replacement of decades old (if not centenary) trees with trees that may have a 
diameter of 6 inches at best would constitute adequate “mitigation” of this significant loss.  
 
Dryad LLC also found these shortfalls in Appendix C of the DEIR: 
 

1. There is no data included in the arborist report on which trees will be removed or affected 
by construction. This analysis is necessary to make reasonable assumptions about project 
impacts. 

2. By including 69 trees that are well outside the construction area, the report distorts the 
perception of the impact to trees overall. There is no explanation of why trees in the 
southwest portion of the Park were analyzed. 

3. Although the location of the trees appears to be reasonably accurate, the errors made as to 
tree measurements and species, and the weakness of the health assessment make summaries 
inaccurate and misleading. 

4. The tree protection zone identified in the report is associated strictly with dripline, which 
fails to adequately identify protection areas. The root protection zone cited in ANSI A300 
Standards “may extend beyond the tree protection zone.”  

5. Tree health appears to have been established based on random standards. The “standard 
arborist tree health metrics” used in the report do not conform to ANSI A300 Standards. 
Dryad LLC found that “In the case of Canopy Cover (1-4), a Medium Canopy of 50% is 
scored a 3. A tree missing 50% of its canopy would be seriously damaged and not likely to 
survive significant construction impacts. Likewise, Bark Health (1-4) scored 3 Fair Health 
may be missing 50% of its bark and suffer decay of roots and or the trunk (heartrot). Either 
condition would likely indicate a tree at serious risk of failure.”  (Please see the Dryad 
LLC report for specific scoring errors associated with specific trees.) 

6. The report’s significant errors relating to tree species and their being native, non-native or 
invasive is incorrect and misleading. Examples cited include the determination that 
American sycamore is native, which it is not in the western US; California coast redwood 
deemed native, which it is not in the Sacramento Valley; and Black cottonwood, which is 
not native to the Sacramento Valley. 

7. Two trees identified on the map are missing from the inventory, and three major trees 
located adjacent to Tiny Tot Daycare are missing entirely (identified as A, B and C in the 
photo above). 
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Neither the DEIR, nor its Appendix C, identify or quantify the impacts to trees from construction 
of diversion structures on McKinley Boulevard and H Street. Since these two potential parts of the 
Project are depicted nowhere in the DEIR, it is impossible to determine what additional impacts 
could occur as a result of their construction. 
 
The DEIR also fails to cross-reference and analyze the impacts that the loss of 39 or more trees 
will have to the historic significance of McKinley Park. As described in greater detail under 
Cultural Resources below, the landscape of the Park is a significant “contributing factor” to the 
Park’s historic context. The DEIR fails to analyze the age, historic significance and context of the 
landscape, and must conclude that the impact to such a significant resource will be significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Furthermore, the DEIR attempts to defer mitigation to the impacts to trees, by simply saying that 
a tree removal permit, consistent with the City’s Tree Ordinance, will take care of the issue. As 
described above, securing a Tree Removal permit will do nothing to prevent the impact to at least 
65 mature, historic and significant trees within the correct APE. In addition, the DEIR does not 
present the performance standards necessary to implement this measure, nor does it analyze which, 
or how many trees will be subject to the tree removal permit. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 provides 
“suggestions” that in no way demonstrate that the significant number of trees that will be impacted 
by the Project will be protected. The provisions of the measure are couched with phrases such as 
“when feasible,” which make the measure entirely unenforceable and ineffective.  
 
The DEIR fails to analyze and mitigate the significant impacts to trees within McKinley Park. 
Courts have repeatedly held that deferring the formulation of mitigation measures to the future is 
improper unless the agency “commit[s] itself to specific performance criteria for evaluating the 
efficacy of the measures implemented.” POET, LLC v. California Air Resources Board (2013) 218 
Cal.App.4th 681, 738.  
 

F. Cultural Resources 
 
The analysis provided in the DEIR relating to historic resources is completely inadequate, 
incomplete, and false. First and foremost, the City has been aware that McKinley Park has been 
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places since at least February 12, 2018, when it 
received a letter from the California Natural Resources Agency, Department of Parks and 
Recreation, Office of Historic Preservation (please see Attachment C, 5th page). Furthermore, the 
City’s Historic Preservation Commission was presented with the nomination at its March 21, 2018 
meeting, and after public comment, discussion and due consideration, directed City staff to inform 
the Office of Historic Preservation of the City’s support of the nomination. Specifically, the 
Commission directed City staff to make recommendations regarding supplemental information 
that should be added to the nomination, and as stated by Carson Anderson, staff to the Commission, 
include the City’s “very clear expression of support for the nomination itself.” (Preservation 
Commission recorded meeting of March 21, 2018, at approximately 47 minutes). The DEIR was 
released for public comment on April 20, 2018. Therefore, the City was required to consider the 
proposed Project in the context of both the pending nomination, and the City’s official support. 
Incomprehensibly, however, the DEIR’s analysis of the Project’s impact on an historic resource is 
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contained on a single page (3.4.16), and the consideration of the Project’s impact on a potential 
National Register property is confined to two sentences:  
 

“Also, the nomination of McKinley Park for eligibility on the National Register program, if 
eligible, would list the entire park on a register which would also meet the definition of 
historical resource as defined by PRC section 15064.5. However, the proposed Project would 
not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the McKinley Park since the park 
would maintain its existing uses once construction is finished and the historical context would 
be maintained.” 

 
The Technical Memorandum addressing the Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation of 
McKinley Park (DEIR Appendix D) provides research in support of the historic importance of the 
Park, and conclusions that are not consistent with the research findings.     
 
The Technical Memorandum biases its conclusions with explanations of why the Park lacks 
historic significance, is not eligible for historic registers, and should not be considered an historic 
resource under CEQA. These conclusions are contrary to the facts presented in the Memorandum’s 
own research, the National Register nomination which the City had in hand, and the 
recommendation of the City’s Preservation Commission on March 21, 2018.   
 
The facts, excluded from the Memorandum but clearly stated in the National Register nomination, 
do support the Park’s historic significance, eligibility for historic registers, and the obligation of 
the City to address McKinley Park as an historic resource under CEQA. These include: 
 
1. McKinley Park is one of the oldest parks in California and the West, only San Francisco’s 

Golden Gate Park being older. 
2. McKinley Park is an early example of the urban parks movement of the nineteenth century. 
3. McKinley Park retains the naturalistic landscape that was a key characteristic of nineteenth 

century parks movement. 
4. McKinley Park is significant as an early example of “trolley parks” that were built around the 

United States. 
5. Historic photographs and other documentation support the continued existence of many 

features and uses from the historic period.  
6. McKinley Park is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion A:  

association with events and activities that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of history; and Criterion C: as a property that embodies the distinctive characteristics 
of American parks of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.   

 
The Memorandum also does not address McKinley Park as a cultural landscape and omits 
discussion of character-defining features of the cultural landscape. Please also see Attachment C 
for complete details of the nomination. 
 
Period of Significance: The period of significance is intended to capture the span of years in which 
a property attains its historic significance. The nomination report for the National Register of 
Historic Places identified a period of significance as 1871 to 1958.  This includes the founding of 
the Park, its evolution over several decades, and ends with the addition of the Garden & Arts 
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Center.  An expansive period of significance is often applied to cultural landscapes as it is common 
that cultural landscapes evolve over time. For example, the City’s cultural landscape report for 
William Land Park determined a period of significance of 1922 to 1969, including that park’s 
founding through the completion of Fairytale Town.  Similarly, San Francisco’s Golden Gate Park, 
which has been listed in the National Register, has a period of significance from 1871 to 1943. 
 
The Technical Memorandum states that “the park has insufficient integrity to convey significance 
to any discernable period.”  This is contrary to the facts presented in the Technical Memorandum, 
which lists many existing features that are extant from the period of significance established in the 
National Register nomination. In addition, there are numerous other features not included in the 
Memorandum that would certainly be considered from the historic period. Historic maps and 
photographs establish the relevance of these features as being from an historic period. Had the 
Technical Memorandum considered McKinley Park as a cultural landscape, it would have likely 
come to the conclusion that it has historic significance and that the changes over time were part of 
a long period of significance.   
 
Assuming a period of significance from 1871 to 1958, there are approximately 19 contributing 
resources identified in the National Register nomination report.  The nomination report establishes 
both significance and integrity for McKinley Park to be eligible for the National Register and 
certainly enough historic significance as a cultural landscape to be considered an historic resource 
under CEQA.   
 
Deficiencies in Historic Analysis in DEIR: First, the DEIR conveniently cites only a portion of 
CEQA Guidelines §15064.5. As it relates to historic resources, the entirety of §15064.5(a) and (b) 
reads: 
 

“(a)  For purposes of this section, the term “historical resources” shall include the following: 
(1)  A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources 

Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. 
Res. Code § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.). 

(2)  A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical 
resource survey meeting the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the Public 
Resources Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. 
Public agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the 
preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally 
significant. 

(3)  Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a 
lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the 
architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, 
political, military, or cultural annals of California may be considered to be an 
historical resource, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by 
substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be 
considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource meets 
the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. 
Code § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including the following: 
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(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage; 

(B)  Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method 

of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values; or 

(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 

(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in 
the California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of 
historical resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), 
or identified in an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 
5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency from 
determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public 
Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 

(b) A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment. 
(1) Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means 

physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its 
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would 
be materially impaired. 

(2) The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project: 
(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 

characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance 
and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California 
Register of Historical Resources; or 

(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical 
resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its 
identification in an historical resources survey meeting the requirements of 
section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency 
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence 
that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 

(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance 
and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of 
Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA. 

(3) Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings 
(1995), Weeks and Grimmer, shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than 
a significant impact on the historical resource. 

(4)  A lead agency shall identify potentially feasible measures to mitigate significant 
adverse changes in the significance of an historical resource. The lead agency shall 
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ensure that any adopted measures to mitigate or avoid significant adverse changes 
are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures. 

(5) When a project will affect state-owned historical resources, as described in Public 
Resources Code Section 5024, and the lead agency is a state agency, the lead 
agency shall consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer as provided in 
Public Resources Code Section 5024.5. Consultation should be coordinated in a 
timely fashion with the preparation of environmental documents." 

 
When considering the proposed Project in the context of the requirements of §15064.5, it is clear 
that: 
 
1. McKinley Park is an “historic resource” because it is “identified as significant in an historical 

resource survey meeting the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code,” 
and based on the City Preservation Commission recommendation of March 21, 2018, is 
“determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission.” 

2. The proposed Project will have a significant effect on the environment because a “project with 
an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical 
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” 

3. The proposed Project will result in “substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
historical resource” because it will demolish, destroy and alter an historic resource and its 
immediate surroundings, “such that the significance of an historical resource would be 
materially impaired.”  

4. The proposed Project is the embodiment of “material impairment,” insofar as it: 
a.  “(d)emolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of 

an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion 
in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources;” and it 

b. “(d)emolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that 
account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to 
section5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical 
resource survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources 
Code;” and it 

c. “(d)emolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of 
a historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for 
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency 
for purposes of CEQA,” since the City’s Preservation Commission has endorsed the 
National Register nomination application presented to the State Office of Historic 
Preservation. 

5. The City must identify feasible measures to mitigate significant adverse impacts to the 
significance of an historic resource, namely the baseball field, the landscape features, including 
in particular the trees occurring throughout the APE, and those significant features immediately 
outside the APE, including the natural landscape and historic rose garden. 

 
Given that the DEIR repeatedly states that the baseball field, which will be obliterated by the 
proposed Project, will be converted to a soccer field, the DEIR is false on its face. However, if the 
preparer of the DEIR had read the nomination documentation, it would have found that the baseball 
field is a “contributing feature” to the Park’s historic context (Section 8, page 10-11 in Attachment 
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C), and as such merits preservation under the requirements of National Register eligible properties. 
In addition, and as described above, the DEIR completely fails to consider the landscape and 
natural environment of the Park, and the impacts associated with the removal of 39 or more trees 
from that landscape.  
 
Specific issues that are insufficiently analyzed also include the impacts from vibration on eligible 
buildings. Indeed, the DEIR simply states, without substantial evidence, that groundborne 
vibration “would be minimal.” There is no quantification of the level of vibration, or whether such 
a level could impact buildings constructed during the period of significance, and well before 
requirements for reinforced construction. Please also see the discussion under Noise, below. 
 

G. Geology and Soils 
 
In order to assure that the technical analysis of geotechnical hazards was undertaken correctly in 
the DEIR, we retained a qualified geotechnical engineer to review the document. His findings are 
provided in Attachment D, incorporated herein by reference, and summarized below. 
 
First, the DEIR states, on page 3.5.5, that a site-specific geotechnical analysis will be conducted 
prior to construction. On page 3.5.6, however, the DEIR states “(a)s discussed in the geotechnical 
report.” If a geotechnical report has been prepared for the Project, it must be provided as an 
Appendix, and its findings detailed in the DEIR. Since no such detail is provided, we assume that 
no geotechnical report exists. Given that the proposed Project involves the construction of a large 
reinforced structure underground, deferring the preparation of a detailed, Project-specific and site-
specific geotechnical analysis to pre-construction is completely inappropriate, and results in the 
DEIR being insufficient in its analysis of both geotechnical hazards and hydrology. Also see 
further discussion under Hydrology, below. Specific issues of concern include: 
 
Liquefaction Hazards: The DEIR relies on regional-scale soils mapping and groundwater 
information and is unclear in its assessment of the level of existing liquefaction hazard affecting 
the site. As a result, the DEIR underestimates liquefaction hazard, and the findings relative to 
liquefaction appear to be inadequately substantiated and conclusory. The DEIR also fails to 
address and rule out any potential for the Project to alter groundwater conditions in a manner that 
contributes to increased risk of localized liquefaction.  
 
The DEIR relies on regional-scale NRCS mapping for soils information, including the NRCS’s 
1993 Soils Survey of Sacramento County, California, 2017–2018 online Web Soil Survey, and 
2015 Hydric Soils List. When the Web Soil Survey map display is zoomed to site-specific scale 
the screen displays a disclaimer which states “potential inaccuracy of 1:24,000-scale mapping at 
more localized scales.” Therefore, the analysis tool used is not intended for site-specific 
consideration, and may have resulted in inaccurate information.  
 
The DEIR evaluates liquefaction potential as follows: “The project site consists of well drained, 
coarse-loamy soils that have a low potential for liquefaction…to occur. However, the relatively 
shallow groundwater table and ground shaking that could occur from the surrounding 
earthquakes could increase the liquefaction potential in the Project area.” (p. 3.5.6). Impact GEO-
1 concludes that the Project’s potential to “expose people or structures to potentially adverse 

O1-38

zpope
Line

zpope
Line

zpope
Typewritten Text
O1-47



Mr. Stephen Cook 
June 6, 2018 

Page 32 
 

 
 

effects related to liquefaction” is less than significant due to soil characteristics and because 
“structures would be built in conformance with applicable building codes which include standards 
for preventing structure failure from earthquake related ground shaking” (p. 3.5.8). 
 
The site geology described on page 3.5.5 indicates that Holocene (presumably unconsolidated) 
sandy layers are present to depths of 30 feet below the site. Section 3.8.2 states that “groundwater 
levels in the region are considered to be stable with ranges from 20-feet amsl to 35 below mean 
sea level” (DEIR page 3.8.7). However, the proposed Project is at an elevation of approximately 
24 feet above mean sea level, suggesting that the depth to groundwater at the site could be 
anywhere from about 4 feet to more than 50 feet. Because insufficient localized information on 
geologic conditions is provided, liquefaction hazard cannot be ruled out.  
 
Furthermore, the Mitigation Measure GEO-2, which requires the preparation of a pre-construction 
geotechnical analysis, does not require that it address liquefaction, or any other seismic-related 
ground failure. The impact analysis references standards to address direct structural failure from 
seismic loading, but does not address indirect structural damage resulting from liquefaction-related 
ground failure.  
 
The DEIR also fails to address the impacts of leaks from the vault into the local groundwater, 
which has the potential to increase the risk of liquefaction. Because there is no data provided on 
the length of time that combined sanitary and storm water overflows will remain in the vault, or 
on how/whether leaks would be contained, it is impossible to analyze whether impacts associated 
with liquefaction will be increased by the proposed Project. This analysis must be added to fully 
disclose  the liquefaction  potential at the Project site.  
 
Landslide Hazards: The DEIR’s discussion of potential impacts associated with landslides only 
addresses the site’s proximity to slopes and off-site landslides, and never addresses the hazards 
associated with the Project itself. Given that the project site will consist of a hole 20 to 27 feet in 
depth, the potential for the cut walls to create localized failure hazard and the potential for such 
failure to affect nearby structures must be considered in the DEIR. The conditions and hazards 
associated with slope failure in the excavation must be described, and mitigation measures that 
include performance standards for a shoring plan must be added. Without this analysis and 
mitigation, the DEIR cannot claim that impacts associated with slope stability will be less than 
significant. 
 
Unstable or Expansive Soils: The DEIR states that the soil units found on the project site are not 
unstable, and that the hazards associated with expansive soils are less than significant, but provides 
no evidence that this is the case. As described above, the soil analysis is based on a regional 
database not intended for localized analysis, not a site-specific geotechnical study, and the 
potential for lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction and soil collapse have not been considered 
based on localized conditions. As a result, the DEIR’s conclusion that these impacts will be less 
than significant is not supported by substantial evidence. 
 
Deferred Mitigation: Finally, as described above, the inclusion of Mitigation Measure GEO-2 
represents the deferral of mitigation, as defined by CEQA. The DEIR cannot claim to have 
adequately analyzed the potential impacts associated with geological and soil conditions and then 
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impose a requirement that an analysis of site-specific geological and soil conditions be completed 
later. The geotechnical investigation is required now, so that the DEIR can disclose, for the general 
public and decision makers, what the actual impacts will be at the project site. 
 

H. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
As described above, the DEIR fails to acknowledge that the combined flows currently flooding 
the neighborhood, and proposed to be contained in the vault, contain hazardous materials and pose 
a hazard to human health. The DEIR must be revised to consider: 
 
Impacts of Vault Leaks into Groundwater: As described above, there is a potential hazard 
associated with leaks of untreated sewage into the groundwater from a damaged, leaking facility. 
No analysis of such potential is provided anywhere in the document, nor is remediation and 
associated mitigation discussed.  
 
Residual Flooding: Furthermore, as described in the City’s CSSIP, contaminated water will still 
flood the East Sacramento neighborhood, even after implementation of the proposed Project. The 
potential impacts associated with the contaminants and pathogens contained in these flows must 
be addressed in the DEIR, and mitigated to less than significant levels. 
 
Adjacency to a School: The DEIR fails to describe the potential impacts to the Tiny Tot Daycare 
facility, which is immediately south of the proposed Project, and when the accurate APE is 
considered, will be overwhelmed by the Project. The facility may not be a public school, but it is 
a licensed facility that cares for small children who will be significantly impacted by the proposed 
Project, both in terms of the use of hazardous materials during construction, and the hazardous 
materials that will be released during ongoing flooding in the Park. These issues must be addressed 
in the DEIR, and mitigation measures proposed to reduce these impacts to less than significant 
levels. 
 

I. Hydrology 
 
The purpose of the McKinley Park Vault Project and the entire 28-part CSSIP project is to avoid, 
minimize, and/or mitigate the current significant adverse environmental impacts of the City’s 
inadequate, antiquated, and fundamentally hazardous combined sewer and storm sewer system. 
As discussed in detail above, the McKinley vault Project does not effectively address the urban 
flooding hazard, and also does not adequately address the health and safety effects associated with 
the existing combined storm/sanitary sewage system. The following summarizes the inadequacy 
of the subject DEIR in addressing the relevant hydrology and water quality thresholds as set forth 
in the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Inconsistencies and Deficiencies in Environmental Setting: The Environmental Setting section 
references documentation that is not provided in the References section, making it impossible to 
identify the validity of the source (text states “Sacramento 2009” and “Sacramento 2014,” but no 
such document is listed in Section 7). Furthermore, there is no discussion of groundwater quality 
in the description of existing conditions. This is particularly important when one considers the 
potential impacts of vault leakage on groundwater quality. The DEIR should identify whether 
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groundwater quality is currently adequate for the beneficial uses identified in the current applicable 
Basin Plan (which include, at a minimum, municipal and domestic water supply, agricultural 
supply, industrial service supply, and industrial process supply, per the 2016-revised Water Quality 
Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins) and whether groundwater quality 
impairments have been identified in the project area. Existing groundwater quality is critical to the 
proposal that construction dewatering would discharge to the sewer system. It is also the essential 
baseline for analysis of potential impacts on groundwater quality.  
 
As previously described, the Environmental Setting states that groundwater levels are “likely” to 
be 20 to 35 feet below sea level, but no source for this information is given, and the site’s location 
is likely to mean that groundwater occurs at higher levels. This is evidenced by the purported need 
for dewatering pumps at 50 foot intervals around the entire excavation.  
 
Violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements: The City is currently in 
violation of the very weak remediation order issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
in 2015 and has been so since at least 1990. Contaminants in water conveyed by and stored in this 
system are comprised of untreated human waste and urban runoff that include pathogens, oxygen-
demanding pollutants, suspended solids, nutrients, toxics, and floatable matter (bio-solids, 
Styrofoam, plastics, etc.). For this reason, CSSs can cause a variety of adverse impacts on the 
physical characteristics of surface water and cause serious health hazards.  
 
With the completion of the subject McKinley vault project, the McKinley Park and surrounding 
neighborhood would still have standing contaminated sewer and stormflows in a 10-year, 6-hour 
storm event. This Project does not cure the ongoing significant adverse effect of the grossly 
inadequate CSS, which currently and post-project will still expose East Sacramento to surface 
discharges that violate local, state and federal water quality standards, and the existing flooding 
and human health threats associated with the CSS will continue and be ongoing for generations to 
come.  
 
Therefore, post-project, the City will continue to be in violation of these standards and 
requirements. Even with the completion of the 28 “build” components and the three “green” 
components of the CSSIP, any storm larger than the 10-year, 6-hour storm, including the 10-year, 
12-hour and 24-hour storms, will result in ponding and/or surface flows of a contaminated mix of 
human waste and urban runoff in the McKinley Park neighborhood. None of these facts are 
explained in the DEIR. The DEIR erroneously concludes that, “Once constructed, the proposed 
Project would be below grade, the disturbed surfaces restored, and there would be no longterm 
impacts to hydrology and water quality.” (DEIR p. 3.8.9; emphasis added).  
 
Subsequent DEIR discussions state, “(t)he proposed Project would act as a storage basin to catch 
excessive stormwater flows and store them until they can be slowly released.” (DEIR p. 3.8.9) As 
noted, the existing and future-stored CSS flows will carry a heavy burden of human waste and 
contaminants from urban runoff. It is unclear from the DEIR how long this mix of urban runoff 
and human waste will have to be retained before it can be pumped to a treatment facility. There is 
also no analysis of the potential for leaks from the vault, and how those would impact water quality. 
As discussed under Geology, above, the potential for leaks resulting in a geotechnical event at the 
site must be analyzed, and its potential to pollute groundwater considered. 
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It is clear from ancillary City studies and reports that the DEIR’s claim that the Project will solve 
the existing “longterm impacts to hydrology and water quality” is not correct. There is no real 
basis in the DEIR to support this conclusion. When one adds the potential added diversion of CSS 
flows from McKinley Boulevard and H Street CSS lines, these potential impacts are magnified, 
yet the DEIR never discusses what these added flows will do to the capacity of the vault as it 
relates to the East Sacramento neighborhood’s flooding issues.  There is substantial evidence that 
not only the subject McKinley vault but also the entire CSSIP project is inadequate to address the 
immediate, much less the long-term flooding and water quality concerns of the McKinley Park 
neighborhood.  
 
Even with the proposed 1 million cubic feet of storage planned for the McKinley vault project, 
there is no assurance that the McKinley Park neighborhood will meet the requirements of the 
CRWQCB Order R5-2015-0045.14 In fact, there is evidence to the contrary in the City’s own 
technical reports, which state that after construction of the vault, there will still be flooding (less 
than one inch) during a design storm, and considerably more than an inch of flooding in a larger 
(greater than 10-year, 6-hour) storm. These flows will continue to contain human waste, chemicals, 
organic pollutants and other contaminants present in untreated sewer and storm water. The DEIR 
cannot conclude that the Project will not violate water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements when the City’s own documentation states that it will. These same issues apply to 
the Utilities and Service Systems section as they apply to water and wastewater facilities. 
 
Modified Drainage Patterns: The DEIR mentions only incidentally that the entire project area will 
be regraded to slope to the east. This land alteration and its hydraulic consequences are neither 
discussed, depicted nor analyzed in the DEIR. In fact, there appears to be no site-specific 
hydrology or hydraulic study conducted for the McKinley vault project. The City’s projected 
effects of the proposed Project are based on an outdated model that is City-wide in scope, and 
therefore provides only a coarse understanding of what may happen in the McKinley Park 
neighborhood. Furthermore, if the water which currently ponds on McKinley Park is directed to 
33rd Street when the system is at capacity, these flows will only serve to increase street flooding. 
No such analysis has been provided in the DEIR, and no mitigation has been proposed to account 
for the increased flows resulting from this Project component. 
 
The DEIR identifies a vault ranging from 0.7 to 1 million cubic feet in storage capacity. However, 
the final 2015 iteration of the CSSIP model analysis provided for a 534,759-cubic foot facility in 
the Park that would be sufficient to address the McKinley Park neighborhood surface and CSS 
discharge in a 10-year, 6-hour storm. It appears that the City’s dramatic increase in the size of this 
vault will allow the City to import a greater volume of contaminated surface and sanitary sewer 
flows into and onto McKinley Park. However, despite the near doubling in size, the DEIR provides 
no information, data, description or depiction of how the McKinley Park neighborhood will be 
impacted. This increase could be due to the two potential Project components, mentioned briefly 
in the project description as diversion structures from McKinley Boulevard and H Street, which 

                                                
14  “Order R-5-2015-0045 / NPDES No. CA0079111, Waste Discharge Requirements for the City of Sacramento 

Combined Wastewater Collection and Treatment System, Sacramento County”, California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region. April 17, 2015. 
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could be added to the neighborhood flows and included in vault storage. However, no description 
of the intent of these two added components is provided in the DEIR, and no analysis of their 
impacts completed. 
 
Therefore, the DEIR must be revised, expanded, and must fully analyze the changes to local 
hydrology that will result from this Project. The Project will result in a substantial increase in the 
intensity and volume of contaminated CSS flows that will discharge into the Park facility. This 
consequence of the Project has not been disclosed in the current DEIR and must be analyzed in 
the revised DEIR. 
 
Planned Capacity: The DEIR impacts discussion (DEIR p. 3.8.11) totally disregards the fact that 
the proposed Project is a greatly enlarged McKinley vault project that is 87% bigger than that 
analyzed in the 2015 CSSIP technical reports or previous EIR15. The McKinley vault is proposed 
as an “area-wide” facility and is sized to store contaminated sanitary sewer and urban runoff well 
beyond what would be generated by the McKinley Park neighborhood.  
 
Extraordinary volumes of combined sewer flows are essentially being imported by the Project into 
the neighborhood, which will contribute to the surface ponding and overland flows described in 
the CSSIP and supporting documentation. This is a clear violation of CEQA, as the Project is a net 
contributor to the stormflows that will be stored in (and “on”) and passed through the McKinley 
neighborhood. The Project will result in a substantial additional source of polluted runoff, yet the 
DEIR states that impacts will be less than significant, and that no mitigation is required.  
 
The DEIR must be revised to include analysis of the immediate near-term, and long-term 
consequences of this Project resulting from the proposed large-scale importing of contaminated 
waste and stormwater to this proposed “detention and transfer station.” The McKinley vault project 
will also result in the concentration of sanitary sewer and storm sewer flows into the McKinley 
Park neighborhood that exceed the capacity of existing conveyances and the proposed CSSIP 
stormwater drainage systems.  
 
The DEIR must be revised and expanded to address this significant increase in neighborhood flows 
and impacts, which as proposed continues to leave the neighborhood exposed to highly 
contaminated water in even a 10-year, 6-hour rain event. 
 
Water Quality: There is no substantiation to the DEIR’s conclusion that the proposed Project 
would not degrade water quality. First, the DEIR neither quantifies nor analyzes the anticipated 
rate or duration of dewatering activities, how these waters would be treated or disposed of 
(including potential impacts to the existing CSS if construction occurs during the wet season and 
the system is at capacity), or how these impacts will be mitigated. Second, the DEIR contains no 
analysis of the potential for leaks from the vault into the groundwater table, which is high and near 
the surface in this area. The DEIR must be revised to address this issue as well. 
 

                                                
15  SAC DOU Op. cit. 2015.  
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J. Noise and Vibration 
 
The DEIR contains no noise impact analysis for the Project.  Given the large number of heavy 
trucks that will be present on the site for a two year period, and that the site is adjacent to sensitive 
receptors on all sides, including elderly residents, park users, and children at the Tiny Tot Daycare, 
such an omission is inexplicable. The location of the Tiny Tot Daycare immediately adjacent to 
the corrected APE indicates clearly that there is a potential for significant impacts to the children 
who attend the facility, and adequate analysis should have been conducted to quantify and mitigate 
the impacts to the children. 
 
Temporary/Construction Noise: The DEIR writes off construction noise by claiming that the 
“sound levels such as these are typical for the Project area and would not constitute a significant 
impact to speech within McKinley Park” and that the City’s Noise Ordinance exempts construction 
activities. First, stating that construction noise would not affect speech is inaccurate and illogical, 
when one considers that the Project will be immediately adjacent to the ultra-sensitive ears of pre-
school children at the Tiny Tot Daycare facility, which is open during working hours from Monday 
through Friday – the periods that construction activity will be most active.  The impacts to this 
facility must be considered using the corrected APE. Furthermore, any presumption that 
construction noise exemptions are sufficient mitigation for construction noise, or that noise 
impacts are insignificant if they do not exceed local, state, or federal noise standards, has been 
rebuffed by the courts.  See Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port 
Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344; Friends of Riverside’s Hills v. Riverside 
Transportation Commission, et al. (2013) Superior Court of California, County of Riverside (RIC 
1113896). Therefore, the DEIR must be revised to quantify the construction noise impacts, and to 
provide mitigation measures that provide effective protection to surrounding sensitive receptors, 
including Tiny Tot Daycare, which would be impacted if noise levels exceed 60 dBA.  
 
The temporary noise analysis also fails to analyze the impacts of pile drivers or dewatering pumps 
located at 50 foot intervals around the entire perimeter of the site for a period of two years. The 
statement in the project description that the pumps will be below ground and will not be heard is 
unsubstantiated, and not supported by any facts in the record. The DEIR must be modified to 
adequately analyze all impacts of the proposed Project construction. 
 
Vibration: The DEIR obfuscates the impact of vibration on structures within the Park. As discussed 
above under Cultural Resources, structures within the Park are historic, and were constructed well 
before modern building code requirements for reinforced buildings. The DEIR states that the 
vibration impact from construction equipment, particularly vibratory compactors, would be 
“severe,” yet provides no mitigation for this impact on the basis that vibratory compactors would 
be in use for only a month. First, this statement is unsubstantiated by any evidence in the record, 
and second, the DEIR does not correctly analyze the potential impacts to historic buildings, 
including those in the Park, and the homes surrounding the Park, many of which are older than 50 
years and were not constructed to current standards. As shown in DEIR Table 3.10.8, vibration 
damage could occur to “extremely fragile historic buildings,…fragile buildings, and historic and 
some old buildings” at the levels described in the DEIR. Furthermore, although the DEIR only 
references the “Transient Sources” section of Table 3.10-8, it fails to consider the 
“Continuous/Frequent Sources” section of the Table, which clearly shows that vibration levels 
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from construction equipment used on the Project have the potential to damage these structures. 
The DEIR needs to consider the actual impacts of vibration on surrounding historic structures, and 
adequately mitigate these impacts. 
 

K. Transportation and Traffic 
 

Vehicle Trips: The DEIR under-reports traffic impacts in multiple ways. First, the characterization 
of Project traffic on page 3.13.9 is inconsistent with the description of trips provided in the project 
description, both in terms of construction traffic and worker trips. Second, the traffic analysis 
continues to perpetuate the “bi-directional” error made in the project description, and described 
above. As described, the number of heavy truck trips will be at least twice as high as reported, and 
the number of worker trips could be four times as high as reported. In addition, the analysis in this 
section of the DEIR fails to weight the heavy truck trips, as is commonly done in standard traffic 
analyses. Because of their size and slow speeds, heavy truck trips are commonly doubled to 
account for these limitations.  
 
Furthermore, the analysis does not consider the construction of off-site improvements, including 
the pipes that will need to be constructed in 33rd Street, in terms of how this will impact traffic 
flow. This is particularly significant because construction of on-site facilities will occur concurrent 
with, and not subsequent to, off-site construction. As a result of these off-site improvements, the 
capacity of surrounding roadways will be reduced, and the addition of heavy equipment to the mix 
will only exacerbate already congested conditions. The DEIR must be revised to correctly count 
the number of trips on local roads, and to consider the particular impacts of heavy equipment on 
City streets.  This analysis must account for impacts not only on daily traffic, but also emergency 
vehicles attempting to travel through the area for a period of two years.  
 
Vehicle Queuing: The project description appears to imply that heavy trucks will enter the Project 
area on McKinley Boulevard and exit on 33rd Street. However, the Transportation section does not 
consider the hazards and traffic impacts associated with the queuing of vehicles on City streets 
during periods of active construction. An analysis of the number of trucks that can fit on the access 
driveways is required, considering that at least 100 trucks per day (and more if the total export is 
105,000 cubic yards, as described in the Air Quality section above) will be going through the site. 
If heavy trucks must idle on McKinley Boulevard in order to wait their turn to access the site, how 
will this impact traffic flow on McKinley Boulevard? The DEIR must be revised to consider these 
conditions, since this Project is particularly reliant upon heavy equipment. 
 
Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 requires that a Traffic and Pedestrian Control 
Plan be prepared, and lists the items which must be included in it. All the items are requirements 
for “description” of the number of trucks, times they will access the site, and other similar details. 
The last item simply states “[t]he traffic control plan shall contain detailed measures to ensure 
acceptable levels of traffic flow.”  Nowhere in the mitigation measure or in the DEIR are these 
measures described or is it demonstrated that such measures are available, feasible or 
implementable. As a result, the mitigation measure is pure speculation, cannot be implemented, 
and will not reduce the impacts to traffic from the proposed Project. Mitigation Measure TRANS-
2 is similarly flawed. It requires that the City inform the public of lane closures and detours. This 
is to occur at public meetings and postings in local newspapers. How will this be effective? There 
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is no evidence that the City intends to hold daily, weekly, or monthly community meetings during 
the two year construction period. There is no evidence that the residents and travelers in this area 
will read the newspaper on a daily basis for two years to inform themselves of road closures or 
detours. Again, the mitigation measure fails the CEQA test, and is not feasible or implementable. 
 

Conclusion 
 
The DEIR for the McKinley Park Water Vault Project does not meet even the most basic 
requirements of CEQA. It must be rewritten to accurately reflect the Project and its impacts.  
Considering the amount of significant new information that will need to be added in order to bring 
a revised EIR into compliance with CEQA, the revised EIR will need to be recirculated to allow 
the public a meaningful opportunity to consider the Project’s true impacts on the environment, as 
required by CEQA Guidelines §15088.5. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Nicole Sauviat Criste 
Principal 
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5/9/18, 4)05 PMPrecipitation Frequency Data Server

Page 1 of 4https://hdsc.nws.noaa.gov/hdsc/pfds/pfds_printpage.html?st=ca&sta=04-7633&data=depth&units=english&series=pds

NOAA Atlas 14, Volume 6, Version 2
SACRAMENTO 5 ESE
Station ID: 04-7633 

Location name: Sacramento, California, USA* 
Latitude: 38.5556°, Longitude: -121.4169° 

Elevation: 
Elevation (station metadata): 38 ft**

* source: ESRI Maps 
** source: USGS

POINT PRECIPITATION FREQUENCY ESTIMATES

Sanja Perica, Sarah Dietz, Sarah Heim, Lillian Hiner, Kazungu Maitaria, Deborah Martin, Sandra
Pavlovic, Ishani Roy, Carl Trypaluk, Dale Unruh, Fenglin Yan, Michael Yekta, Tan Zhao, Geoffrey

Bonnin, Daniel Brewer, Li-Chuan Chen, Tye Parzybok, John Yarchoan

NOAA, National Weather Service, Silver Spring, Maryland

PF_tabular | PF_graphical | Maps_&_aerials

PF tabular
PDS-based point precipitation frequency estimates with 90% confidence intervals (in inches)1

Duration
Average recurrence interval (years)

1 2 5 10 25 50 100 200 500 1000

5-min 0.121
(0.107‑0.137)

0.147
(0.131‑0.167)

0.186
(0.165‑0.212)

0.221
(0.193‑0.255)

0.274
(0.229‑0.332)

0.320
(0.259‑0.399)

0.371
(0.291‑0.478)

0.428
(0.323‑0.574)

0.609
(0.435‑0.863)

0.816
(0.555‑1.21)

10-min 0.173
(0.154‑0.196)

0.211
(0.187‑0.240)

0.267
(0.236‑0.304)

0.317
(0.277‑0.366)

0.393
(0.328‑0.476)

0.458
(0.372‑0.571)

0.531
(0.417‑0.685)

0.614
(0.463‑0.822)

0.873
(0.623‑1.24)

1.17
(0.796‑1.73)

15-min 0.209
(0.186‑0.237)

0.255
(0.227‑0.290)

0.322
(0.285‑0.368)

0.383
(0.335‑0.442)

0.475
(0.397‑0.575)

0.554
(0.450‑0.691)

0.643
(0.504‑0.828)

0.743
(0.560‑0.994)

1.06
(0.753‑1.50)

1.41
(0.963‑2.10)

30-min 0.286
(0.255‑0.324)

0.349
(0.310‑0.397)

0.441
(0.391‑0.503)

0.524
(0.459‑0.605)

0.650
(0.543‑0.787)

0.759
(0.615‑0.945)

0.880
(0.689‑1.13)

1.02
(0.767‑1.36)

1.45
(1.03‑2.05)

1.94
(1.32‑2.87)

60-min 0.402
(0.358‑0.456)

0.490
(0.436‑0.557)

0.620
(0.549‑0.707)

0.736
(0.645‑0.850)

0.914
(0.763‑1.11)

1.07
(0.864‑1.33)

1.24
(0.968‑1.59)

1.43
(1.08‑1.91)

2.03
(1.45‑2.88)

2.72
(1.85‑4.03)

2-hr 0.596
(0.531‑0.676)

0.716
(0.636‑0.814)

0.884
(0.783‑1.01)

1.03
(0.901‑1.19)

1.24
(1.04‑1.50)

1.42
(1.15‑1.77)

1.61
(1.26‑2.07)

1.81
(1.37‑2.42)

2.11
(1.50‑2.99)

2.74
(1.87‑4.07)

3-hr 0.739
(0.658‑0.839)

0.885
(0.786‑1.01)

1.09
(0.962‑1.24)

1.26
(1.10‑1.45)

1.50
(1.26‑1.82)

1.70
(1.38‑2.12)

1.92
(1.50‑2.47)

2.14
(1.62‑2.87)

2.47
(1.76‑3.50)

2.77
(1.89‑4.11)

6-hr 1.00
(0.891‑1.14)

1.20
(1.07‑1.37)

1.48
(1.31‑1.68)

1.71
(1.49‑1.97)

2.03
(1.69‑2.45)

2.28
(1.85‑2.84)

2.54
(1.99‑3.28)

2.82
(2.13‑3.78)

3.22
(2.29‑4.56)

3.53
(2.40‑5.24)

12-hr 1.30
(1.16‑1.47)

1.61
(1.43‑1.83)

2.03
(1.80‑2.32)

2.39
(2.09‑2.76)

2.90
(2.42‑3.50)

3.30
(2.68‑4.11)

3.72
(2.92‑4.80)

4.17
(3.15‑5.59)

4.81
(3.43‑6.81)

5.32
(3.62‑7.89)

24-hr 1.69
(1.54‑1.89)

2.16
(1.97‑2.42)

2.81
(2.55‑3.15)

3.35
(3.02‑3.79)

4.11
(3.60‑4.79)

4.71
(4.05‑5.60)

5.35
(4.50‑6.49)

6.02
(4.94‑7.49)

6.97
(5.51‑9.00)

7.73
(5.92‑10.3)

2-day 2.20
(2.00‑2.46)

2.78
(2.53‑3.11)

3.54
(3.22‑3.98)

4.17
(3.76‑4.71)

5.01
(4.39‑5.84)

5.67
(4.87‑6.73)

6.33
(5.32‑7.68)

7.02
(5.75‑8.73)

7.94
(6.28‑10.3)

8.66
(6.64‑11.5)

3-day 2.55
(2.32‑2.85)

3.19
(2.90‑3.57)

4.02
(3.65‑4.51)

4.68
(4.22‑5.30)

5.58
(4.88‑6.50)

6.25
(5.37‑7.42)

6.93
(5.82‑8.40)

7.61
(6.24‑9.47)

8.53
(6.74‑11.0)

9.23
(7.07‑12.3)

4-day 2.81
(2.57‑3.15)

3.51
(3.20‑3.94)

4.41
(4.00‑4.95)

5.11
(4.61‑5.78)

6.05
(5.30‑7.05)

6.75
(5.80‑8.01)

7.44
(6.26‑9.03)

8.14
(6.67‑10.1)

9.06
(7.15‑11.7)

9.75
(7.47‑13.0)

7-day 3.44
(3.13‑3.84)

4.31
(3.93‑4.83)

5.39
(4.90‑6.05)

6.23
(5.62‑7.05)

7.30
(6.40‑8.51)

8.08
(6.95‑9.60)

8.84
(7.43‑10.7)

9.58
(7.86‑11.9)

10.5
(8.32‑13.6)

11.2
(8.60‑15.0)

10-day 3.85
(3.51‑4.31)

4.86
(4.43‑5.44)

6.09
(5.53‑6.83)

7.02
(6.33‑7.94)

8.20
(7.18‑9.56)

9.05
(7.78‑10.7)

9.85
(8.29‑12.0)

10.6
(8.72‑13.2)

11.6
(9.18‑15.0)

12.3
(9.44‑16.4)

20-day 4.92
(4.49‑5.51)

6.27
(5.71‑7.02)

7.89
(7.17‑8.86)

9.11
(8.21‑10.3)

10.6
(9.30‑12.4)

11.7
(10.0‑13.9)

12.7
(10.7‑15.4)

13.6
(11.2‑17.0)

14.8
(11.7‑19.2)

15.7
(12.0‑20.9)

30-day 5.91
(5.39‑6.61)

7.55
(6.88‑8.46)

9.52
(8.65‑10.7)

11.0
(9.93‑12.4)

12.8
(11.3‑15.0)

14.1
(12.2‑16.8)

15.4
(12.9‑18.7)

16.5
(13.6‑20.6)

18.0
(14.2‑23.2)

19.0
(14.6‑25.4)

45-day 7.18
(6.55‑8.04)

9.17
(8.35‑10.3)

11.6
(10.5‑13.0)

13.4
(12.1‑15.1)

15.6
(13.7‑18.2)

17.2
(14.8‑20.5)

18.8
(15.8‑22.8)

20.2
(16.6‑25.2)

22.0
(17.4‑28.5)

23.3
(17.9‑31.1)

60-day 8.52
(7.77‑9.54)

10.8
(9.87‑12.1)

13.7
(12.4‑15.3)

15.8
(14.2‑17.9)

18.5
(16.2‑21.5)

20.4
(17.5‑24.2)

22.2
(18.7‑26.9)

23.9
(19.6‑29.8)

26.1
(20.7‑33.8)

27.7
(21.2‑37.0)

1 Precipitation frequency (PF) estimates in this table are based on frequency analysis of partial duration series (PDS).
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5/9/18, 4)05 PMPrecipitation Frequency Data Server

Page 2 of 4https://hdsc.nws.noaa.gov/hdsc/pfds/pfds_printpage.html?st=ca&sta=04-7633&data=depth&units=english&series=pds

Numbers in parenthesis are PF estimates at lower and upper bounds of the 90% confidence interval. The probability that precipitation frequency estimates (for
a given duration and average recurrence interval) will be greater than the upper bound (or less than the lower bound) is 5%. Estimates at upper bounds are
not checked against probable maximum precipitation (PMP) estimates and may be higher than currently valid PMP values.
Please refer to NOAA Atlas 14 document for more information.
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PF graphical
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Maps & aerials

Small scale terrain
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 217.80 1000sqft 5.00 217,800.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

6

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)3.5 58

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2021Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Mckinley Water Vault Project
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:44 PMPage 1 of 25

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction phasing based on project DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Equipment list based on project EIR and CalEEMod Outputs.

Off-road Equipment - Equipment list based on project DEIR and CalEEMod outputs.

Off-road Equipment - 

Trips and VMT - 105,000 CY of cut, assuming 18 CY haul truck capacity, results in total of 5,834 one way haul trips, or 11,668 round trips. Haul trip length 
reduced from 20 to 10 miles due to close proximity to haul site.

Grading - 105,000 CY during 3 months of excavation as described in DEIR. Import material quanitity for concrete/gravel backfill not provided in EIR.

Water And Wastewater - The project structure does not have a water/wastewater demand.

Solid Waste - The project structure does not generate solid waste.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 65.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 90.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 110.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 60.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 3/27/2020 8/2/2019

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 45.00 4.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 55.00 4.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 105,000.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2021

tblSolidWaste LandfillCaptureGasFlare 94.00 0.00

tblSolidWaste LandfillNoGasCapture 6.00 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 270.07 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 13,125.00 11,668.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 50,366,250.00 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:44 PMPage 2 of 25

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2019 0.2836 3.8504 1.7119 5.1500e-
003

0.8842 0.1388 1.0230 0.4647 0.1279 0.5926 0.0000 481.5630 481.5630 0.0887 0.0000 483.7792

2020 0.2210 2.2155 1.5718 3.0700e-
003

0.3680 0.1072 0.4752 0.1917 0.0994 0.2911 0.0000 270.8942 270.8942 0.0671 0.0000 272.5705

Maximum 0.2836 3.8504 1.7119 5.1500e-
003

0.8842 0.1388 1.0230 0.4647 0.1279 0.5926 0.0000 481.5630 481.5630 0.0887 0.0000 483.7792

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2019 0.2836 3.8504 1.7119 5.1500e-
003

0.8842 0.1388 1.0230 0.4647 0.1279 0.5926 0.0000 481.5628 481.5628 0.0887 0.0000 483.7790

2020 0.2210 2.2155 1.5718 3.0700e-
003

0.3680 0.1072 0.4752 0.1917 0.0994 0.2911 0.0000 270.8940 270.8940 0.0671 0.0000 272.5703

Maximum 0.2836 3.8504 1.7119 5.1500e-
003

0.8842 0.1388 1.0230 0.4647 0.1279 0.5926 0.0000 481.5628 481.5628 0.0887 0.0000 483.7790

Mitigated Construction

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:44 PMPage 3 of 25

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.9518 3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Energy 0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 1,399.573
2

1,399.573
2

0.0524 0.0168 1,405.902
2

Mobile 0.3715 1.6293 4.5374 0.0140 1.1828 0.0125 1.1953 0.3172 0.0117 0.3289 0.0000 1,281.991
6

1,281.991
6

0.0623 0.0000 1,283.547
9

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.3656 2.0128 4.8623 0.0163 1.1828 0.0416 1.2245 0.3172 0.0409 0.3580 0.0000 2,681.570
2

2,681.570
2

0.1147 0.0168 2,689.455
9

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 1-7-2019 4-6-2019 1.4655 1.4655

5 1-7-2020 4-6-2020 0.1033 0.1033

6 4-7-2020 7-6-2020 0.9397 0.9397

7 7-7-2020 9-30-2020 0.8537 0.8537

Highest 1.4655 1.4655

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:44 PMPage 4 of 25

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual

O1-55

zpope
Line



2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.9518 3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Energy 0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 1,399.573
2

1,399.573
2

0.0524 0.0168 1,405.902
2

Mobile 0.3715 1.6293 4.5374 0.0140 1.1828 0.0125 1.1953 0.3172 0.0117 0.3289 0.0000 1,281.991
6

1,281.991
6

0.0623 0.0000 1,283.547
9

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.3656 2.0128 4.8623 0.0163 1.1828 0.0416 1.2245 0.3172 0.0409 0.3580 0.0000 2,681.570
2

2,681.570
2

0.1147 0.0168 2,689.455
9

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:44 PMPage 5 of 25

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/7/2019 3/29/2019 5 60

2 Excavation Grading 3/30/2019 8/2/2019 5 90

3 Grading Grading 3/28/2020 8/28/2020 5 110

4 Building Construction Building Construction 8/29/2020 11/27/2020 5 65

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 4

Acres of Paving: 0

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:44 PMPage 6 of 25

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Excavation Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Excavation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Excavation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Excavation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Excavation 6 15.00 0.00 11,668.00 10.00 6.50 10.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 91.00 36.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:44 PMPage 7 of 25

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.5420 0.0000 0.5420 0.2979 0.0000 0.2979 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1301 1.3672 0.6619 1.1400e-
003

0.0717 0.0717 0.0660 0.0660 0.0000 102.5061 102.5061 0.0324 0.0000 103.3169

Total 0.1301 1.3672 0.6619 1.1400e-
003

0.5420 0.0717 0.6137 0.2979 0.0660 0.3639 0.0000 102.5061 102.5061 0.0324 0.0000 103.3169

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1800e-
003

1.5300e-
003

0.0166 4.0000e-
005

3.9700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
003

1.0500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

0.0000 3.6254 3.6254 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.6282

Total 2.1800e-
003

1.5300e-
003

0.0166 4.0000e-
005

3.9700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
003

1.0500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

0.0000 3.6254 3.6254 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.6282

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:44 PMPage 8 of 25

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.5420 0.0000 0.5420 0.2979 0.0000 0.2979 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1301 1.3672 0.6619 1.1400e-
003

0.0717 0.0717 0.0660 0.0660 0.0000 102.5059 102.5059 0.0324 0.0000 103.3167

Total 0.1301 1.3672 0.6619 1.1400e-
003

0.5420 0.0717 0.6137 0.2979 0.0660 0.3639 0.0000 102.5059 102.5059 0.0324 0.0000 103.3167

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1800e-
003

1.5300e-
003

0.0166 4.0000e-
005

3.9700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
003

1.0500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

0.0000 3.6254 3.6254 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.6282

Total 2.1800e-
003

1.5300e-
003

0.0166 4.0000e-
005

3.9700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
003

1.0500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

0.0000 3.6254 3.6254 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.6282

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:44 PMPage 9 of 25
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3.3 Excavation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.2840 0.0000 0.2840 0.1508 0.0000 0.1508 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1161 1.2757 0.7332 1.3300e-
003

0.0629 0.0629 0.0579 0.0579 0.0000 119.8902 119.8902 0.0379 0.0000 120.8385

Total 0.1161 1.2757 0.7332 1.3300e-
003

0.2840 0.0629 0.3469 0.1508 0.0579 0.2087 0.0000 119.8902 119.8902 0.0379 0.0000 120.8385

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0325 1.2042 0.2795 2.5900e-
003

0.0493 4.1800e-
003

0.0535 0.0135 4.0000e-
003

0.0175 0.0000 251.0096 251.0096 0.0180 0.0000 251.4604

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.7300e-
003

1.9200e-
003

0.0207 5.0000e-
005

4.9600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.9900e-
003

1.3200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.3500e-
003

0.0000 4.5318 4.5318 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.5353

Total 0.0352 1.2061 0.3002 2.6400e-
003

0.0543 4.2200e-
003

0.0585 0.0149 4.0300e-
003

0.0189 0.0000 255.5414 255.5414 0.0182 0.0000 255.9957

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:44 PMPage 10 of 25
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3.3 Excavation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.2840 0.0000 0.2840 0.1508 0.0000 0.1508 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1161 1.2757 0.7332 1.3300e-
003

0.0629 0.0629 0.0579 0.0579 0.0000 119.8900 119.8900 0.0379 0.0000 120.8383

Total 0.1161 1.2757 0.7332 1.3300e-
003

0.2840 0.0629 0.3469 0.1508 0.0579 0.2087 0.0000 119.8900 119.8900 0.0379 0.0000 120.8383

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0325 1.2042 0.2795 2.5900e-
003

0.0493 4.1800e-
003

0.0535 0.0135 4.0000e-
003

0.0175 0.0000 251.0096 251.0096 0.0180 0.0000 251.4604

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.7300e-
003

1.9200e-
003

0.0207 5.0000e-
005

4.9600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.9900e-
003

1.3200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.3500e-
003

0.0000 4.5318 4.5318 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.5353

Total 0.0352 1.2061 0.3002 2.6400e-
003

0.0543 4.2200e-
003

0.0585 0.0149 4.0300e-
003

0.0189 0.0000 255.5414 255.5414 0.0182 0.0000 255.9957

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.3333 0.0000 0.3333 0.1823 0.0000 0.1823 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1336 1.4512 0.8829 1.6300e-
003

0.0700 0.0700 0.0644 0.0644 0.0000 143.3231 143.3231 0.0464 0.0000 144.4820

Total 0.1336 1.4512 0.8829 1.6300e-
003

0.3333 0.0700 0.4034 0.1823 0.0644 0.2467 0.0000 143.3231 143.3231 0.0464 0.0000 144.4820

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.0700e-
003

2.0800e-
003

0.0228 6.0000e-
005

6.0600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
003

1.6100e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.6500e-
003

0.0000 5.3686 5.3686 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.3724

Total 3.0700e-
003

2.0800e-
003

0.0228 6.0000e-
005

6.0600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
003

1.6100e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.6500e-
003

0.0000 5.3686 5.3686 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.3724

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.3333 0.0000 0.3333 0.1823 0.0000 0.1823 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1336 1.4512 0.8829 1.6300e-
003

0.0700 0.0700 0.0644 0.0644 0.0000 143.3229 143.3229 0.0464 0.0000 144.4818

Total 0.1336 1.4512 0.8829 1.6300e-
003

0.3333 0.0700 0.4034 0.1823 0.0644 0.2467 0.0000 143.3229 143.3229 0.0464 0.0000 144.4818

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.0700e-
003

2.0800e-
003

0.0228 6.0000e-
005

6.0600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
003

1.6100e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.6500e-
003

0.0000 5.3686 5.3686 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.3724

Total 3.0700e-
003

2.0800e-
003

0.0228 6.0000e-
005

6.0600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

6.1000e-
003

1.6100e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.6500e-
003

0.0000 5.3686 5.3686 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 5.3724

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0689 0.6236 0.5476 8.7000e-
004

0.0363 0.0363 0.0341 0.0341 0.0000 75.2732 75.2732 0.0184 0.0000 75.7323

Total 0.0689 0.6236 0.5476 8.7000e-
004

0.0363 0.0363 0.0341 0.0341 0.0000 75.2732 75.2732 0.0184 0.0000 75.7323

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.4800e-
003

0.1312 0.0366 2.9000e-
004

6.8400e-
003

6.8000e-
004

7.5200e-
003

1.9800e-
003

6.5000e-
004

2.6300e-
003

0.0000 27.6838 27.6838 1.6400e-
003

0.0000 27.7248

Worker 0.0110 7.4700e-
003

0.0819 2.1000e-
004

0.0217 1.6000e-
004

0.0219 5.7800e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.9200e-
003

0.0000 19.2455 19.2455 5.4000e-
004

0.0000 19.2591

Total 0.0155 0.1387 0.1185 5.0000e-
004

0.0286 8.4000e-
004

0.0294 7.7600e-
003

7.9000e-
004

8.5500e-
003

0.0000 46.9293 46.9293 2.1800e-
003

0.0000 46.9839

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.5 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0689 0.6236 0.5476 8.7000e-
004

0.0363 0.0363 0.0341 0.0341 0.0000 75.2732 75.2732 0.0184 0.0000 75.7323

Total 0.0689 0.6236 0.5476 8.7000e-
004

0.0363 0.0363 0.0341 0.0341 0.0000 75.2732 75.2732 0.0184 0.0000 75.7323

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.4800e-
003

0.1312 0.0366 2.9000e-
004

6.8400e-
003

6.8000e-
004

7.5200e-
003

1.9800e-
003

6.5000e-
004

2.6300e-
003

0.0000 27.6838 27.6838 1.6400e-
003

0.0000 27.7248

Worker 0.0110 7.4700e-
003

0.0819 2.1000e-
004

0.0217 1.6000e-
004

0.0219 5.7800e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.9200e-
003

0.0000 19.2455 19.2455 5.4000e-
004

0.0000 19.2591

Total 0.0155 0.1387 0.1185 5.0000e-
004

0.0286 8.4000e-
004

0.0294 7.7600e-
003

7.9000e-
004

8.5500e-
003

0.0000 46.9293 46.9293 2.1800e-
003

0.0000 46.9839

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:44 PMPage 15 of 25

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual

O1-66

zpope
Line



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.3715 1.6293 4.5374 0.0140 1.1828 0.0125 1.1953 0.3172 0.0117 0.3289 0.0000 1,281.991
6

1,281.991
6

0.0623 0.0000 1,283.547
9

Unmitigated 0.3715 1.6293 4.5374 0.0140 1.1828 0.0125 1.1953 0.3172 0.0117 0.3289 0.0000 1,281.991
6

1,281.991
6

0.0623 0.0000 1,283.547
9

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 1,518.07 287.50 148.10 3,171,102 3,171,102

Total 1,518.07 287.50 148.10 3,171,102 3,171,102

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 10.00 5.00 6.50 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

General Light Industry 0.555851 0.039752 0.205040 0.120748 0.020349 0.005402 0.018507 0.022668 0.002052 0.002157 0.005939 0.000618 0.000915
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 982.0880 982.0880 0.0444 9.1900e-
003

985.9361

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 982.0880 982.0880 0.0444 9.1900e-
003

985.9361

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 417.4851 417.4851 8.0000e-
003

7.6500e-
003

419.9660

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 417.4851 417.4851 8.0000e-
003

7.6500e-
003

419.9660

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: N
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

7.82338e
+006

0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 417.4851 417.4851 8.0000e-
003

7.6500e-
003

419.9660

Total 0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 417.4851 417.4851 8.0000e-
003

7.6500e-
003

419.9660

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

7.82338e
+006

0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 417.4851 417.4851 8.0000e-
003

7.6500e-
003

419.9660

Total 0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 417.4851 417.4851 8.0000e-
003

7.6500e-
003

419.9660

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

3.3759e
+006

982.0880 0.0444 9.1900e-
003

985.9361

Total 982.0880 0.0444 9.1900e-
003

985.9361

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

3.3759e
+006

982.0880 0.0444 9.1900e-
003

985.9361

Total 982.0880 0.0444 9.1900e-
003

985.9361

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.9518 3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Unmitigated 0.9518 3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.1010 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.8506 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.6000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Total 0.9518 3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.1010 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.8506 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.6000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Total 0.9518 3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Mitigated
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:44 PMPage 24 of 25

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual

O1-75

zpope
Line



11.0 Vegetation

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 217.80 1000sqft 5.00 217,800.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

6

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)3.5 58

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2021Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Mckinley Water Vault Project
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Summer

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 12:45 PMPage 1 of 21

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Summer

O1-77

zpope
Line



Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction phasing based on project DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Equipment list based on project EIR and CalEEMod Outputs.

Off-road Equipment - Equipment list based on project DEIR and CalEEMod outputs.

Off-road Equipment - 

Trips and VMT - 105,000 CY of cut, assuming 18 CY haul truck capacity, results in total of 5,834 one way haul trips, or 11,668 round trips. Haul trip length 
reduced from 20 to 10 miles due to close proximity to haul site.

Grading - 105,000 CY during 3 months of excavation as described in DEIR. Import material quanitity for concrete/gravel backfill not provided in EIR.

Water And Wastewater - The project structure does not have a water/wastewater demand.

Solid Waste - The project structure does not generate solid waste.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 65.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 90.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 110.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 60.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 45.00 4.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 55.00 4.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 105,000.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2021

tblSolidWaste LandfillCaptureGasFlare 94.00 0.00

tblSolidWaste LandfillNoGasCapture 6.00 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 270.07 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 13,125.00 11,668.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 50,366,250.00 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 12:45 PMPage 2 of 21

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Summer

O1-78

zpope
Line



2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2019 6.0099 82.9272 39.6543 0.1199 18.2032 2.8870 20.5945 9.9670 2.6593 12.1670 0.0000 12,338.06
70

12,338.06
70

2.2955 0.0000 12,395.45
57

2020 2.6480 23.3472 20.8821 0.0431 0.9089 1.1425 2.0514 0.2460 1.0745 1.3205 0.0000 4,224.319
4

4,224.319
4

0.6973 0.0000 4,241.752
6

Maximum 6.0099 82.9272 39.6543 0.1199 18.2032 2.8870 20.5945 9.9670 2.6593 12.1670 0.0000 12,338.06
70

12,338.06
70

2.2955 0.0000 12,395.45
57

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2019 6.0099 82.9272 39.6543 0.1199 18.2032 2.8870 20.5945 9.9670 2.6593 12.1670 0.0000 12,338.06
70

12,338.06
70

2.2955 0.0000 12,395.45
57

2020 2.6480 23.3472 20.8821 0.0431 0.9089 1.1425 2.0514 0.2460 1.0745 1.3205 0.0000 4,224.319
4

4,224.319
4

0.6973 0.0000 4,241.752
6

Maximum 6.0099 82.9272 39.6543 0.1199 18.2032 2.8870 20.5945 9.9670 2.6593 12.1670 0.0000 12,338.06
70

12,338.06
70

2.2955 0.0000 12,395.45
57

Mitigated Construction
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Energy 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Mobile 3.3870 11.3409 37.2784 0.1100 8.9079 0.0904 8.9983 2.3817 0.0847 2.4664 11,125.847
7

11,125.847
7

0.5150 11,138.722
8

Total 8.8343 13.4424 39.0658 0.1226 8.9079 0.2502 9.1581 2.3817 0.2444 2.6262 13,647.53
15

13,647.53
15

0.5635 0.0462 13,675.39
46

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Energy 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Mobile 3.3870 11.3409 37.2784 0.1100 8.9079 0.0904 8.9983 2.3817 0.0847 2.4664 11,125.847
7

11,125.847
7

0.5150 11,138.722
8

Total 8.8343 13.4424 39.0658 0.1226 8.9079 0.2502 9.1581 2.3817 0.2444 2.6262 13,647.53
15

13,647.53
15

0.5635 0.0462 13,675.39
46

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/7/2019 3/29/2019 5 60

2 Excavation Grading 3/30/2019 8/2/2019 5 90

3 Grading Grading 3/30/2019 8/30/2019 5 110

4 Building Construction Building Construction 8/31/2020 11/27/2020 5 65

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 4

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Excavation Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Excavation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Excavation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Excavation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Excavation 6 15.00 0.00 11,668.00 10.00 6.50 10.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 91.00 36.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 2.3904 2.3904 2.1991 2.1991 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Total 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 18.0663 2.3904 20.4566 9.9307 2.1991 12.1298 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0843 0.0463 0.6499 1.4800e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 147.3555 147.3555 4.6400e-
003

147.4714

Total 0.0843 0.0463 0.6499 1.4800e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 147.3555 147.3555 4.6400e-
003

147.4714

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 2.3904 2.3904 2.1991 2.1991 0.0000 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Total 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 18.0663 2.3904 20.4566 9.9307 2.1991 12.1298 0.0000 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0843 0.0463 0.6499 1.4800e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 147.3555 147.3555 4.6400e-
003

147.4714

Total 0.0843 0.0463 0.6499 1.4800e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 147.3555 147.3555 4.6400e-
003

147.4714

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.3105 0.0000 6.3105 3.3519 0.0000 3.3519 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.3105 1.3974 7.7079 3.3519 1.2856 4.6374 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.7084 26.1540 5.9844 0.0582 1.1294 0.0906 1.2200 0.3092 0.0867 0.3959 6,218.860
9

6,218.860
9

0.4295 6,229.597
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0703 0.0386 0.5416 1.2300e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 122.7963 122.7963 3.8600e-
003

122.8929

Total 0.7787 26.1926 6.5259 0.0594 1.2435 0.0914 1.3349 0.3395 0.0875 0.4269 6,341.657
2

6,341.657
2

0.4333 6,352.490
6

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.3105 0.0000 6.3105 3.3519 0.0000 3.3519 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.3105 1.3974 7.7079 3.3519 1.2856 4.6374 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.7084 26.1540 5.9844 0.0582 1.1294 0.0906 1.2200 0.3092 0.0867 0.3959 6,218.860
9

6,218.860
9

0.4295 6,229.597
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0703 0.0386 0.5416 1.2300e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 122.7963 122.7963 3.8600e-
003

122.8929

Total 0.7787 26.1926 6.5259 0.0594 1.2435 0.0914 1.3349 0.3395 0.0875 0.4269 6,341.657
2

6,341.657
2

0.4333 6,352.490
6

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0607 0.0000 6.0607 3.3144 0.0000 3.3144 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.0607 1.3974 7.4580 3.3144 1.2856 4.6000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0703 0.0386 0.5416 1.2300e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 122.7963 122.7963 3.8600e-
003

122.8929

Total 0.0703 0.0386 0.5416 1.2300e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 122.7963 122.7963 3.8600e-
003

122.8929

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0607 0.0000 6.0607 3.3144 0.0000 3.3144 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.0607 1.3974 7.4580 3.3144 1.2856 4.6000 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0703 0.0386 0.5416 1.2300e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 122.7963 122.7963 3.8600e-
003

122.8929

Total 0.0703 0.0386 0.5416 1.2300e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 122.7963 122.7963 3.8600e-
003

122.8929

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Total 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1358 3.9530 1.0624 8.9600e-
003

0.2167 0.0206 0.2373 0.0623 0.0197 0.0821 949.1595 949.1595 0.0538 950.5041

Worker 0.3924 0.2082 2.9712 7.2600e-
003

0.6922 4.8100e-
003

0.6971 0.1836 4.4400e-
003

0.1881 722.0968 722.0968 0.0207 722.6140

Total 0.5282 4.1612 4.0336 0.0162 0.9089 0.0254 0.9343 0.2460 0.0242 0.2701 1,671.256
3

1,671.256
3

0.0745 1,673.118
1

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.5 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 0.0000 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Total 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 0.0000 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1358 3.9530 1.0624 8.9600e-
003

0.2167 0.0206 0.2373 0.0623 0.0197 0.0821 949.1595 949.1595 0.0538 950.5041

Worker 0.3924 0.2082 2.9712 7.2600e-
003

0.6922 4.8100e-
003

0.6971 0.1836 4.4400e-
003

0.1881 722.0968 722.0968 0.0207 722.6140

Total 0.5282 4.1612 4.0336 0.0162 0.9089 0.0254 0.9343 0.2460 0.0242 0.2701 1,671.256
3

1,671.256
3

0.0745 1,673.118
1

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 3.3870 11.3409 37.2784 0.1100 8.9079 0.0904 8.9983 2.3817 0.0847 2.4664 11,125.84
77

11,125.84
77

0.5150 11,138.722
8

Unmitigated 3.3870 11.3409 37.2784 0.1100 8.9079 0.0904 8.9983 2.3817 0.0847 2.4664 11,125.847
7

11,125.847
7

0.5150 11,138.72
28

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 1,518.07 287.50 148.10 3,171,102 3,171,102

Total 1,518.07 287.50 148.10 3,171,102 3,171,102

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 10.00 5.00 6.50 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

General Light Industry 0.555851 0.039752 0.205040 0.120748 0.020349 0.005402 0.018507 0.022668 0.002052 0.002157 0.005939 0.000618 0.000915
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

21433.9 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Total 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

21.4339 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Total 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Unmitigated 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.5532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.6609 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Total 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.5532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.6609 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Total 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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11.0 Vegetation

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 217.80 1000sqft 5.00 217,800.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

6

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)3.5 58

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2021Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Mckinley Water Vault Project
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Winter
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction phasing based on project DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Equipment list based on project EIR and CalEEMod Outputs.

Off-road Equipment - Equipment list based on project DEIR and CalEEMod outputs.

Off-road Equipment - 

Trips and VMT - 105,000 CY of cut, assuming 18 CY haul truck capacity, results in total of 5,834 one way haul trips, or 11,668 round trips. Haul trip length 
reduced from 20 to 10 miles due to close proximity to haul site.

Grading - 105,000 CY during 3 months of excavation as described in DEIR. Import material quanitity for concrete/gravel backfill not provided in EIR.

Water And Wastewater - The project structure does not have a water/wastewater demand.

Solid Waste - The project structure does not generate solid waste.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 65.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 90.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 110.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 60.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 45.00 4.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 55.00 4.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 105,000.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2021

tblSolidWaste LandfillCaptureGasFlare 94.00 0.00

tblSolidWaste LandfillNoGasCapture 6.00 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 270.07 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 13,125.00 11,668.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 50,366,250.00 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2019 6.0395 83.5066 40.2454 0.1181 18.2032 2.8923 20.5945 9.9670 2.6644 12.1670 0.0000 12,141.08
33

12,141.08
33

2.3266 0.0000 12,199.24
84

2020 2.6239 23.4770 20.6147 0.0420 0.9089 1.1432 2.0521 0.2460 1.0751 1.3211 0.0000 4,112.1159 4,112.1159 0.6993 0.0000 4,129.598
3

Maximum 6.0395 83.5066 40.2454 0.1181 18.2032 2.8923 20.5945 9.9670 2.6644 12.1670 0.0000 12,141.08
33

12,141.08
33

2.3266 0.0000 12,199.24
84

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2019 6.0395 83.5066 40.2454 0.1181 18.2032 2.8923 20.5945 9.9670 2.6644 12.1670 0.0000 12,141.08
33

12,141.08
33

2.3266 0.0000 12,199.24
84

2020 2.6239 23.4770 20.6147 0.0420 0.9089 1.1432 2.0521 0.2460 1.0751 1.3211 0.0000 4,112.1159 4,112.1159 0.6993 0.0000 4,129.598
3

Maximum 6.0395 83.5066 40.2454 0.1181 18.2032 2.8923 20.5945 9.9670 2.6644 12.1670 0.0000 12,141.08
33

12,141.08
33

2.3266 0.0000 12,199.24
84

Mitigated Construction
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Energy 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Mobile 2.5691 12.2188 34.1255 0.0992 8.9079 0.0916 8.9995 2.3817 0.0858 2.4675 10,047.66
80

10,047.66
80

0.5072 10,060.34
74

Total 8.0164 14.3204 35.9130 0.1118 8.9079 0.2514 9.1592 2.3817 0.2456 2.6273 12,569.35
18

12,569.35
18

0.5556 0.0462 12,597.01
91

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Energy 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Mobile 2.5691 12.2188 34.1255 0.0992 8.9079 0.0916 8.9995 2.3817 0.0858 2.4675 10,047.66
80

10,047.66
80

0.5072 10,060.34
74

Total 8.0164 14.3204 35.9130 0.1118 8.9079 0.2514 9.1592 2.3817 0.2456 2.6273 12,569.35
18

12,569.35
18

0.5556 0.0462 12,597.01
91

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/7/2019 3/29/2019 5 60

2 Excavation Grading 3/30/2019 8/2/2019 5 90

3 Grading Grading 3/30/2019 8/30/2019 5 110

4 Building Construction Building Construction 8/31/2020 11/27/2020 5 65

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 4

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Excavation Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Excavation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Excavation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Excavation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Excavation 6 15.00 0.00 11,668.00 10.00 6.50 10.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 91.00 36.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 2.3904 2.3904 2.1991 2.1991 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Total 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 18.0663 2.3904 20.4566 9.9307 2.1991 12.1298 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0776 0.0573 0.5591 1.3000e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 129.4200 129.4200 4.1100e-
003

129.5227

Total 0.0776 0.0573 0.5591 1.3000e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 129.4200 129.4200 4.1100e-
003

129.5227

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 2.3904 2.3904 2.1991 2.1991 0.0000 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Total 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 18.0663 2.3904 20.4566 9.9307 2.1991 12.1298 0.0000 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0776 0.0573 0.5591 1.3000e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 129.4200 129.4200 4.1100e-
003

129.5227

Total 0.0776 0.0573 0.5591 1.3000e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 129.4200 129.4200 4.1100e-
003

129.5227

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.3105 0.0000 6.3105 3.3519 0.0000 3.3519 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.3105 1.3974 7.7079 3.3519 1.2856 4.6374 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.7492 26.7152 6.7268 0.0566 1.1294 0.0959 1.2253 0.3092 0.0918 0.4010 6,051.769
7

6,051.769
7

0.4614 6,063.304
9

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0647 0.0477 0.4660 1.0800e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 107.8500 107.8500 3.4200e-
003

107.9356

Total 0.8139 26.7629 7.1927 0.0577 1.2435 0.0967 1.3402 0.3395 0.0925 0.4320 6,159.619
8

6,159.619
8

0.4648 6,171.240
5

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.3105 0.0000 6.3105 3.3519 0.0000 3.3519 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.3105 1.3974 7.7079 3.3519 1.2856 4.6374 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.7492 26.7152 6.7268 0.0566 1.1294 0.0959 1.2253 0.3092 0.0918 0.4010 6,051.769
7

6,051.769
7

0.4614 6,063.304
9

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0647 0.0477 0.4660 1.0800e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 107.8500 107.8500 3.4200e-
003

107.9356

Total 0.8139 26.7629 7.1927 0.0577 1.2435 0.0967 1.3402 0.3395 0.0925 0.4320 6,159.619
8

6,159.619
8

0.4648 6,171.240
5

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0607 0.0000 6.0607 3.3144 0.0000 3.3144 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.0607 1.3974 7.4580 3.3144 1.2856 4.6000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0647 0.0477 0.4660 1.0800e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 107.8500 107.8500 3.4200e-
003

107.9356

Total 0.0647 0.0477 0.4660 1.0800e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 107.8500 107.8500 3.4200e-
003

107.9356

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0607 0.0000 6.0607 3.3144 0.0000 3.3144 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.0607 1.3974 7.4580 3.3144 1.2856 4.6000 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0647 0.0477 0.4660 1.0800e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 107.8500 107.8500 3.4200e-
003

107.9356

Total 0.0647 0.0477 0.4660 1.0800e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 107.8500 107.8500 3.4200e-
003

107.9356

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Total 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1430 4.0337 1.2221 8.7400e-
003

0.2167 0.0213 0.2380 0.0623 0.0204 0.0827 924.8843 924.8843 0.0582 926.3394

Worker 0.3611 0.2573 2.5441 6.3700e-
003

0.6922 4.8100e-
003

0.6971 0.1836 4.4400e-
003

0.1881 634.1686 634.1686 0.0182 634.6244

Total 0.5041 4.2910 3.7662 0.0151 0.9089 0.0261 0.9350 0.2460 0.0248 0.2708 1,559.052
8

1,559.052
8

0.0764 1,560.963
8

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.5 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 0.0000 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Total 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 0.0000 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1430 4.0337 1.2221 8.7400e-
003

0.2167 0.0213 0.2380 0.0623 0.0204 0.0827 924.8843 924.8843 0.0582 926.3394

Worker 0.3611 0.2573 2.5441 6.3700e-
003

0.6922 4.8100e-
003

0.6971 0.1836 4.4400e-
003

0.1881 634.1686 634.1686 0.0182 634.6244

Total 0.5041 4.2910 3.7662 0.0151 0.9089 0.0261 0.9350 0.2460 0.0248 0.2708 1,559.052
8

1,559.052
8

0.0764 1,560.963
8

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 2.5691 12.2188 34.1255 0.0992 8.9079 0.0916 8.9995 2.3817 0.0858 2.4675 10,047.66
80

10,047.66
80

0.5072 10,060.34
74

Unmitigated 2.5691 12.2188 34.1255 0.0992 8.9079 0.0916 8.9995 2.3817 0.0858 2.4675 10,047.66
80

10,047.66
80

0.5072 10,060.34
74

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 1,518.07 287.50 148.10 3,171,102 3,171,102

Total 1,518.07 287.50 148.10 3,171,102 3,171,102

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 10.00 5.00 6.50 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

General Light Industry 0.555851 0.039752 0.205040 0.120748 0.020349 0.005402 0.018507 0.022668 0.002052 0.002157 0.005939 0.000618 0.000915
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

21433.9 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Total 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

21.4339 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Total 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Unmitigated 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.5532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.6609 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Total 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.5532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.6609 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Total 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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11.0 Vegetation

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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CalEEMod Outputs 
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 217.80 1000sqft 5.00 217,800.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

6

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)3.5 58

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2021Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Mckinley Water Vault Project
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction phasing based on project DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Equipment list based on project EIR and CalEEMod Outputs.

Off-road Equipment - Equipment list based on project DEIR and CalEEMod outputs.

Off-road Equipment - 

Trips and VMT - 105,000 CY of cut, assuming 18 CY haul truck capacity, results in total of 5,834 one way haul trips, or 11,668 round trips. Haul trip length 
reduced from 20 to 10 miles due to close proximity to haul site.

Grading - 105,000 CY during 3 months of excavation as described in DEIR. Import material quanitity for concrete/gravel backfill not provided in EIR.

Water And Wastewater - The project structure does not have a water/wastewater demand.

Solid Waste - The project structure does not generate solid waste.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 65.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 260.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 110.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 60.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 8/2/2019 3/27/2020

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 130.00 4.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 55.00 4.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 105,000.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2021

tblSolidWaste LandfillCaptureGasFlare 94.00 0.00

tblSolidWaste LandfillNoGasCapture 6.00 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 270.07 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 13,125.00 11,668.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 50,366,250.00 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2019 0.5583 6.5965 3.4368 7.8200e-
003

1.7382 0.2874 2.0256 0.9304 0.2646 1.1949 0.0000 716.5892 716.5892 0.1748 0.0000 720.9595

2020 0.1732 1.9075 1.2666 3.0100e-
003

1.2014 0.0800 1.2814 0.6334 0.0744 0.7078 0.0000 271.7118 271.7118 0.0527 0.0000 273.0281

Maximum 0.5583 6.5965 3.4368 7.8200e-
003

1.7382 0.2874 2.0256 0.9304 0.2646 1.1949 0.0000 716.5892 716.5892 0.1748 0.0000 720.9595

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2019 0.5583 6.5965 3.4368 7.8200e-
003

1.7382 0.2874 2.0256 0.9304 0.2646 1.1949 0.0000 716.5886 716.5886 0.1748 0.0000 720.9588

2020 0.1732 1.9075 1.2666 3.0100e-
003

1.2014 0.0800 1.2814 0.6334 0.0744 0.7078 0.0000 271.7116 271.7116 0.0527 0.0000 273.0279

Maximum 0.5583 6.5965 3.4368 7.8200e-
003

1.7382 0.2874 2.0256 0.9304 0.2646 1.1949 0.0000 716.5886 716.5886 0.1748 0.0000 720.9588

Mitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.9518 3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Energy 0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 1,399.573
2

1,399.573
2

0.0524 0.0168 1,405.902
2

Mobile 0.3715 1.6293 4.5374 0.0140 1.1828 0.0125 1.1953 0.3172 0.0117 0.3289 0.0000 1,281.991
6

1,281.991
6

0.0623 0.0000 1,283.547
9

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.3656 2.0128 4.8623 0.0163 1.1828 0.0416 1.2245 0.3172 0.0409 0.3580 0.0000 2,681.570
2

2,681.570
2

0.1147 0.0168 2,689.455
9

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 1-7-2019 4-6-2019 1.4655 1.4655

3 7-7-2019 10-6-2019 0.7205 0.7205

4 10-7-2019 1-6-2020 1.0123 1.0123

5 1-7-2020 4-6-2020 0.8202 0.8202

Highest 1.4655 1.4655
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.9518 3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Energy 0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 1,399.573
2

1,399.573
2

0.0524 0.0168 1,405.902
2

Mobile 0.3715 1.6293 4.5374 0.0140 1.1828 0.0125 1.1953 0.3172 0.0117 0.3289 0.0000 1,281.991
6

1,281.991
6

0.0623 0.0000 1,283.547
9

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.3656 2.0128 4.8623 0.0163 1.1828 0.0416 1.2245 0.3172 0.0409 0.3580 0.0000 2,681.570
2

2,681.570
2

0.1147 0.0168 2,689.455
9

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/7/2019 3/29/2019 5 60

2 Excavation Grading 3/30/2019 3/27/2020 5 260

3 Grading Grading 8/3/2019 1/3/2020 5 110

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/4/2020 4/3/2020 5 65

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 4

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Excavation Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Excavation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Excavation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Excavation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Excavation 6 15.00 0.00 11,668.00 10.00 6.50 10.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 91.00 36.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.5420 0.0000 0.5420 0.2979 0.0000 0.2979 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1301 1.3672 0.6619 1.1400e-
003

0.0717 0.0717 0.0660 0.0660 0.0000 102.5061 102.5061 0.0324 0.0000 103.3169

Total 0.1301 1.3672 0.6619 1.1400e-
003

0.5420 0.0717 0.6137 0.2979 0.0660 0.3639 0.0000 102.5061 102.5061 0.0324 0.0000 103.3169

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1800e-
003

1.5300e-
003

0.0166 4.0000e-
005

3.9700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
003

1.0500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

0.0000 3.6254 3.6254 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.6282

Total 2.1800e-
003

1.5300e-
003

0.0166 4.0000e-
005

3.9700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
003

1.0500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

0.0000 3.6254 3.6254 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.6282

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.5420 0.0000 0.5420 0.2979 0.0000 0.2979 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1301 1.3672 0.6619 1.1400e-
003

0.0717 0.0717 0.0660 0.0660 0.0000 102.5059 102.5059 0.0324 0.0000 103.3167

Total 0.1301 1.3672 0.6619 1.1400e-
003

0.5420 0.0717 0.6137 0.2979 0.0660 0.3639 0.0000 102.5059 102.5059 0.0324 0.0000 103.3167

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1800e-
003

1.5300e-
003

0.0166 4.0000e-
005

3.9700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
003

1.0500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

0.0000 3.6254 3.6254 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.6282

Total 2.1800e-
003

1.5300e-
003

0.0166 4.0000e-
005

3.9700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
003

1.0500e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

0.0000 3.6254 3.6254 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.6282

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.7959 0.0000 0.7959 0.4322 0.0000 0.4322 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2542 2.7923 1.6049 2.9200e-
003

0.1376 0.1376 0.1266 0.1266 0.0000 262.4263 262.4263 0.0830 0.0000 264.5020

Total 0.2542 2.7923 1.6049 2.9200e-
003

0.7959 0.1376 0.9335 0.4322 0.1266 0.5588 0.0000 262.4263 262.4263 0.0830 0.0000 264.5020

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0246 0.9124 0.2118 1.9600e-
003

0.0463 3.1700e-
003

0.0495 0.0125 3.0300e-
003

0.0155 0.0000 190.1880 190.1880 0.0137 0.0000 190.5296

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.9700e-
003

4.2000e-
003

0.0453 1.1000e-
004

0.0109 8.0000e-
005

0.0109 2.8900e-
003

7.0000e-
005

2.9600e-
003

0.0000 9.9196 9.9196 3.1000e-
004

0.0000 9.9273

Total 0.0306 0.9166 0.2571 2.0700e-
003

0.0572 3.2500e-
003

0.0604 0.0154 3.1000e-
003

0.0185 0.0000 200.1076 200.1076 0.0140 0.0000 200.4569

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.7959 0.0000 0.7959 0.4322 0.0000 0.4322 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2542 2.7923 1.6049 2.9200e-
003

0.1376 0.1376 0.1266 0.1266 0.0000 262.4260 262.4260 0.0830 0.0000 264.5017

Total 0.2542 2.7923 1.6049 2.9200e-
003

0.7959 0.1376 0.9335 0.4322 0.1266 0.5588 0.0000 262.4260 262.4260 0.0830 0.0000 264.5017

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0246 0.9124 0.2118 1.9600e-
003

0.0463 3.1700e-
003

0.0495 0.0125 3.0300e-
003

0.0155 0.0000 190.1880 190.1880 0.0137 0.0000 190.5296

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.9700e-
003

4.2000e-
003

0.0453 1.1000e-
004

0.0109 8.0000e-
005

0.0109 2.8900e-
003

7.0000e-
005

2.9600e-
003

0.0000 9.9196 9.9196 3.1000e-
004

0.0000 9.9273

Total 0.0306 0.9166 0.2571 2.0700e-
003

0.0572 3.2500e-
003

0.0604 0.0154 3.1000e-
003

0.0185 0.0000 200.1076 200.1076 0.0140 0.0000 200.4569

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.7959 0.0000 0.7959 0.4322 0.0000 0.4322 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0765 0.8312 0.5057 9.3000e-
004

0.0401 0.0401 0.0369 0.0369 0.0000 82.0851 82.0851 0.0266 0.0000 82.7488

Total 0.0765 0.8312 0.5057 9.3000e-
004

0.7959 0.0401 0.8360 0.4322 0.0369 0.4691 0.0000 82.0851 82.0851 0.0266 0.0000 82.7488

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 6.7900e-
003

0.2733 0.0571 6.2000e-
004

0.0400 8.0000e-
004

0.0408 0.0102 7.6000e-
004

0.0109 0.0000 60.2942 60.2942 4.2000e-
003

0.0000 60.3993

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.7600e-
003

1.1900e-
003

0.0131 3.0000e-
005

3.4700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.5000e-
003

9.2000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 3.0747 3.0747 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0769

Total 8.5500e-
003

0.2745 0.0702 6.5000e-
004

0.0435 8.2000e-
004

0.0443 0.0111 7.8000e-
004

0.0119 0.0000 63.3690 63.3690 4.2900e-
003

0.0000 63.4762

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.7959 0.0000 0.7959 0.4322 0.0000 0.4322 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0765 0.8312 0.5057 9.3000e-
004

0.0401 0.0401 0.0369 0.0369 0.0000 82.0850 82.0850 0.0266 0.0000 82.7487

Total 0.0765 0.8312 0.5057 9.3000e-
004

0.7959 0.0401 0.8360 0.4322 0.0369 0.4691 0.0000 82.0850 82.0850 0.0266 0.0000 82.7487

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 6.7900e-
003

0.2733 0.0571 6.2000e-
004

0.0400 8.0000e-
004

0.0408 0.0102 7.6000e-
004

0.0109 0.0000 60.2942 60.2942 4.2000e-
003

0.0000 60.3993

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.7600e-
003

1.1900e-
003

0.0131 3.0000e-
005

3.4700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.5000e-
003

9.2000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

9.5000e-
004

0.0000 3.0747 3.0747 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0769

Total 8.5500e-
003

0.2745 0.0702 6.5000e-
004

0.0435 8.2000e-
004

0.0443 0.0111 7.8000e-
004

0.0119 0.0000 63.3690 63.3690 4.2900e-
003

0.0000 63.4762

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.3333 0.0000 0.3333 0.1823 0.0000 0.1823 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1381 1.5166 0.8717 1.5900e-
003

0.0748 0.0748 0.0688 0.0688 0.0000 142.5361 142.5361 0.0451 0.0000 143.6635

Total 0.1381 1.5166 0.8717 1.5900e-
003

0.3333 0.0748 0.4081 0.1823 0.0688 0.2511 0.0000 142.5361 142.5361 0.0451 0.0000 143.6635

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.2500e-
003

2.2800e-
003

0.0246 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

4.0000e-
005

5.9400e-
003

1.5700e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.6100e-
003

0.0000 5.3878 5.3878 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 5.3920

Total 3.2500e-
003

2.2800e-
003

0.0246 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

4.0000e-
005

5.9400e-
003

1.5700e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.6100e-
003

0.0000 5.3878 5.3878 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 5.3920

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.3333 0.0000 0.3333 0.1823 0.0000 0.1823 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1381 1.5166 0.8717 1.5900e-
003

0.0748 0.0748 0.0688 0.0688 0.0000 142.5359 142.5359 0.0451 0.0000 143.6634

Total 0.1381 1.5166 0.8717 1.5900e-
003

0.3333 0.0748 0.4081 0.1823 0.0688 0.2511 0.0000 142.5359 142.5359 0.0451 0.0000 143.6634

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.2500e-
003

2.2800e-
003

0.0246 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

4.0000e-
005

5.9400e-
003

1.5700e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.6100e-
003

0.0000 5.3878 5.3878 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 5.3920

Total 3.2500e-
003

2.2800e-
003

0.0246 6.0000e-
005

5.8900e-
003

4.0000e-
005

5.9400e-
003

1.5700e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.6100e-
003

0.0000 5.3878 5.3878 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 5.3920

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.3333 0.0000 0.3333 0.1823 0.0000 0.1823 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6400e-
003

0.0396 0.0241 4.0000e-
005

1.9100e-
003

1.9100e-
003

1.7600e-
003

1.7600e-
003

0.0000 3.9088 3.9088 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 3.9404

Total 3.6400e-
003

0.0396 0.0241 4.0000e-
005

0.3333 1.9100e-
003

0.3353 0.1823 1.7600e-
003

0.1841 0.0000 3.9088 3.9088 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 3.9404

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1464 0.1464 0.0000 0.0000 0.1465

Total 8.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1464 0.1464 0.0000 0.0000 0.1465

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.3333 0.0000 0.3333 0.1823 0.0000 0.1823 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6400e-
003

0.0396 0.0241 4.0000e-
005

1.9100e-
003

1.9100e-
003

1.7600e-
003

1.7600e-
003

0.0000 3.9088 3.9088 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 3.9404

Total 3.6400e-
003

0.0396 0.0241 4.0000e-
005

0.3333 1.9100e-
003

0.3353 0.1823 1.7600e-
003

0.1841 0.0000 3.9088 3.9088 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 3.9404

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 8.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1464 0.1464 0.0000 0.0000 0.1465

Total 8.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

6.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1464 0.1464 0.0000 0.0000 0.1465

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0689 0.6236 0.5476 8.7000e-
004

0.0363 0.0363 0.0341 0.0341 0.0000 75.2732 75.2732 0.0184 0.0000 75.7323

Total 0.0689 0.6236 0.5476 8.7000e-
004

0.0363 0.0363 0.0341 0.0341 0.0000 75.2732 75.2732 0.0184 0.0000 75.7323

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.4800e-
003

0.1312 0.0366 2.9000e-
004

6.8400e-
003

6.8000e-
004

7.5200e-
003

1.9800e-
003

6.5000e-
004

2.6300e-
003

0.0000 27.6838 27.6838 1.6400e-
003

0.0000 27.7248

Worker 0.0110 7.4700e-
003

0.0819 2.1000e-
004

0.0217 1.6000e-
004

0.0219 5.7800e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.9200e-
003

0.0000 19.2455 19.2455 5.4000e-
004

0.0000 19.2591

Total 0.0155 0.1387 0.1185 5.0000e-
004

0.0286 8.4000e-
004

0.0294 7.7600e-
003

7.9000e-
004

8.5500e-
003

0.0000 46.9293 46.9293 2.1800e-
003

0.0000 46.9839

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.5 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0689 0.6236 0.5476 8.7000e-
004

0.0363 0.0363 0.0341 0.0341 0.0000 75.2732 75.2732 0.0184 0.0000 75.7323

Total 0.0689 0.6236 0.5476 8.7000e-
004

0.0363 0.0363 0.0341 0.0341 0.0000 75.2732 75.2732 0.0184 0.0000 75.7323

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.4800e-
003

0.1312 0.0366 2.9000e-
004

6.8400e-
003

6.8000e-
004

7.5200e-
003

1.9800e-
003

6.5000e-
004

2.6300e-
003

0.0000 27.6838 27.6838 1.6400e-
003

0.0000 27.7248

Worker 0.0110 7.4700e-
003

0.0819 2.1000e-
004

0.0217 1.6000e-
004

0.0219 5.7800e-
003

1.4000e-
004

5.9200e-
003

0.0000 19.2455 19.2455 5.4000e-
004

0.0000 19.2591

Total 0.0155 0.1387 0.1185 5.0000e-
004

0.0286 8.4000e-
004

0.0294 7.7600e-
003

7.9000e-
004

8.5500e-
003

0.0000 46.9293 46.9293 2.1800e-
003

0.0000 46.9839

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.3715 1.6293 4.5374 0.0140 1.1828 0.0125 1.1953 0.3172 0.0117 0.3289 0.0000 1,281.991
6

1,281.991
6

0.0623 0.0000 1,283.547
9

Unmitigated 0.3715 1.6293 4.5374 0.0140 1.1828 0.0125 1.1953 0.3172 0.0117 0.3289 0.0000 1,281.991
6

1,281.991
6

0.0623 0.0000 1,283.547
9

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 1,518.07 287.50 148.10 3,171,102 3,171,102

Total 1,518.07 287.50 148.10 3,171,102 3,171,102

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 10.00 5.00 6.50 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

General Light Industry 0.555851 0.039752 0.205040 0.120748 0.020349 0.005402 0.018507 0.022668 0.002052 0.002157 0.005939 0.000618 0.000915
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 982.0880 982.0880 0.0444 9.1900e-
003

985.9361

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 982.0880 982.0880 0.0444 9.1900e-
003

985.9361

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 417.4851 417.4851 8.0000e-
003

7.6500e-
003

419.9660

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 417.4851 417.4851 8.0000e-
003

7.6500e-
003

419.9660

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: N
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

7.82338e
+006

0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 417.4851 417.4851 8.0000e-
003

7.6500e-
003

419.9660

Total 0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 417.4851 417.4851 8.0000e-
003

7.6500e-
003

419.9660

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

7.82338e
+006

0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 417.4851 417.4851 8.0000e-
003

7.6500e-
003

419.9660

Total 0.0422 0.3835 0.3221 2.3000e-
003

0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0292 0.0000 417.4851 417.4851 8.0000e-
003

7.6500e-
003

419.9660

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

3.3759e
+006

982.0880 0.0444 9.1900e-
003

985.9361

Total 982.0880 0.0444 9.1900e-
003

985.9361

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

3.3759e
+006

982.0880 0.0444 9.1900e-
003

985.9361

Total 982.0880 0.0444 9.1900e-
003

985.9361

Mitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:27 PMPage 23 of 29

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual

O1-142

zpope
Line



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.9518 3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Unmitigated 0.9518 3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.1010 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.8506 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.6000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Total 0.9518 3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.1010 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.8506 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.6000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Total 0.9518 3.0000e-
005

2.7900e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.4100e-
003

5.4100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.7600e-
003

Mitigated
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 2:27 PMPage 26 of 29

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual

O1-145

zpope
Line



8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

General Light 
Industry

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 217.80 1000sqft 5.00 217,800.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

6

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)3.5 58

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2021Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Mckinley Water Vault Project
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Summer
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction phasing based on project DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Equipment list based on project EIR and CalEEMod Outputs.

Off-road Equipment - Equipment list based on project DEIR and CalEEMod outputs.

Off-road Equipment - 

Trips and VMT - 105,000 CY of cut, assuming 18 CY haul truck capacity, results in total of 5,834 one way haul trips, or 11,668 round trips. Haul trip length 
reduced from 20 to 10 miles due to close proximity to haul site.

Grading - 105,000 CY during 3 months of excavation as described in DEIR. Import material quanitity for concrete/gravel backfill not provided in EIR.

Water And Wastewater - The project structure does not have a water/wastewater demand.

Solid Waste - The project structure does not generate solid waste.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 65.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 260.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 110.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 60.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 130.00 4.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 55.00 4.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 105,000.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2021

tblSolidWaste LandfillCaptureGasFlare 94.00 0.00

tblSolidWaste LandfillNoGasCapture 6.00 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 270.07 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 13,125.00 11,668.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 50,366,250.00 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2019 5.5467 65.8265 35.7414 0.0819 18.2032 2.8277 20.5945 9.9670 2.6026 12.1670 0.0000 8,271.888
7

8,271.888
7

2.0147 0.0000 8,322.257
2

2020 2.7048 34.9131 20.8821 0.0508 7.5545 1.2989 8.8535 3.6896 1.1959 4.8855 0.0000 5,126.023
9

5,126.023
9

1.0754 0.0000 5,152.908
8

Maximum 5.5467 65.8265 35.7414 0.0819 18.2032 2.8277 20.5945 9.9670 2.6026 12.1670 0.0000 8,271.888
7

8,271.888
7

2.0147 0.0000 8,322.257
2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2019 5.5467 65.8265 35.7414 0.0819 18.2032 2.8277 20.5945 9.9670 2.6026 12.1670 0.0000 8,271.888
7

8,271.888
7

2.0147 0.0000 8,322.257
2

2020 2.7048 34.9131 20.8821 0.0508 7.5545 1.2989 8.8535 3.6896 1.1959 4.8855 0.0000 5,126.023
9

5,126.023
9

1.0754 0.0000 5,152.908
8

Maximum 5.5467 65.8265 35.7414 0.0819 18.2032 2.8277 20.5945 9.9670 2.6026 12.1670 0.0000 8,271.888
7

8,271.888
7

2.0147 0.0000 8,322.257
2

Mitigated Construction
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Energy 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Mobile 3.3870 11.3409 37.2784 0.1100 8.9079 0.0904 8.9983 2.3817 0.0847 2.4664 11,125.847
7

11,125.847
7

0.5150 11,138.722
8

Total 8.8343 13.4424 39.0658 0.1226 8.9079 0.2502 9.1581 2.3817 0.2444 2.6262 13,647.53
15

13,647.53
15

0.5635 0.0462 13,675.39
46

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Energy 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Mobile 3.3870 11.3409 37.2784 0.1100 8.9079 0.0904 8.9983 2.3817 0.0847 2.4664 11,125.847
7

11,125.847
7

0.5150 11,138.722
8

Total 8.8343 13.4424 39.0658 0.1226 8.9079 0.2502 9.1581 2.3817 0.2444 2.6262 13,647.53
15

13,647.53
15

0.5635 0.0462 13,675.39
46

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/7/2019 3/29/2019 5 60

2 Excavation Grading 3/30/2019 3/27/2020 5 260

3 Grading Grading 3/30/2019 8/30/2019 5 110

4 Building Construction Building Construction 8/31/2020 11/27/2020 5 65

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 4

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Excavation Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Excavation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Excavation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Excavation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Excavation 6 15.00 0.00 11,668.00 10.00 6.50 10.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 91.00 36.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 2.3904 2.3904 2.1991 2.1991 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Total 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 18.0663 2.3904 20.4566 9.9307 2.1991 12.1298 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0843 0.0463 0.6499 1.4800e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 147.3555 147.3555 4.6400e-
003

147.4714

Total 0.0843 0.0463 0.6499 1.4800e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 147.3555 147.3555 4.6400e-
003

147.4714

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 2.3904 2.3904 2.1991 2.1991 0.0000 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Total 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 18.0663 2.3904 20.4566 9.9307 2.1991 12.1298 0.0000 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0843 0.0463 0.6499 1.4800e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 147.3555 147.3555 4.6400e-
003

147.4714

Total 0.0843 0.0463 0.6499 1.4800e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 147.3555 147.3555 4.6400e-
003

147.4714

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.1219 0.0000 6.1219 3.3246 0.0000 3.3246 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.1219 1.3974 7.5193 3.3246 1.2856 4.6102 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2452 9.0533 2.0715 0.0201 0.4858 0.0314 0.5172 0.1303 0.0300 0.1603 2,152.682
6

2,152.682
6

0.1487 2,156.399
2

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0703 0.0386 0.5416 1.2300e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 122.7963 122.7963 3.8600e-
003

122.8929

Total 0.3155 9.0919 2.6131 0.0214 0.5999 0.0322 0.6321 0.1606 0.0308 0.1914 2,275.478
9

2,275.478
9

0.1525 2,279.292
1

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.1219 0.0000 6.1219 3.3246 0.0000 3.3246 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.1219 1.3974 7.5193 3.3246 1.2856 4.6102 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2452 9.0533 2.0715 0.0201 0.4858 0.0314 0.5172 0.1303 0.0300 0.1603 2,152.682
6

2,152.682
6

0.1487 2,156.399
2

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0703 0.0386 0.5416 1.2300e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 122.7963 122.7963 3.8600e-
003

122.8929

Total 0.3155 9.0919 2.6131 0.0214 0.5999 0.0322 0.6321 0.1606 0.0308 0.1914 2,275.478
9

2,275.478
9

0.1525 2,279.292
1

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.1219 0.0000 6.1219 3.3246 0.0000 3.3246 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4288 26.3859 16.0530 0.0297 1.2734 1.2734 1.1716 1.1716 2,872.485
1

2,872.485
1

0.9290 2,895.710
6

Total 2.4288 26.3859 16.0530 0.0297 6.1219 1.2734 7.3954 3.3246 1.1716 4.4962 2,872.485
1

2,872.485
1

0.9290 2,895.710
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2113 8.4929 1.7281 0.0199 1.3185 0.0247 1.3432 0.3347 0.0236 0.3583 2,134.511
8

2,134.5118 0.1430 2,138.086
0

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0647 0.0343 0.4898 1.2000e-
003

0.1141 7.9000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.3000e-
004

0.0310 119.0269 119.0269 3.4100e-
003

119.1122

Total 0.2760 8.5272 2.2179 0.0211 1.4326 0.0255 1.4581 0.3650 0.0244 0.3893 2,253.538
7

2,253.538
7

0.1464 2,257.198
2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.1219 0.0000 6.1219 3.3246 0.0000 3.3246 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4288 26.3859 16.0530 0.0297 1.2734 1.2734 1.1716 1.1716 0.0000 2,872.485
1

2,872.485
1

0.9290 2,895.710
6

Total 2.4288 26.3859 16.0530 0.0297 6.1219 1.2734 7.3954 3.3246 1.1716 4.4962 0.0000 2,872.485
1

2,872.485
1

0.9290 2,895.710
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2113 8.4929 1.7281 0.0199 1.3185 0.0247 1.3432 0.3347 0.0236 0.3583 2,134.5118 2,134.5118 0.1430 2,138.086
0

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0647 0.0343 0.4898 1.2000e-
003

0.1141 7.9000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.3000e-
004

0.0310 119.0269 119.0269 3.4100e-
003

119.1122

Total 0.2760 8.5272 2.2179 0.0211 1.4326 0.0255 1.4581 0.3650 0.0244 0.3893 2,253.538
7

2,253.538
7

0.1464 2,257.198
2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0607 0.0000 6.0607 3.3144 0.0000 3.3144 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.0607 1.3974 7.4580 3.3144 1.2856 4.6000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0703 0.0386 0.5416 1.2300e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 122.7963 122.7963 3.8600e-
003

122.8929

Total 0.0703 0.0386 0.5416 1.2300e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 122.7963 122.7963 3.8600e-
003

122.8929

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0607 0.0000 6.0607 3.3144 0.0000 3.3144 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.0607 1.3974 7.4580 3.3144 1.2856 4.6000 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0703 0.0386 0.5416 1.2300e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 122.7963 122.7963 3.8600e-
003

122.8929

Total 0.0703 0.0386 0.5416 1.2300e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 122.7963 122.7963 3.8600e-
003

122.8929

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Total 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1358 3.9530 1.0624 8.9600e-
003

0.2167 0.0206 0.2373 0.0623 0.0197 0.0821 949.1595 949.1595 0.0538 950.5041

Worker 0.3924 0.2082 2.9712 7.2600e-
003

0.6922 4.8100e-
003

0.6971 0.1836 4.4400e-
003

0.1881 722.0968 722.0968 0.0207 722.6140

Total 0.5282 4.1612 4.0336 0.0162 0.9089 0.0254 0.9343 0.2460 0.0242 0.2701 1,671.256
3

1,671.256
3

0.0745 1,673.118
1

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.5 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 0.0000 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Total 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 0.0000 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1358 3.9530 1.0624 8.9600e-
003

0.2167 0.0206 0.2373 0.0623 0.0197 0.0821 949.1595 949.1595 0.0538 950.5041

Worker 0.3924 0.2082 2.9712 7.2600e-
003

0.6922 4.8100e-
003

0.6971 0.1836 4.4400e-
003

0.1881 722.0968 722.0968 0.0207 722.6140

Total 0.5282 4.1612 4.0336 0.0162 0.9089 0.0254 0.9343 0.2460 0.0242 0.2701 1,671.256
3

1,671.256
3

0.0745 1,673.118
1

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 3.3870 11.3409 37.2784 0.1100 8.9079 0.0904 8.9983 2.3817 0.0847 2.4664 11,125.847
7

11,125.847
7

0.5150 11,138.722
8

Unmitigated 3.3870 11.3409 37.2784 0.1100 8.9079 0.0904 8.9983 2.3817 0.0847 2.4664 11,125.847
7

11,125.847
7

0.5150 11,138.722
8

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 1,518.07 287.50 148.10 3,171,102 3,171,102

Total 1,518.07 287.50 148.10 3,171,102 3,171,102

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 10.00 5.00 6.50 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

General Light Industry 0.555851 0.039752 0.205040 0.120748 0.020349 0.005402 0.018507 0.022668 0.002052 0.002157 0.005939 0.000618 0.000915
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

21433.9 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Total 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

21.4339 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Total 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Unmitigated 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.5532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.6609 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Total 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.5532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.6609 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Total 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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11.0 Vegetation

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Light Industry 217.80 1000sqft 5.00 217,800.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

6

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)3.5 58

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

2021Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Mckinley Water Vault Project
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Winter
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construction phasing based on project DEIR.

Off-road Equipment - Equipment list based on project EIR and CalEEMod Outputs.

Off-road Equipment - Equipment list based on project DEIR and CalEEMod outputs.

Off-road Equipment - 

Trips and VMT - 105,000 CY of cut, assuming 18 CY haul truck capacity, results in total of 5,834 one way haul trips, or 11,668 round trips. Haul trip length 
reduced from 20 to 10 miles due to close proximity to haul site.

Grading - 105,000 CY during 3 months of excavation as described in DEIR. Import material quanitity for concrete/gravel backfill not provided in EIR.

Water And Wastewater - The project structure does not have a water/wastewater demand.

Solid Waste - The project structure does not generate solid waste.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 230.00 65.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 260.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 8.00 110.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 60.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 130.00 4.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 55.00 4.00

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 105,000.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2021

tblSolidWaste LandfillCaptureGasFlare 94.00 0.00

tblSolidWaste LandfillNoGasCapture 6.00 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 270.07 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 13,125.00 11,668.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 50,366,250.00 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2019 5.5497 66.0390 35.8472 0.0811 18.2032 2.8295 20.5945 9.9670 2.6044 12.1670 0.0000 8,184.157
0

8,184.157
0

2.0249 0.0000 8,234.779
8

2020 2.7108 35.0856 20.6147 0.0501 7.5545 1.3005 8.8550 3.6896 1.1974 4.8870 0.0000 5,053.018
8

5,053.018
8

1.0852 0.0000 5,080.147
6

Maximum 5.5497 66.0390 35.8472 0.0811 18.2032 2.8295 20.5945 9.9670 2.6044 12.1670 0.0000 8,184.157
0

8,184.157
0

2.0249 0.0000 8,234.779
8

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2019 5.5497 66.0390 35.8472 0.0811 18.2032 2.8295 20.5945 9.9670 2.6044 12.1670 0.0000 8,184.157
0

8,184.157
0

2.0249 0.0000 8,234.779
8

2020 2.7108 35.0856 20.6147 0.0501 7.5545 1.3005 8.8550 3.6896 1.1974 4.8870 0.0000 5,053.018
8

5,053.018
8

1.0852 0.0000 5,080.147
6

Maximum 5.5497 66.0390 35.8472 0.0811 18.2032 2.8295 20.5945 9.9670 2.6044 12.1670 0.0000 8,184.157
0

8,184.157
0

2.0249 0.0000 8,234.779
8

Mitigated Construction
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Energy 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Mobile 2.5691 12.2188 34.1255 0.0992 8.9079 0.0916 8.9995 2.3817 0.0858 2.4675 10,047.66
80

10,047.66
80

0.5072 10,060.34
74

Total 8.0164 14.3204 35.9130 0.1118 8.9079 0.2514 9.1592 2.3817 0.2456 2.6273 12,569.35
18

12,569.35
18

0.5556 0.0462 12,597.01
91

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Energy 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Mobile 2.5691 12.2188 34.1255 0.0992 8.9079 0.0916 8.9995 2.3817 0.0858 2.4675 10,047.66
80

10,047.66
80

0.5072 10,060.34
74

Total 8.0164 14.3204 35.9130 0.1118 8.9079 0.2514 9.1592 2.3817 0.2456 2.6273 12,569.35
18

12,569.35
18

0.5556 0.0462 12,597.01
91

Mitigated Operational

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 12:42 PMPage 5 of 23

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Winter

O1-176

zpope
Line



3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/7/2019 3/29/2019 5 60

2 Excavation Grading 3/30/2019 3/27/2020 5 260

3 Grading Grading 3/30/2019 8/30/2019 5 110

4 Building Construction Building Construction 8/31/2020 11/27/2020 5 65

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 4

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Excavation Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Excavation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Excavation Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Excavation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Excavation 6 15.00 0.00 11,668.00 10.00 6.50 10.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 91.00 36.00 0.00 10.00 6.50 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 2.3904 2.3904 2.1991 2.1991 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Total 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 18.0663 2.3904 20.4566 9.9307 2.1991 12.1298 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0776 0.0573 0.5591 1.3000e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 129.4200 129.4200 4.1100e-
003

129.5227

Total 0.0776 0.0573 0.5591 1.3000e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 129.4200 129.4200 4.1100e-
003

129.5227

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 2.3904 2.3904 2.1991 2.1991 0.0000 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Total 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 18.0663 2.3904 20.4566 9.9307 2.1991 12.1298 0.0000 3,766.452
9

3,766.452
9

1.1917 3,796.244
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0776 0.0573 0.5591 1.3000e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 129.4200 129.4200 4.1100e-
003

129.5227

Total 0.0776 0.0573 0.5591 1.3000e-
003

0.1369 9.8000e-
004

0.1379 0.0363 9.0000e-
004

0.0372 129.4200 129.4200 4.1100e-
003

129.5227

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.1219 0.0000 6.1219 3.3246 0.0000 3.3246 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.1219 1.3974 7.5193 3.3246 1.2856 4.6102 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2593 9.2476 2.3285 0.0196 0.4858 0.0332 0.5190 0.1303 0.0318 0.1621 2,094.843
4

2,094.843
4

0.1597 2,098.836
3

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0647 0.0477 0.4660 1.0800e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 107.8500 107.8500 3.4200e-
003

107.9356

Total 0.3240 9.2953 2.7945 0.0207 0.5999 0.0340 0.6339 0.1606 0.0325 0.1931 2,202.693
4

2,202.693
4

0.1631 2,206.771
9

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.1219 0.0000 6.1219 3.3246 0.0000 3.3246 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.1219 1.3974 7.5193 3.3246 1.2856 4.6102 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2593 9.2476 2.3285 0.0196 0.4858 0.0332 0.5190 0.1303 0.0318 0.1621 2,094.843
4

2,094.843
4

0.1597 2,098.836
3

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0647 0.0477 0.4660 1.0800e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 107.8500 107.8500 3.4200e-
003

107.9356

Total 0.3240 9.2953 2.7945 0.0207 0.5999 0.0340 0.6339 0.1606 0.0325 0.1931 2,202.693
4

2,202.693
4

0.1631 2,206.771
9

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 12:42 PMPage 11 of 23

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Winter

O1-182

zpope
Line



3.3 Excavation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.1219 0.0000 6.1219 3.3246 0.0000 3.3246 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4288 26.3859 16.0530 0.0297 1.2734 1.2734 1.1716 1.1716 2,872.485
1

2,872.485
1

0.9290 2,895.710
6

Total 2.4288 26.3859 16.0530 0.0297 6.1219 1.2734 7.3954 3.3246 1.1716 4.4962 2,872.485
1

2,872.485
1

0.9290 2,895.710
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2225 8.6573 1.9534 0.0194 1.3185 0.0262 1.3447 0.3347 0.0251 0.3598 2,076.000
4

2,076.000
4

0.1531 2,079.828
6

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0595 0.0424 0.4194 1.0500e-
003

0.1141 7.9000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.3000e-
004

0.0310 104.5333 104.5333 3.0100e-
003

104.6084

Total 0.2820 8.6997 2.3727 0.0204 1.4326 0.0270 1.4596 0.3650 0.0258 0.3908 2,180.533
7

2,180.533
7

0.1561 2,184.437
0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Excavation - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.1219 0.0000 6.1219 3.3246 0.0000 3.3246 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4288 26.3859 16.0530 0.0297 1.2734 1.2734 1.1716 1.1716 0.0000 2,872.485
1

2,872.485
1

0.9290 2,895.710
6

Total 2.4288 26.3859 16.0530 0.0297 6.1219 1.2734 7.3954 3.3246 1.1716 4.4962 0.0000 2,872.485
1

2,872.485
1

0.9290 2,895.710
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2225 8.6573 1.9534 0.0194 1.3185 0.0262 1.3447 0.3347 0.0251 0.3598 2,076.000
4

2,076.000
4

0.1531 2,079.828
6

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0595 0.0424 0.4194 1.0500e-
003

0.1141 7.9000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.3000e-
004

0.0310 104.5333 104.5333 3.0100e-
003

104.6084

Total 0.2820 8.6997 2.3727 0.0204 1.4326 0.0270 1.4596 0.3650 0.0258 0.3908 2,180.533
7

2,180.533
7

0.1561 2,184.437
0

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0607 0.0000 6.0607 3.3144 0.0000 3.3144 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.0607 1.3974 7.4580 3.3144 1.2856 4.6000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0647 0.0477 0.4660 1.0800e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 107.8500 107.8500 3.4200e-
003

107.9356

Total 0.0647 0.0477 0.4660 1.0800e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 107.8500 107.8500 3.4200e-
003

107.9356

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2019

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0607 0.0000 6.0607 3.3144 0.0000 3.3144 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 1.3974 1.3974 1.2856 1.2856 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Total 2.5805 28.3480 16.2934 0.0297 6.0607 1.3974 7.4580 3.3144 1.2856 4.6000 0.0000 2,936.806
8

2,936.806
8

0.9292 2,960.036
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0647 0.0477 0.4660 1.0800e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 107.8500 107.8500 3.4200e-
003

107.9356

Total 0.0647 0.0477 0.4660 1.0800e-
003

0.1141 8.1000e-
004

0.1149 0.0303 7.5000e-
004

0.0310 107.8500 107.8500 3.4200e-
003

107.9356

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Total 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1430 4.0337 1.2221 8.7400e-
003

0.2167 0.0213 0.2380 0.0623 0.0204 0.0827 924.8843 924.8843 0.0582 926.3394

Worker 0.3611 0.2573 2.5441 6.3700e-
003

0.6922 4.8100e-
003

0.6971 0.1836 4.4400e-
003

0.1881 634.1686 634.1686 0.0182 634.6244

Total 0.5041 4.2910 3.7662 0.0151 0.9089 0.0261 0.9350 0.2460 0.0248 0.2708 1,559.052
8

1,559.052
8

0.0764 1,560.963
8

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.5 Building Construction - 2020

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 0.0000 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Total 2.1198 19.1860 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 0.0000 2,553.063
1

2,553.063
1

0.6229 2,568.634
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1430 4.0337 1.2221 8.7400e-
003

0.2167 0.0213 0.2380 0.0623 0.0204 0.0827 924.8843 924.8843 0.0582 926.3394

Worker 0.3611 0.2573 2.5441 6.3700e-
003

0.6922 4.8100e-
003

0.6971 0.1836 4.4400e-
003

0.1881 634.1686 634.1686 0.0182 634.6244

Total 0.5041 4.2910 3.7662 0.0151 0.9089 0.0261 0.9350 0.2460 0.0248 0.2708 1,559.052
8

1,559.052
8

0.0764 1,560.963
8

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 2.5691 12.2188 34.1255 0.0992 8.9079 0.0916 8.9995 2.3817 0.0858 2.4675 10,047.66
80

10,047.66
80

0.5072 10,060.34
74

Unmitigated 2.5691 12.2188 34.1255 0.0992 8.9079 0.0916 8.9995 2.3817 0.0858 2.4675 10,047.66
80

10,047.66
80

0.5072 10,060.34
74

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 1,518.07 287.50 148.10 3,171,102 3,171,102

Total 1,518.07 287.50 148.10 3,171,102 3,171,102

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

General Light Industry 10.00 5.00 6.50 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

General Light Industry 0.555851 0.039752 0.205040 0.120748 0.020349 0.005402 0.018507 0.022668 0.002052 0.002157 0.005939 0.000618 0.000915

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/15/2018 12:42 PMPage 18 of 23

Mckinley Water Vault Project - Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Winter

O1-189

zpope
Line



5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

21433.9 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Total 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

General Light 
Industry

21.4339 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Total 0.2312 2.1014 1.7652 0.0126 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 0.1597 2,521.636
1

2,521.636
1

0.0483 0.0462 2,536.620
9

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Unmitigated 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.5532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.6609 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Total 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.5532 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.6609 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 2.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Total 5.2162 2.0000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

8.0000e-
005

0.0477 0.0477 1.3000e-
004

0.0508

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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11.0 Vegetation

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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City of Sacramento Preservation Commission Staff Report and Attachments 
March 21, 2018 
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         TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Date:   May 27, 2018 
 
Project No:   L18-01538 
 
To:    John D. Criste, AICP 
    Terra Nova Planning & Research, Inc.   

42635 Melanie Place, Suite 101 
Palm Desert, CA 92211 

 
From:   Patrick L. Drumm, PG, CEG, CHG 
 
RE:   Comments on the McKinley Water Vault Project  

Draft Environmental Impact Report (MWV DEIR) 
Sacramento, California  

 
 

Following are our review comments on the MWV DEIR Sections 3.5 (Geology and Soils) and 
3.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  We have also reviewed the portions of Section 2.0 (Project 
Description) that relate to Sections 3.5 and 3.8—specifically, the discussions of project 
construction (Section 2.4) and project operations and maintenance (Section 2.5).  Additionally, 
we briefly reviewed Section 5.5 (Cumulative Impacts).  We have assumed that project 
objectives, the overall design of the project (capacity, system interface, etc.), and the adequacy 
of the DEIR’s slate of alternatives will be reviewed by others.  Our comments address relevant 
technical specifics as well as compliance with the requirements of CEQA and the state CEQA 
Guidelines. 
 
Project Description (Sections 2.4 and 2.5) 
 
The project description as circulated is inadequate to support analysis in Sections 3.5 (Geology 
and Soils) and 3.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality). 
 

• The extent and depth of the excavation needed to construct the MWV are unclear.  The 
finished capacity of the MWV vault facility is given as 700,000–1M cubic-feet (DEIR p. 
2.3.7), with a maximum finished footprint of 300 linear-feet x 350 linear-feet.  Excavation 
volumes are estimated at 77,000–105,000 cubic-yards (DEIR p. 2.3.15).  Assuming an 
excavation footprint of 300 linear-feet x 350 linear-feet, this suggests an outside 
maximum excavation depth of 19.8 – 27 feet. 

The DEIR identifies that shoring may be necessary:  “[t]he side of the excavation would 
be sloped back where room is available, but shoring is likely needed in some locations” 
(DEIR p. 2.4.15).  However, it does not provide information on shoring design or 
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location(s) beyond the statement that “typical” methods include “[s]oldier pile with 
lagging or plates [and] [d]riven sheet piles” (DEIR p. 2.4.15). 
 
The adequacy of shoring and the safety of the excavation—in particular the stability of 
the cut walls—therefore cannot be analyzed in detail in Section 3.5 (Geology and Soils).  
 
Note that with the site-specific geotechnical investigation apparently not completed prior 
to DEIR circulation, this could have been addressed through deferred mitigation 
requiring development of a shoring plan and referencing an appropriate performance 
standard and preparer qualifications (potentially included as a component of Mitigation 
Measure GEO-2), but no such mitigation is identified.  This is discussed further under 
Section 3.5 – Geology and Soils below. 
 

• The DEIR project description identifies that dewatering is anticipated during construction:  
“[p]rior to excavation, dewatering wells would be installed around the future Water Vault 
location… The dewatering pumps in the wells would lower the groundwater table as 
excavation proceeds” (DEIR p. 2.4.15).  However, the DEIR does not quantify the 
anticipated rate or duration of withdrawal; it therefore cannot analyze impacts on 
groundwater levels in meaningful detail.  

• The project description does not explicitly identify how long overflows would be retained 
in the MWV, particularly during periods of protracted rainfall, although it does indicate 
that “[t]he offline storage would only operate during storm events…As flows in the 
combined sewer system surrounding McKinley Park reach system capacity, the offline 
storage facility would become operational…When storm flows subside and the combined 
sewer system has capacity, the flows can be gradually pumped back into the combine 
sewer system” (Section 2.3.1, DEIR p. 2.3.7).  We assume retention would be 
comparatively short-term but specifics are not provided, and there is no discussion of 
measures (if any) to control long-term seepage or leakage from the MWV.  This 
precludes meaningful analysis of long-term project impacts on groundwater levels and 
quality (see additional comments under Section 3.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality 
below). 

• The discussion of operations and maintenance (DEIR Section 2.5) also lacks details 
needed to support analysis of impacts on water quality.  For instance, DEIR p. 2.5.24 
states that “[t]he facility interior may require occasional cleaning to remove grease, silt 
and other debris from the interior floor and walls with high-pressure hoses” but the DEIR 
does not specify how runoff water from such cleaning would be managed/discharged or 
how solids would be addressed, nor does it provide information on the nature and levels 
of contaminants potentially present in the vault (and therefore in cleaning runoff), such 
as human waste/E. coli, petroleum distillates, heavy metals, asbestos, etc., all of which 
are potential components of residuals in a facility that receives combined storm drain 
and sanitary sewer inflows.  This topic is discussed further under Section 3.8 – 
Hydrology and Water Quality below. 

Section 3.5 – Geology and Soils  
 

• Regulatory Background:  The DEIR cites the 1994 UBC as the fundamental “federal” 
[sic] building code (p. 3.5.1) and acknowledges that the IBC “replaced” the UBC in 2000, 
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with the 2006 IBC incorporated into the 2007 CBC.  It also mentions the additional 
seismic requirements in the CBC (pp. 3.1.5 – 2). However, the City of Sacramento’s 
adopted code is the 2016 California Building Standards Code 
(https://www.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Resources/Codes/Building-
Codes).  The 2016 CBSC is not referenced in the DEIR; analysis invokes 
outdated/inapplicable UBC and IBC standards.   

 
• Liquefaction Hazards:  With the project geotechnical investigation apparently not yet 

available, the DEIR relies on regional-scale soils mapping and groundwater information 
and is unclear in its assessment of the level of existing liquefaction hazard affecting the 
site.  As a result, the DEIR underestimates liquefaction hazard; findings relative to 
liquefaction appear to be inadequately substantiated and conclusory.  The DEIR also 
fails to address and rule out any potential for the project to alter groundwater conditions 
in a manner that contributes to increased risk of localized liquefaction. 
 
More specifically, the DEIR describes surface deposits “in this [the project] region” as 
comprising up to 30 feet of Holocene alluvium consisting of sand, “young unweathered 
gravel,” and silt overlying “consolidated and weathered gravel, sand, soil, and clay 
deposits” (p. 3.5.5).  No reference is provided in the text for this information, and the 
DEIR reference list for Section 3.5 (Geology and Soils) (DEIR pp. 7.9 – 10) includes no 
geologic maps. 
 
The DEIR relies on regional-scale NRCS mapping for soils information, including the 
NRCS’s 1993 Soils Survey of Sacramento County, California, 2017–2018 online Web 
Soil Survey, and 2015 Hydric Soils List.  We note that when the Web Soil Survey map 
display is zoomed to site-specific scale the screen displays a disclaimer re: potential 
inaccuracy of 1:24,000-scale mapping at more localized scales. 
 
As described in the DEIR and verified by using Web Soil Survey 
(https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx, accessed 5/24/18), site 
soils are assigned to Columbia-Urban land complex, drained, 0 to 2 percent slopes, and 
Rossmoor-Urban land complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes (DEIR p. 3.5.5).  The DEIR 
evaluates liquefaction potential as follows:  “The project site consists of well drained, 
coarse-loamy soils that have a low potential for liquefaction…to occur.  However, the 
relatively shallow groundwater table and ground shaking that could occur from the 
surrounding earthquakes could increase the liquefaction potential in the Project area.” 
(p. 3.5.6).  From information in the Environmental Setting section for Geology and Soils 
(Section 3.5.2, beginning on DEIR p. 3.5.4), it is unclear whether the DEIR preparers 
concluded that the site is subject to liquefaction hazard or not.  However, Impact GEO-1 
concludes that the project’s potential to “expose people or structures to potentially 
adverse effects related to liquefaction” is less than significant due to soil characteristics 
and because “structures would be built in conformance with applicable building codes 
which include standards for preventing structure failure from earthquake related ground 
shaking” (DEIR p. 3.5.8). 
 
We note that the NRCS web soil survey 
(https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx, accessed 5/24/18), 
describes the Columbia-Urban land complex as comprising sandy loam, stratified 
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loamy sand to silt loam, and clay loam to a depth of 64 inches, and the Rossmoor-
Urban land complex as comprising fine sandy loam to a depth of 62 inches.  The 
(unreferenced) description of site geology on DEIR page 3.5.5 indicates that Holocene 
(presumably unconsolidated) sandy layers are present to depths of 30 feet below the 
site. Section 3.8.2 states (again without providing a reference) that “groundwater levels 
in the region are considered to be stable with ranges from 20-feet amsl to 35 [sic; unit of 
measure not specified] below mean sea level” (DEIR page 3.8.7).  Per GoogleEarth 
(accessed 5/24/18), the proposed footprint of the MWV is at an elevation of 
approximately 24 feet above mean sea level, suggesting that the depth to groundwater 
at the site could be anywhere from about 4 feet to more than 50 feet.  
 
The environmental setting information provided in the DEIR is too regional in scale and 
too generalized to be conclusive at the site-specific scale, but certainly does not rule out 
the potential for liquefaction hazard to affect the MWV site; on the contrary, it suggests 
that liquefaction hazard cannot be ruled out based on available information—at least not 
based on the information cited and provided in the DEIR.  We note also that while the 
DEIR (page 3.5.4) indicates that the City will require a geotechnical investigation for the 
project, it does not indicate whether this would address liquefaction hazards.  The impact 
analysis loosely references standards to address direct structural failure from seismic 
loading, not indirect structural damage resulting from liquefaction-related ground failure.  
It is thus our opinion that the less-than-significant finding for liquefaction hazard in 
Impact GEO-1 is unsubstantiated and conclusory.  
 
The DEIR also fails to address any potential for the project to alter local groundwater 
conditions—through seepage or leaks from the MWV—in a manner that contributes to 
increased risk of liquefaction. Such risks may be small, particularly if residence times are 
short (not quantified; see above) and/or leak containment is provided in the project 
design (not specified in the project description; see above).  However, they should be 
discussed; the absence of such discussion renders the analysis of liquefaction risks 
incomplete. 
 

• Landslide Hazards: The DEIR concludes that “the potential for landslides to occur as a 
result of the proposed Project would be less than significant” (p. 3.5.8).  This finding is 
insufficiently supported and conclusory. 
 
The DEIR cites CGS’s online landslide inventory mapping as showing no “potential 
areas for landslides…within the proposed Project area” (p. 3.5.6) and describes the 
project site as “relatively flat and …not surrounded by any landmass such as hills or 
mountains that would cause landslides” (p. 3.5.8); Impact GEO-1 concludes that “the 
potential for landslides to occur as a result of the proposed Project would be less than 
significant” (p. 3.5.8). While we concur that the project facilities would be at less than 
significant risk of impact from existing (essentially nonexistent) landslide hazards, the 
DEIR impact analysis does not address the stability of the excavation itself, which our 
rough calculations suggest could be as much as 20–27 feet deep.  Topics that should be 
considered here include the potential for the cut walls to create localized failure hazard 
and the potential for such failure to affect nearby structures.  Lacking a project 
geotechnical report, this could be addressed through deferred mitigation requiring an 
evaluation of anticipated cut face stability along with development of a site-specific 
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shoring plan.  Mitigation should reference an appropriate performance standard 
(presumably the City’s adopted building code plus any site-specific additions or 
modifications) and preparer qualifications (current California licensure), and could be 
included as a component of Mitigation Measure GEO-2).  No such provisions are 
included in the DEIR (see additional discussion of Mitigation Measure GEO-2 below). 
 

• Location on Unstable Geologic and Soil Units; Potential to Create Instability: 
Impact GEO-3 (DEIR p. 3.5.10) states that neither of the soil units in the project vicinity 
is known to be unstable, and that lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, and 
collapse are therefore not expected.  No reference is provided to support the assertion of 
site soil “stability” and there is no discussion of the causative factors for lateral 
spreading, subsidence, or collapse nor any information on how these factors do or do 
not apply to the project site.  It is therefore our opinion that the less than significant 
finding for Impact GEO-3 as regards lateral spreading, subsidence, and collapse is 
unsubstantiated and conclusory.  As discussed in the previous items, it is also our 
opinion that findings in Impact GEO-1 relative to liquefaction are unsubstantiated and 
that the analysis of landslide/slope failure hazards is incomplete.  
 
We also note that the project is in a portion of the Sacramento Valley that has historically 
been subject to land subsidence as a result of groundwater withdrawal, and the DEIR 
fails to analyze potential impacts of construction period groundwater management 
related to local water table levels and land subsidence.  No site-specific information on 
groundwater levels is provided (see additional discussion under Section 3.8 – Hydrology 
and Water Quality below), nor are the rate and duration of construction period 
withdrawals quantified (see Project Description above).  It is entirely possible that short-
term withdrawal of groundwater would not result in subsidence, but this topic should be 
addressed. 
 

• Expansive Soils:  The DEIR identifies Columbia-Urban land complex expansion 
potential as moderate (p. 3.5.5) and Rossmoor-Urban land complex expansion potential 
as low (p.3.5.6).  Expansive soil conditions are discussed (and ruled out) at a regional 
rather than site-specific level.  The lack of site-specific geological/geotechnical 
information during DEIR preparation could have been addressed through mitigation, but 
the mitigation measures are insufficiently detailed to ensure that expansive soil 
conditions would be identified and addressed if present (see next item). 
 

• Mitigation Measures:  Mitigation Measure GEO-2 (Conduct a Site-Specific 
Geotechnical Investigation) is insufficient. It requires the geotechnical investigation to be 
conducted “[b]efore construction begins” as a test of feasibility/constructability, rather 
than prior to or during design as an input to the design process.  This is inappropriate: 
the explicit purpose of a geotechnical report is to provide binding “recommendations” 
(requirements) for design and construction; at the latest the report should be prepared 
early in the design process.  
  
Mitigation Measure GEO-2 also lacks a performance standard—in this case, the City’s 
relevant ordinances and adopted building code, plus any applicable project-specific 
requirements above and beyond these legal minima.  Additionally, it fails to specify the 
qualifications of personnel responsible for conducting, reviewing, and approving the 
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investigation, and among other items required by the City, omits recommendations from 
the required contents of the report. As such, Mitigation Measure GEO-2 is inadequate to 
support the less than significant findings for impacts related to geological/geotechnical 
conditions.  (Note that this sets aside the distinction that compliance with existing 
regulations is technically not mitigation under CEQA; more properly, in this situation 
mitigation should focus on additions/modifications to existing regulatory requirements to 
address project-specific conditions.  We acknowledge however that some lead agencies 
prefer to call out existing regulatory requirements in mitigation measures as a means of 
expressing their commitment to enforce them.) 

Section 3.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality 
 

• The Environmental Setting for groundwater (Section 3.8.2) is regional in scale and is 
insufficiently detailed and inadequately substantiated to support meaningful analysis. In 
particular: 
 

- The sources of information used in preparing Section 3.8.2 are unclear.  Some of 
the information in Section 3.8.2.1 (Regional Setting) is sourced to (Sacramento 
2009), but this reference is missing from the reference list for Hydrology and 
Water Quality (DEIR p. 7.12).  The remainder of the information in Section 3.8.2, 
discussed further below, is unreferenced. 
 

- Similarly, portions of Section 3.8.2.3 (Surface Water Quality) are sourced to 
(Sacramento 2009) and (Sacramento 2014).  The latter reference is also missing 
from the Hydrology and Water Quality reference list (DEIR p. 7.12), although 
based on the wording of the text, this is apparently the EIR prepared for the 
City’s 2035 General Plan. 

 
- Although the Setting includes a Surface Water Quality section (3.8.2.3), there is 

no corresponding section for groundwater quality.  The only baseline information 
on groundwater levels is presented in Section 3.8.2.1 (Regional Setting) and is 
very generalized. 

 
- Groundwater levels are described as “stable with ranges from 20-feet amsl to 35 

[sic; units not specified] below mean sea level” (DEIR p. 3.8.6 – 7), a range of 55 
vertical feet.  No reference is provided for this information, and it provides little 
site-specific clarity, although groundwater is presumably assumed to be fairly 
shallow at the project site since construction dewatering is anticipated (DEIR p. 
2.4.15).  If more specific information is available it should be provided.  Depth to 
groundwater is an essential baseline condition for the assessment of liquefaction 
hazard (see above under Section 3.5 – Geology and Soils), as well as for 
analysis of the potential impact of construction-period withdrawals on 
groundwater levels. 

 
- Groundwater quality is described as “considered to be average” (DEIR p. 3.8.7).  

No reference is provided for this information, and the meaning of “average” in this 
context is not clarified.  The DEIR should identify whether groundwater quality is 
currently adequate for the beneficial uses identified in the current applicable 
Basin Plan (which include, at a minimum, municipal and domestic water supply, 
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agricultural supply, industrial service supply, and industrial process supply, per 
the 2016-revised Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin River Basins) and whether groundwater quality impairments have been 
identified in the project area.  Existing groundwater quality is critical to the 
proposal that construction dewatering would discharge to the sewer system.  It is 
also the essential baseline for analysis of potential impacts on groundwater 
quality.  
 

- We note also that information on water quality in general appears to have been 
drawn from the City’s 2014 General Plan EIR, as discussed above.  Since the 
applicable Basin Plan was revised in July 2016, post-dating the EIR, it should be 
cited as the most current source on designated beneficial uses.  The current 
Section 303[d] list (dated April 2016, also subsequent to the General Plan EIR) is 
the appropriate source information on water quality impairments.  Neither of 
these documents appears to have been used in the preparation of the DEIR; they 
are not cited in the text and are not included in the reference list for Hydrology 
and Water Quality. 

 
• Hydrology and Water Quality significance criteria should include a threshold specifically 

addressing impacts on groundwater quality.  
 

• Impact HYD-1 should include a discussion of the project’s potential to impact 
groundwater quality via leakage/seepage from the MWV.  

 
• Impact HYD-2 begins with an unreferenced assertion that “the site is not a favorable 

location for groundwater recharge due to the shallow depth of the groundwater as well 
as the adjacent connection to the American River” (DEIR p. 3.8.10).  This is 
questionable logic since groundwater is typically present at shallow depths where 
infiltration from the surface is occurring.  The source of this information should be 
provided.  

 
• Impact HYD-2 makes apparently contradictory references to both shallow groundwater 

depths (DEIR p. 3.8.10, Impact HYD-2, quoted above) and a “relatively low groundwater 
table” (DEIR p. 3.8.10, Impact HYD-2, l. 8) in the vicinity of the site.  Impact HYD-2 also 
references the incorporation of “promotion of groundwater infiltration” into project design 
(lmpact HYD-2, l. 4), but this is not discussed in the project description so the suitability 
and efficacy of the measures cannot be evaluated. Impact HYD-2 concludes that 
“groundwater infiltration in this area is minimal” (l. 8) and that “the proposed Project 
would therefore, [comma sic] have a limited effect on overall groundwater recharge” (l. 
9).  The identification of “minimal” groundwater infiltration is unsupported, and the 
conclusion does not follow—analysis should consider not only the importance of the 
project vicinity for groundwater recharge but also the footprint of the project in 
comparison to remaining pervious surface area in the project vicinity. 

 
Further, Impact HYD-2 mentions construction dewatering but does not quantify (or 
discuss in qualitative detail) the anticipated rate and duration of withdrawals.  Absent 
these specifics, the DEIR’s conclusion (p. 3.8.10) that “there would ultimately be no net 
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deficit” in groundwater as a result of construction dewatering is unsubstantiated, and the 
less than significant finding is conclusory. 
 

• Impact HYD-5 states that “[o]peration of the proposed Project would not involve actions 
that could degrade water quality.”  This is not substantiated, rendering the finding 
conclusory.  Impact HYD-5 does not detail the activities required to operate and maintain 
the proposed MWV facility, and the project description also lacks some of the needed 
information, as discussed above.  In particular, the project description does not specify 
how runoff water from cleaning would be managed and discharged nor how solids would 
be addressed.  It also lacks information on the nature and levels of contaminants 
potentially present in the vault (and therefore in cleaning runoff), including but not 
necessarily limited to human waste/E. coli, petroleum distillates, heavy metals, and 
asbestos.  
 

• Impact HYD-8 identifies that the project would be constructed in an area subject to 
flooding in the event of levee failure but digresses to discuss the project’s role in 
managing storm drain and sewer flows rather than discussing the potential results of 
levee failure and overland flooding.  As circulated, the impact analysis is both improperly 
focused and insufficiently substantiated to address the relevant significance threshold.  
More specifically: 
 

- To fully address the relevant significance threshold (“exposure of people or 
structures [including the new vault facility itself] to a significant risk of loss, injury 
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee 
or dam”), Impact HYD-8 should include an analysis of potential facilities and 
public health impacts in the event of flooding at the project site under 100-year or 
greater storm event conditions sufficient to breach the levees protecting the site.  
 

- Note additionally that, per the project objectives laid out in Section 2.2.2 (DEIR p. 
2.3.5), the project is intended to reduce or eliminate combined sewer surcharge 
and outflows under 10-year design storm conditions.  Impact HYD-8 states that 
“in the event of a levee or dam failure in the immediate area, the proposed 
Project would likely alleviate some of the flooding in the area by storing a portion 
of the excess flows” (DEIR p. 3.8.13).  However, the DEIR does not demonstrate 
that the facility would have adequate capacity to continue to accommodate flows 
under 100-year or greater storm event conditions (i.e., events sufficient to result 
in a levee breach) such that local flooding would be reduced.  This assertion is 
unsubstantiated, rendering the less than significant finding conclusory. 

 
- Impact HYD-8 does not address the potential for long-term changes in rainfall 

timing and intensity patterns to affect conclusions regarding flood risks as they 
pertain to the new facility.  If the facility was designed for sustainability under 
changing climate conditions, this should be demonstrated. 

Section 5.5 – Cumulative Impacts 
 
In general, we focused our review of Section 5.5 on topics related to Geology and Soils and 
Hydrology and Water Quality.  However, we note in passing that the definition of cumulative 
impacts on DEIR p. 5.5.5 is incomplete. Per CEQA Guidelines 15355, there are two types of 
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cumulative impacts:  (1) the combined impacts of multiple projects (15355[a], [b]); and (2) the 
combined impact of repeated activities under a single project over time (15355[a]).  Although the 
latter type of cumulative impact is not specifically mentioned in CEQA Guidelines 15130, its 
inclusion in 15355 indicates that it must be analyzed.  The definition of cumulative impacts on 
DEIR page 5.5.5 fails to identify the second type of cumulative impact. 
 
The DEIR’s cumulative impacts analysis methodology (Section 5.5.4, DEIR p. 5.5.10) is 
therefore fundamentally flawed: significant impacts resulting from repeated activities may be 
particularly important for some resource topics, including Hydrology and Water Quality, as 
discussed further below. 
 
For both types of cumulative impacts, detailed analysis is required only for those that are 
identified as significant, although the EIR must explain why the impact is not significant and 
does not merit further analysis (CEQA Guidelines 15130[a][2]).  Similarly, detailed analysis is 
required only if the project would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the identified 
significant cumulative impact (CEQA Guidelines 15130[a][1]).  The Methods section (DEIR p. 
5.5.10) appears to conflate baseline with impacts: “[f]irst there is an assessment of whether the 
baseline condition, when considered with the proposed Project, entails a significant impact to 
any specific resource” before acknowledging that only significant cumulative impacts will be 
evaluated further. 
 
We also note that the individual resource sections for Geology and Soils (Section 5.5.4.5) and 
Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.5.4.8) fail to adhere the methodology laid out in Section 
5.5.4.  
 
Section 5.5.4.5 Geology and Soils 
 
This analysis is constructed as responses to four questions: 
 

• What is the geographic scope for this resource area?  
 

• What is the level of significance of the combined impact of the proposed project with the 
projects listed in the Cumulative Impact Table?  

 
• Is the proposed project’s incremental contribution to the combined impact cumulatively 

donsiderable?  
 

• Is mitigation feasible? 

Rather than considering all of the topics in the Geology and Soils significance thresholds, the 
response to the second question (DEIR p. 5.5.15) focuses only on soil erosion.  All significance 
thresholds should be considered, and those for which no significant cumulative impact exists, or 
would exist with the addition of the project, should be ruled out of further discussion based on 
substantial “facts and analysis” per CEQA Guidelines 15130[a][2].  
 
The response to the third question appears to repeat the analysis step performed in response to 
the second question, this time for surface fault rupture, ground shaking, and landsliding.  
However, the response (last full paragraph on DEIR p. 5.5.15) incorrectly states that the project 
site “is not located within an area that is seismically active” as part of the support for concluding 
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that “the proposed Project’s contribution to seismic hazards, erosion, and sedimentation in the 
region is not considered cumulatively considerable.” Setting aside the distinction that the finding 
should address a contribution to impacts related to these factors/processes rather than the 
factors/processes themselves, no finding relative to the overall significance of the cumulative 
impact for seismic hazards is presented.  No finding for the cumulative impact related to 
landslides or the project’s contribution to any such impact is presented.  Other topics addressed 
by the Geology and Soils significance thresholds are omitted entirely with no explanation. 
 
This analysis is confused, incomplete, and inadequate to meet the requirements of CEQA 
Guidelines 15130. 
 
Section 5.5.4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
This analysis is also constructed as responses to four questions: 
 

• What is the geographic scope for this resource area?  
 

• What is the level of significance of the combined impact of the proposed project with the 
projects listed in the Cumulative Impact Table?  

 
• Is the proposed project’s incremental contribution to the combined impact cumulatively 

considerable?  
 

• Is mitigation feasible? 

The response to the second question addresses only impacts related to modification of “flow of 
the region’s stream [sic], rivers and canals” and water quality. Surface- and groundwater quality 
are not identified as separate topics.  The other topics addressed by the Hydrology and Water 
Quality significance thresholds are omitted without explanation.  This is inconsistent with the 
requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15130; individual findings should be made for cumulative 
impacts under each significance threshold. 
 
Further, the analysis omits consideration of the potential for cumulative impacts related to 
repeated activities, such as repeated vault cleaning operations over the life cycle of the MWV 
facility.  Analysis of cumulative impacts on water quality should include consideration of the 
long-term effects of periodic vault cleaning and discharge of potentially contaminated cleaning 
runoff.   
 
This analysis is incomplete and inadequate to meet the requirements of CEQA Guidelines 
15130. 
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Dryad,	LLC	

35570 Palomares Rd. 
Castro Valley CA 94552 Dryad,	LLC	

PHONE:  (510) 538-6000 
FAX:  (510) 538-6001 
E-MAIL:  tyoung@dryadllc.com 
WEB SITE:  www.dryadllc.com 

 

 

18018‐50036

June 1, 2018 
 
Stephen Cook 
Brown Rudnick, LLP 
2211 Michelson Drive 7th Floor 
Irvine, CA 92612 
 
Mr. Cook, 
 
I am writing in response to a request from your office (Shoshana Kaiser) for a review of Environmental Impact 
(EIR) documents and the site addressed in those documents.  Specifically, I was asked to review and report on 
the arboricultural aspects of an EIR report from Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. on the City of Sacramento 
McKinley Water Vault project and the site, McKinley Park in the City of Sacramento, CA. 
 
My assignment was to review various documents and evaluate arboricultural information, inspect the site, and 
review data relative to the Arborist Report (Appendix C) of the Stantec EIR.  My assignment was limited to a 
single, overview inspection of the project area and selected trees as a sampling of the trees (131) cited in the 
EIR

1
. 

 
I have reviewed the following documents and resources: 

1. Draft Environmental Impact Report, McKinley Water Vault project, Project no. X14010104, Sch no. 
2017062015, Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., April 2018 (including Appx. C, Arborist Report, 10/10/17). 

2. Stantec Figure 2.4-2 Trees Surveyed, Modified by Terra Nova Planning & Research, Inc., 5/17/18. 
3. Stantec Figure ES4-1, Project Footprint, Modified by Terra Nova Planning & Research, Inc., 5/17/18. 
4. McKinley Park via Google earth® and Google Maps® (Historical Street View® images). 

 
On May 25, 2018, I inspected

2, 3
, photographed

4
, measured

5
, identified

6
 and located

7
 a sampling of 29 trees at 

various locations surrounding the proposed project construction area.  To facilitate identification of individual 
trees, I referenced the tree numbers as contained in the data table of the Arborist Report (Appendix C) of the 
Stantec EIR.  Trees were located on site from the locations mapped in the EIR Arborist Report (Appendix C) 
data table and confirmed using the included partial photographs. 
 
For the purposes of my evaluation and this review report, I assumed the provided, modified site diagrams (Terra 
Nova Planning & Research, Inc., 5/17/18) to be accurate.  For construction area comments, I reference the 
Adjusted Temporary Work Area (ATWA) as delineated in these documents. 

 
SUMMARY:  Based upon my document review and inspection of the site and data, it is my opinion that the 
arboricultural information contained in the EIR is substantially inaccurate and therefore, related summaries and 
references are also inaccurate and conclusions misleading.  Example data errors (summarized) are as follows: 

 29 trees selected from the Stantec Arborist Report were inspected and inventoried by Dryad, LLC. 

 22 of these 29 trees (76%) were incorrectly named (species) in the EIR. 

 18 of these 29 trees (62%) had recorded diameters
8
 that were incorrect by at least 10% and as much as 

250% (<=10% not considered in error). 

 39 trees of the 131 numbered in the EIR appear to be in direct conflict with construction and will likely 
require removal. 

 26 additional trees (20%) of the 131 numbered in the EIR appear to be in close proximity to construction 
(ATWA) and will likely be severely impacted, requiring removal or severe pruning for clearance.  Three of 
these (labeled A, B & C) are not listed in the Stantec data. 

 The remaining 69 trees (53%) of the 131 numbered in the EIR are well outside the ATWA perimeter, yet 
not all the trees in the park were included.  Their inclusion was not explained and appears unnecessary, 
therefore distorting the proportion of the inventoried trees that will likely be undisturbed. 

 129 trees are cited as included in the EIR tree inventory, but 131 trees are numbered on the diagrams 
(Arborist Report, Fig. 2, pg. 20; EIR, Fig. 2.4.2, pg. 2.4.14).  Trees nos. 47 and 48 (southwest corner) are 
missing from the inventory data. 
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Torrey Young, Dryad, LLC 
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Absent from the EIR and the Arborist Report is any reference identifying trees that might be removed or be 
impacted by construction.  No tree protection recommendations are included for individual trees other than the 
generic measures listed under “5.3 Recommendations” (Arborist Report, pg. 24).  There is no discussion of how 
the included tree health scoring might be relevant to construction impacts.  The tree health scoring system is, in 
my opinion, deficient for assessing tree condition, ineffective for tree management, and therefore the results are 
misleading.  These characterizations are enhanced by the substantial data errors misrepresenting many species 
and tree sizes. 
 
It is my opinion, based upon the documents cited and within the limitations of my field assessments, that the 
arboricultural aspects of this EIR are neither reliably accurate nor sufficient to assess the potential impact of 
construction on the McKinley Park trees.  They are insufficient to determine which trees might be at risk, 
requiring removal, severe pruning, or substantial protection.  They are insufficient to ascertain the current 
condition of the trees or the impact of tree loss on the character of the park and the surrounding community. 
 
 

           

 
 

REVIEW COMMENTS, STANTEC DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) 
 

Draft Environmental Impact Report, McKinley Water Vault project, Project no. X14010104, Sch no. 2017062015, 
Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., April 2018: 
 
Page ES.viii, ES.4 Proposed Project Details:  “A maximum constructed 300-feet wide by 350-feet long offline 
storage facility... ” 
Comments:  Each of the EIR figures below delineates, apparently in error, the Offline Storage Facility as 255’ x 
300’.  However, the two adjusted diagrams (Terra Nova Planning & Research, Inc.) as well as my rough 
calculations via Google earth® measurements, indicate the represented area to be significantly larger than 
represented in the EIR: 

 Figure ES4-1 Project Footprint 

 Figure 2.3-1 Project Footprint 

 Figure 2.4-1 Onsite Potential Access Routes and Staging Access 

 Figure 2.4-2 Trees Surveyed 
 
Page 2.4.11, 2.4.1.1 On-Site Construction Access and Staging Areas: “Staging areas were designated to 
avoid impacts to trees, the public…” 
Comments:  The Staging Area delineated at the north end of the ATWA would require removal of or severely 
affect at least ten trees (nos. 68, 80-89). 
 
Page 3.1.8, Project Operation:  “A total of 129 trees are located within the proposed Project site, including 
access and staging areas…” 
Comments:  129 trees are cited as included in the EIR tree inventory, but 131 trees are numbered on the 
diagram.  Trees nos. 47 and 48 (southwest corner) are missing from the inventory data.  69 trees of the 131 
numbered in the EIR are well outside the ATWA perimeter.  Their inclusion was not explained therefore 
distorting the proportion of the inventoried trees that are to be undisturbed. 
 
“… the proposed Project has been designed to avoid removal and/or pruning of these trees. Project construction 
activities and access to the site could require removal or pruning of a small number of trees to accommodate 
movement of large construction equipment but no tree removal is required to accommodate the construction or 
operation of permanent Project features.” 
Comments:  This is an understatement of the impacts on trees.   

 39 trees of the 131 numbered in the EIR appear to be in direct conflict with construction and will require 
removal.   

 26 (including A, B,& C). trees of the 131 numbered in the EIR appear to be in close proximity to 
construction and will likely be severely impacted and may require severe pruning for clearance.
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“Additionally, MM AES-1 would be implemented to further limit tree removal” 
Comments:   

 MM AES-1 (page 3.1.9, 3.1.4 Mitigation Measures), cites only “The City shall follow compliance with the 
City’s tree ordinance for removal of City trees.”  It is unclear how the City’s tree ordinance

9
 would be 

implemented to further limit tree removal, except that it states “12.56.040 Removal of city trees - Public 
projects. A. Whenever feasible, the city shall modify the design of public projects to avoid the removal or 
damage to city trees.  Compliance with the City tree ordinance alone cannot be assured of limiting tree 
removal as it is also a vehicle to remove trees. 

 
Page 3.3.6, Policy ER 2.1.8 Oak Woodlands:  “The City shall preserve and protect oak woodlands, heritage 
oaks, and/or significant stands of oak trees in the city that provide habitat for common native, and special-status 
wildlife species, and shall address all adverse impacts on oak woodlands in accordance with the City’s Heritage 
Tree Ordinance.” 
Comments:  This is an inaccurate citation of the City of Sacramento Environmental Resources document 
adopted in 2009.  The City’s Heritage Tree Ordinance no longer exists, as per Ordinance no. 2016-0026 
adopted August 4, 2016.  The current ordinance

9
 does not include, reference, or define “Heritage Trees”. 

 
Page 3.3.6, Policy ER 3.1.3 Trees of Significance: “The City shall require the retention of City trees and 
Heritage Trees by promoting stewardship of such trees and ensuring that the design of development projects 
provides for the retention of these trees wherever possible. Where tree removal cannot be avoided, the City 
shall require tree replacement or appropriate remediation.” 
Comments:  This is an inaccurate citation of the City of Sacramento Environmental Resources document 
adopted in 2009.  The City’s Heritage Tree Ordinance no longer exists, as per Ordinance no. 2016-0026 
adopted August 4, 2016.  The current ordinance

9 
does not include, reference or define “Heritage Trees”. 

 
Pg. 3.3.9, Field Studies & Table 3.3.1:  “On April 27 and August 22, 2017, a qualified Stantec Arborist/ 
Botanist and a qualified Stantec Biologist conducted comprehensive arborist field surveys while making general 
reconnaissance observation surveys for rare plants, special-status wildlife, and associated habitat.” 
Comments:  Neither the name nor credentials of the “qualified Stantec Arborist” are cited.  Based upon the rate 
of species error discovered in the Dryad, LLC inventory of 29 trees, the species identified in this table are not 
reliable. 
 
Page 3.3.20, Impact BIO-5 Analysis:  “The proposed Project was designed to avoid and minimize potential 
impacts to trees to the maximum extent feasible. However, during construction, it is anticipated that site access 
would require the trimming of or work within the dripline (or “protection zone”) of trees protected by the City 
ordinance… The proposed Project is not anticipated to require tree removal,” 
Comments:  My review of the documents numbered 2 and 3 above indicates that at least 39 trees will need to 
be removed and about 26 (including A, B,& C) others are so close to the proposed work area (ATWA) that 
significant impact is likely.  If these 26 survive, it is likely severe pruning will be required for clearance purposes.  
It is not possible to reasonably replace or restore the many trees that are mature and very large. 
 
Pg. 5.5.13, Finding: Less than Cumulatively Significant:  “… the potential contribution to the cumulative 
biological resource impact to special status species, wetlands, migratory corridors, and trees, is not considered 
cumulatively considerable, because the proposed Project was designed and adjusted to avoid and minimize 
impacts to biological resources. Additionally, the proposed Project would greatly offset potential biological 
resources impacts through protective measures such as tree protection and avoidance.” 
Comments:  My review of the documents numbered 2 and 3 above suggests that at least 39 trees will need to 
be removed and about 26 others are so close to the proposed work area (ATWA) that significant impact is likely.  
If these 26 survive, it is likely that significant pruning will be required for clearance purposes.  It is not possible to 
reasonably replace or restore many of these trees that are mature and very large. 
 
Pg. 5.5.13, Finding: Less than Cumulatively Considerable:  “The combined impacts of planned projects 
would not result in a significant impact to biological resources. The proposed Project does not add a 
cumulatively considerable impact to the combined proposed Project baseline. Therefore, no mitigation is 
necessary for cumulative impacts.” 
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Comments:  My review of the documents numbered 2 and 3 above suggests that at least 39 trees will need to 
be removed and about 26 others are so close to the proposed work area (ATWA) that significant impact is likely.  
If these 26 survive, it is likely significant pruning will be required for clearance purposes.  It is not possible to 
reasonably replace or restore the many of these trees that are mature and very large.   

          

REVIEW COMMENTS,  ARBORIST REPORT (APPENDIX C) 

Draft Environmental Impact Report, McKinley Water Vault project, Project no. X14010104, Sch no. 2017062015, 
Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., April 2018: 

Page 4, 1.0 Introduction:  “The purpose of this Arborist Report (Report) is to provide geographical location, 
tree health assessments, and a general summary of the existing trees that occur within and near the proposed 
McKinley Water Vault Project (Project).” 
Comment:  There is no reference or data included as to trees that will need to be removed or will otherwise be 
affected by construction.  Without that assessment, no reasonable assumptions can be made about project 
impacts on the character of the park.  Although not all trees within the park were inventoried by Stantec, 69 
trees of the 131 numbered in the EIR are well outside the ATWA perimeter.  Their inclusion distorts the 
perception of trees that are undisturbed and renders data summaries skewed. 

“Following completion of construction, the area would be returned to its original condition.” 
Comment:  My review of the documents numbered 2 and 3 above suggests that at least 39 trees will need to be 
removed and about 26 others are so close to the proposed work area (ATWA) that significant impact is likely.  If 
these 26 survive, it is likely significant pruning will be required for clearance purposes.  It is not possible to 
reasonably replace or restore the many of these trees that are mature and very large. 

“The purpose of this Arborist Report (Report) is to provide geographical location, tree health assessments, and 
a general summary of the existing trees that occur within and near the proposed McKinley Water Vault Project 
(Project).” 
Comments:  Although locations appear reasonably accurate, errors in the tree measurements and species 
combined with the weaknesses of the health assessment system render summaries inaccurate and/or 
misleading.   

Page 10, 3.0 Methods:  “A Stantec qualified arborist…” 
Comment:  Two separate surveys are cited, but the “qualified arborist(s) are not named nor any credentials 
cited, rendering their qualifications to assess these trees undeterminable. 

“Each tree location within the ASA was mapped with a sub-meter Trimble Geo XH Global Positioning System 
(GPS) for its geographic location and canopy extent to establish the baseline for the tree protection zone (CC 
section 12.56) to inform engineering proposed Project design efforts.” 
Comment:  Tree canopies are substantially inaccurate and reflect asymmetry, suggesting tree protection based 
upon these representations (Tree Protection Zones) would result in grossly insufficient protection areas.  As per 
the cited ANSI A300 Standards

10
, establishment of a root protection zone (RPZ) “… may extend beyond the tree 

protection zone (TPZ).”
11

 

Pages 10-11, Table 1 Field Survey Health Assessment Parameters:  “Trees were assessed using standard 
arborist tree health metrics including species, DSH, canopy cover, bark health, new and surface growth, leaf 
color, disease (including parasites and insect infestations), and other notable characteristics.” 
Comments:   

 The scoring attributes makes no assessment of tree structure or architecture or resulting risk.

 I am aware of no arboricultural standard, including the cited ANSI A300 Standards, which cite these listed
parameters for assessing tree health, particularly relative to a scoring system.
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 The scoring system combines qualitative numbers, to produce an overall, quantitative score.  This is an
inherently inaccurate methodology for evaluation.

 The Assessment Scores are, in my opinion, inappropriately classified.  In the case of Canopy Cover (1-4),
a Medium Canopy of 50% is scored a 3.  A tree missing 50% of its canopy would be seriously damaged
and not likely to survive significant construction impacts.  Likewise, Bark Health (1-4) scored 3 Fair Health
may be missing 50% of its bark and suffer decay of roots and or the trunk (heartrot).  Either condition
would likely indicate a tree at serious risk of failure.  In my opinion, these rating definitions are ineffectual
in evaluating tree condition.

 Several factors are scored only as Present or Not Present (1 or 0).  In the case of Disease, many plant
diseases are innocuous while others are deadly and untreatable.  In my opinion, not differentiating results
in an ineffective evaluation.

Page 11, Table 2 Overall Tree Health Score Classifications: 
Comments:  Examples of ineffective scoring (from Stantec data) 
1) Tree no. 31:

 Species: Chinese pistache

 Diameter:  10.85 feet

 Canopy Cover: 2 Partial Canopy 25-50%

 Bark Health: 2 Fair Health (50-75% bark absence; some root rot and insect damage; discoloration and
bark shape irregularities; bark sluffing)

 New Growth: 1 (present)

 Leaf Color: 1 Normal

 Surface Growth: 0 Not present

 Disease: 1 Not present

 Parasites:  1 Not present

 Insects: 0 Present

 Total Health Score: 8 Good health (Intact to medium canopy cover, new growth present, minimal bark
and leaf discoloration, some growth present, no disease, normal surface growth, minimal insect
infestations/damage)

Evaluation of scoring:   

 This tree is not a Chinese pistache, but a Siberian elm.

 The trunk diameter is not 10 feet, but 42 inches.

 From the scoring system, this tree may have only 25% intact canopy, 50% of the bark missing, root rot
and sluffing bark, yet results in an evaluation of “good health”.

 By my observation, the tree has wounds from previous limb failures, weak structure in the form of acute-
angle attachments

12
 of stems and limbs and profuse decay at multiple heading cuts

13
, all critical elements

not scored in this health scoring system.

2) Tree no. 32:

 Species: black locust.

 Diameter:  10.74 feet

 Canopy Cover: 3 Partial Canopy 25-50%

 Bark Health: 3 Good Health (25-50% bark absence; some root or heart rot present; bark only missing
from tree limbs).

 New Growth: 1 (present)

 Leaf Color: 1 Normal

 Surface Growth: 0 Not present

 Disease: 1 Not present

 Parasites:  1 Not present

 Insects: 0 Present

 Total Health Score: 10 Excellent Health (Intact and full canopy, healthy new growth present, no surface
growth, excellent bark and leaf health, no disease present)

Evaluation of scoring:   

 This tree is not a black locust but a Siberian elm.
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 The trunk diameter is not 11 feet, but 41 inches.

 From the scoring system, this tree may have only 50% intact canopy, 50% of the bark missing, root rot
and sluffing bark, yet results in an evaluation of “excellent health”.

 By my observation, the tree has wounds from previous limb failures, weak structure in the form of acute-
angle attachments of stems and limbs, and profuse decay at multiple heading cuts and profuse decay. All
are critical elements not included in this health scoring system.

Page 12, 4.0 Results:  “The arborist field survey mapped and assessed 129 total trees within the ASA…” 
Comments:  131 trees are numbered on the included map (Figure 2, Arborist Study Results).  Tree numbers 47 
and 48 are missing from the data table (pg. 16).  

Pages 12-13, Table 3 Observed Tree Species:   
Comments:  The high rate of error (76%) as determined by the Dryad, LLC inventory (29 trees) renders this 
table inevitably inaccurate and therefore misleading as to the character of McKinley Park and requirements to 
protect its trees.  There are no universal definitions for “native, non-native, and invasive”, and no specific 
definitions are referenced in this document.  Designations are questionable.  Examples : 

 American sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), deemed “native”:  The species is native to the Eastern United
States, not to California or the Sacramento Valley.

 CA coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), deemed “native”:  The species is native to California and the
Pacific Northwest but not the Sacramento Valley.

 Black cottonwood, “native”:   The species is native to Alaska to Southern California but not the
Sacramento Valley.

 London plane tree botanical name is in error, cited as Platanus x acerifolia, which is correctly Platanus x
hispanica.  Listed correctly as “non-native”.

 London planetree is listed a second time as “London planetree; American sycamore (Platanus x
acerifolia; Platanus occidentalis)”, but this time listed as “native”.  While it is unclear what species is being
referred to, neither are native to California.  London Plane is native to Spain, and a hybrid between
Platanus occidentalis × Platanus orientalis.  Platanus occidentalis or American sycamore, is not native to
California but the Eastern United States.

Pages 14-20, Table 4 Tree Inventory Study Results:   
Comments:  There are substantial data errors in this table, including: 

 Two trees numbered on the map are missing from the data table (nos. 47 & 48)

 Of the 29 trees sampled by Dryad, LLC, 76% (22 trees) were incorrectly identified (Common name and/or
botanical name)

 Of the 29 trees sampled by Dryad, LLC, 62% (18 trees) cited diameters that were in error by at least 10%
and as much as almost 250%.

 Three major trees, labeled A, B & C in the Dryad, LLC data table and labeled aerial image, likely to be
significantly impacted by construction, are missing from the Stantec inventory and maps.

 Tree canopies are substantially inaccurate and reflect asymmetry, suggesting tree protection based upon
these representations (Tree Protection Zones) would result in grossly insufficient protection areas.  As per
the cited ANSI A300 Standards

11
, establishment of a root protection zone (RPZ) “… may extend beyond

the tree protection zone (TPZ).

Page 22, 5.0 Conclusions, 5.1 Results Summary:  “Qualified Stantec professionals conducted a protocol-level 
field survey on April 27, 2017 and a follow-up survey on August 22, 2017 in accordance with American National 
Standard for Tree Care Operations—Tree, Shrub and Other Woody Plant Maintenance-Standard Practices 
(ANSI A300 standards). The Report was prepared and reviewed by a Qualified Arborist meeting City technical 
and professional requirements and in accordance with ANSI A300 standards (CC 12.56.020).” 
Comments:  Neither the name nor credentials of the “qualified Stantec Arborist” are cited.  There are currently 
10 separate ANSI A300 Standards parts, yet no specific Part was cited.  The most applicable Part would be Part 
5 – Management of Trees & Shrubs During Site Planning, Site Development and Construction, however, there 
is no reference to a “protocol-level field survey” or a “Qualified Arborist” within that standard.  
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“The arborist field survey mapped 131 total trees, both native, non-native, and invasive, within the proposed 
Project area vicinity. Of the surveyed trees 129 were within the ASA and were identified and assessed resulting 
in identification of 33 unique species in good and excellent condition with an average good health score of 11 
Tree canopies were mapped to establish recommended Tree Protection/Avoidance Zones and are illustrated on 
Figure 2.” 
Comments:  The tree quantity is in error; there are significant errors in species identification rendering the 
species summaries suspect;  the tree health scoring system is ineffectual in determining tree condition and the 
canopies appear inaccurate rendering any assumed Tree Protection Zones insufficient. 
Pages A.1-A.15, Appendix A Photo Record:  “The Photo Record documents site conditions and trees 
tagged… ” 
Comments: In the majority of images, only a small portion of the trees are documented.  In many cases of our 
sampling, they are insufficient to illustrate tree condition or character.  It is unlikely a layperson could identify an 
individual tree from these partial images.  When combined with erroneous species identification and size data, it 
proved challenging for my team of two credentialed Consulting Arborists performing the field report for Dryad, 
LLC. 
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DRYAD, LLC TREE INVENTORY DATA SUMMARIES: 

Tree Categories Quantity Ratio Descriptions/Comments 

Total trees inventoried (Dryad, LLC) 29 22% Ratio to 131 trees inventoried by Stantec 

Total trees inventoried (Stantec) 131  
Trees nos. 47 & 48 not included in Stantec 
data table. 

Data Errors (Stantec) Quantity Ratio Descriptions/Comments 

Species errors 22 76% 
Ratio of the 29 trees inventoried by Dryad, 
LLC 

Diameter errors 18 62% 
Ratio of 29 the trees inventoried by Dryad, 
LLC 

Proximity to Construction Quantity Ratio Descriptions/Comments 

Within ATWA (removal required) 39 30% 
Tree removal required. 
(Ratio to 131 trees inventoried by Stantec) 

Close to ATWA 26 20% 
Significant construction impact likely 
(Ratio to 131 trees inventoried by Stantec and 
including three missing trees labeled A, B & C) 

Outside ATWA 69 53% 
Not likely to be impacted from construction 
(Ratio to 131 trees inventoried by Stantec) 

Species Variation & Distribution 18  - - - 
Variation of species among the 29 trees 
inventoried by Dryad, LLC. 

Common Name Quantity Ratio Botanical Name (Genus-species) 

American linden 1 3% Tilia americana 

Black oak 1 3% Quercus kelloggii 

Blue oak 1 3% Quercus douglasii 

Camellia 1 3% Camellia japonica 

Camphor 2 7% Cinnamomum camphora 

Chestnut oak 1 3% Quercus prinus (muehlenbergii) 

Chinese elm 3 10% Ulmus parvifolia 

Coast redwood 2 7% Sequoia sempervirens 

Flowering ornamental pear 1 3% Pyrus calleryana 

Japanese privet 2 7% Ligustrum japonica 

London plane 1 3% Platanus x hispanica 

Pecan 1 3% Carya illinoensis 

Pin oak 2 7% Quercus palustris 

Red oak 1 3% Quercus rubra 

Sawleaf zelkova 2 7% Zelkova serrata 

Siberian elm 4 14% Ulmus pumila 

Sweetgum 2 7% Liquidambar styraciflua 

Valley oak 1 3% Quercus lobata 
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DRYAD, LLC TREE INVENTORY & DATA: 

Tree 
 No 

Common 
name 

Genus-species 

Trunk diameter (ins.) Canopy (ft.)
5
 

ATWA Conflict
status 

Species 
error 

(Stantec) 

Diameter 
error (>10%) 

(Stantec
8
) 

Comments 
1 2 3 4 5 

Calculated
total

14
 

N E S W 

1 London plane 
Platanus x 
hispanica 

39.5 39.5 48 54 63 41 Close   Yes Yes

4 Blue oak Quercus douglasii 10.5 10.5 17 14 19 22 Outside Yes Yes

5 Sweetgum 
Liquidambar 
styraciflua 

35.5 35.5 22 25 32 33 Outside Yes Yes

6 Chestnut oak Quercus prinus 4.0 4.0 9 9 8 8 Within Yes 
Quercus 
muehlenbergii 

7 Chinese elm Ulmus parvifolia 27.5 27.5 23 22 28 25 Close   Yes Yes

10 Chinese elm Ulmus parvifolia 20.0 20.0 24 27 24 16 Within Yes Yes

11 Chinese elm Ulmus parvifolia 28.5 28.5 25 34 20 34 Within Yes Yes

13 Coast redwood 
Sequoia 
sempervirens 

46.5 46.5 22 30 32 28 Within Yes

14 Sweetgum 
Liquidambar 
styraciflua 

9.0 9.0 13 12 12 12 Within Yes Yes

15 Red oak Quercus rubra 11.0 11.0 22 21 19 19 Outside Yes Yes

29 Valley oak Quercus lobata 14.0 14.0 22 23 26 21 Within Yes Yes

30 Pin oak Quercus palustris 16.0 16.0 25 29 27 25 Within Yes Yes

31 Siberian elm Ulmus pumila 42.0 42.0 16 22 34 19 Within Yes Yes

32 Siberian elm Ulmus pumila 41.0 41.0 20 33 32 31 Within Yes Yes

34 Black oak Quercus kelloggii 33.5 33.5 30 38 46 29 Outside Yes

80 Siberian elm Ulmus pumila 42.5 42.5 31 42 41 44 Within Yes

81 Siberian elm Ulmus pumila 32.5 32.5 33 30 43 35 Within Yes

93 American linden Tilia americana 20.5 20.5 21 26 30 19 Outside Yes

95 Sawleaf zelkova Zelkova serrata 26.5 26.5 22 29 31 30 Outside Yes

96 Sawleaf zelkova Zelkova serrata 29.0 29.0 34 27 34 26 Outside Yes

97 Pecan Carya illinoensis 31.5 31.5 47 34 35 40 Outside Yes

117 Coast redwood 
Sequoia 
sempervirens 

28.0 28.0 16 17 18 16 Within

118 Camellia Camellia japonica 2.5 2.5 5 4 4 4 Close   Yes 

119 Japanese privet Ligustrum japonica 11.0 10.0 7.5 6.5 23.0 18 17 12 21 Close   Yes Yes (+ 6.5) 

120 Japanese privet Ligustrum japonica 14.0 12.5 10.0 8.0 6.5 32.5 18 17 15 22 Within Yes Yes (+8+6.5) 

122 
Flowering 
ornamental pear 

Pyrus calleryana 8.5 20.0 8.5 22.8 28 22 26 29 Close   Yes Yes
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Tree 
 No 

Common 
name 

Genus-species 

Trunk diameter (ins.) Canopy (ft.)
5
 

ATWA Conflict
status 

Species 
error 

(Stantec) 

Diameter 
error (>10%) 

(Stantec
8
) 

Comments 
1 2 3 4 5 

Calculated
total

14
 

N E S W 

A Camphor 
Cinnamomum 
camphora 

39.5 39.5 27 43 35 13 Close   
(diameter @ 36”) 
(not included in 
Stantec data) 

B Camphor 
Cinnamomum 
camphora 

43.5 43.5 15 29 33 41 Close   
(diameter @ 36”) 
(not included in 
Stantec data) 

C Pin oak Quercus palustris 47.0 47.0 31 37 31 39 Close   
 (not included in 
Stantec data) 
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Tree Location Diagram 
For location only; not to scale.  Modified from 
a Google earth® aerial image. 

O1-280

zpope
Line



35570 Palomares Rd. 
Castro Valley CA 94552 

PHONE:  (510) 538-6000 
FAX:  (510) 538-6001 
E-MAIL:  tyoung@dryadllc.com 
WEB SITE:  www.dryadllc.com 

Dryad,	LLC

June 1, 2018 
Torrey Young, Dryad, LLC 
18018-50036 Brown Rudnick (McKinley Park) 

Page 12 of 27 
O1-281

zpope
Line



35570 Palomares Rd. 
Castro Valley CA 94552 

PHONE:  (510) 538-6000 
FAX:  (510) 538-6001 
E-MAIL:  tyoung@dryadllc.com 
WEB SITE:  www.dryadllc.com 

Dryad,	LLC

June 1, 2018 
Torrey Young, Dryad, LLC 
18018-50036 Brown Rudnick (McKinley Park) 

Page 13 of 27 

STATUS OF CONFLICT WITH CONSTRUCTION (ATWA): 

ATWA Conflict Status ATWA Conflict Status ATWA Conflict Status 

Tree no. Within Close Outside Tree no. Within Close Outside Tree no. Within Close Outside 

1 X 45 X 89 X 

2 X 46 X 90 X 

3 X 47 X 91 X 

4 X 48 X 92 X 

5 X 49 X 93 X 

6 X 50 X 94 X 

7 X 51 X 95 X 

8 X 52 X 96 X 

9 X 53 X 97 X 

10 X 54 X 98 X 

11 X 55 X 99 X 

12 X 56 X 100 X 

13 X 57 X 101 X 

14 X 58 X 102 X 

15 X 59 X 103 X 

16 X 60 X 104 X 

17 X 61 X 105 X 

18 X 62 X 106 X 

19 X 63 X 107 X 

20 X 64 X 108 X 

21 X 65 X 109 X 

22 X 66 X 110 X 

23 X 67 X 111 X 

24 X 68 X 112 X 

25 X 69 X 113 X 

26 X 70 X 114 X 

27 X 71 X 115 X 

28 X 72 X 116 X 

29 X 73 X 117 X 

30 X 74 X 118 X 

31 X 75 X 119 X 

32 X 76 X 120 X 

33 X 77 X 121 X 

34 X 78 X 122 X 

35 X 79 X 123 X 

36 X 80 X 124 X 

37 X 81 X 125 X 

38 X 82 X 126 X 

39 X 83 X 127 X 

40 X 84 X 128 X 

41 X 85 X 129 X 

42 X 86 X 130 X 

43 X 87 X 131 X 

44 X 88 X 
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IMAGES OF EXAMPLES
4
 TREES FROM DRYAD, LLC INVENTORY: 

 
 
  Tree no. 1 

London plane (Platanus x hispanica) 
Located in close proximity to ATWA. 
Stantec species identification and diameter in error. 
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Tree no. 5 
Sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua)  
Located outside the ATWA. 
Stantec species identification and diameter in error. 
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Tree no. 14 
Sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua)  
Located within the ATWA (removal required). 
Stantec species identification and diameter in error. 
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Tree no. 29 
Valley oak (Quercus lobata)  
Located within the ATWA (removal required). 
Stantec species identification and diameter in error. 
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Tree no. 30 
Pin oak (Quercus palustris)  
Located within the ATWA (removal required). 
Stantec species identification and diameter in error. 
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Tree no. 80 
Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila) 
Located within the ATWA (removal required). 
Stantec species identification error. 
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Tree no. 117 
Coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) 
Located within the ATWA (removal required).
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Tree no. 118 
Camellia (Camellia japonica) 
Located in close proximity to the ATWA. 
Stantec species identification in error. 
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Tree no. C 
Pin oak (Quercus palustris)  
Located in close proximity to the ATWA. 
Not include in Stantec data or numbered on maps. 
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This letter report comprises my report of my opinions, within stated limitations from my review of the cited 
documents and field inspection of the site and a sampling of the subject trees

1
. 

 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
 
Torrey Young 
Registered Consulting Arborist® 
 
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist, no. 282 
ISA Board Certified Master Arborist, no. WE-0131BM 
CUFC Certified Urban Forester, no. 121 
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified 
CA P.C. Qualified License, no. 104772 
CA Contractors License no. 363372 (C-27 & D-49; inactive) 
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ENDNOTES:   
                                                      
1
 My inspection and this review report is not intended as a thorough and complete review of all project trees, all trees in the park, or the 

provided EIR documents.  Further, I am not qualified nor do I intend to render judgments on the EIR as a whole, nor compliance or 
adequacy relative to CEQA requirements. 
2
 I was assisted in field data collection by Katie J. Krebs, Consulting Arborist and ISA Certified Arborist no. WE-8731A, ISA Tree Risk 

Assessment Qualified. 
3
 Arborist Disclosure Statement:  Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge training and experience to examine 

trees, recommend measures to enhance their health and beauty and to attempt to reduce the risk of living near trees.  Clients may choose 
to accept or disregard the recommendations of the arborist or to seek additional advice.  Trees and other plantlife are living, changing 
organisms affected by innumerable factors beyond our control.  Trees fail in ways and because of conditions we do not fully understand.  
Arborists cannot detect or anticipate every condition or event that could possibly lead to the structural failure of a tree.  Conditions are often 
hidden within the trees and below ground.  Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy or safe under all circumstances, for any 
specific period or when a tree or its parts may fail.  Further, remedial treatments, as with any treatment or therapy, cannot be guaranteed.  
Treatment, pruning, bracing and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of the arborists skills and usual services 
such as the boundaries of properties, property ownership, site lines, neighbor disputes and agreements and other issues.  Therefore, 
arborists cannot consider such issues unless complete and accurate information is disclosed in a timely fashion.  Then, the arborist can be 
expected, reasonably, to rely upon the completeness and accuracy of the information provided.  Trees can be managed but not controlled.  
To live near trees, regardless of their condition, is to accept some degree of risk.  Tree removal is the only way to eliminate the risks 
associated with trees.    
4
 Every tree inventoried by Dryad, LLC was photographed.  Images not included in this report are on file at the office of Dryad, LLC. 

5
 Canopy radius measurements by Dryad, LLC were taken with a laser rangefinder/hypsometer (TruPulse 360R).  Diameters were 

measured via calculating diameter tape measurement of circumference.   Diameters recorded by Dryad, LLC were measured and calculated 
as per the Sacramento City Code, Title 12 STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES, Chapter 12.56 TREE PLANTING, 
MAINTENANCE, AND CONSERVATION, 12.56.020 Definitions:  “Diameter at standard height” or “DSH,” means the diameter of a tree 
measured at four and one-half feet above natural grade, except as specified below. The diameter shall be calculated by using the following 
formula: diameter = circumference/3.14. A. For a tree that branches at or below four and one-half feet, DSH means the diameter at the 
narrowest point between the grade and the branching point. B. For a tree with a common root system that branches at the ground, DSH 
means the sum of the diameter of the largest trunk and one-half the cumulative diameter of the remaining trunks at four and one-half feet 
above natural grade.”   
6
 Due to the absence of the species-defining acorns, and the tendency for oaks species to hybridize both naturally and artificially (by 

humans), several oak species (Genus Quercus) were identified according to present, dominate characteristics.  The identification of these 
few trees was substantiated via sample images sent to Dr. Matt Ritter, Professor, Cal Poly Biological Sciences Department, College of 
Science and Mathematics on 05/29/2018. 
7
 Tree numbers and locations were gleaned from the EIR Arborist Report (Appendix C) data table and confirmed with the included partial 

photographs.  Locations were recorded in the field via GPS (Global Positioning System) with a Garmin 64 or 64st GPS device, described by 
the manufacturers as accurate to within 9 meters.  Accuracy may vary due to weather, canopy cover, etc.  This data is intended only to 
assist with tree location is not intended to be of survey precision.  These locations are represented on the enclosed Google earth® aerial 
image. 
8
 Stantec Arborist Report, page 2, Abbreviations, DSH:  “Diameter at Standard Height  (Note: For the purpose of this Study the acronym 

DSH has been adopted in lieu of Diameter at Breast Height [DBH] to be consistent with County and City standards and references).” 
9
 Sacramento City Code, Title 12 STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES, Chapter 12.56 TREE PLANTING, MAINTENANCE, AND 

CONSERVATION, 12.56.020 
10

 American National Standards Institute, Tree, Shrub and Woody Plant Management Standard Practices, Management of Trees & Shrubs 
During Site Planning, Site Development and Construction, American National Standards Institute (ANSI A300 Part 5-2012) 
11

 ANSI A300 Part 5, 52. Definitions, 52.8. 
12

 Acute-angle attachments (crotches):  Branch/limb, limb/trunk, or codominant trunks originating at acute angles from each other.  Bark 

remains between such crotches, preventing the development of a branch-bark ridge (branch collar).  The inherent weakness of such 
attachments increases with time, through the pressure of opposing growth and increasing weight of wood and foliage, frequently resulting in 
failure.   
13

 Heading cut:  A pruning cut that removes a branch, limb or stem between nodes, buds or laterals, or a lateral branch or limb not large 

enough to assume the terminal role (less than ½ -
1
/3  the diameter of parent limb/stem).  Such cuts can result in death of the limb, decay, 

and/or forcing growth of weakly attached upright sprouts out below the cut.  They also frequently result in permanent alteration of tree 
architecture.    
ANSI A300 Part 1 – Pruning, 2017:  “heading:   Type of reduction cut made between nodes (leaving a stub), to a small branch or to a bud. 
Heading:  Pruning cut that removes a branch or stem between nodes (leaving a stub), to a bud, or to a live branch typically less than one-
third the diameter of the branch or stem being removed.” 
14

 Diameters were measured and calculated as per the Sacramento City Code, Title 12 STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES, 

Chapter 12.56 TREE PLANTING, MAINTENANCE, AND CONSERVATION, 12.56.020 Definitions:  “Diameter at standard height” or “DSH,” 
means the diameter of a tree measured at four and one-half feet above natural grade, except as specified below. The diameter shall be 
calculated by using the following formula: diameter = circumference/3.14.A.For a tree that branches at or below four and one-half feet, DSH 
means the diameter at the narrowest point between the grade and the branching point.B. For a tree with a common root system that 
branches at the ground, DSH means the sum of the diameter of the largest trunk and one-half the cumulative diameter of the remaining 
trunks at four and one-half feet above natural grade.” 
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18018‐50036

June 1, 2018 
 
Stephen Cook 
Brown Rudnick, LLP 
2211 Michelson Drive 7th Floor 
Irvine, CA 92612 
 
Mr. Cook, 
 
I am writing in response to a request from your office (Shoshana Kaiser) for a review of Environmental Impact 
(EIR) documents and the site addressed in those documents.  Specifically, I was asked to review and report on 
the arboricultural aspects of an EIR report from Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. on the City of Sacramento 
McKinley Water Vault project and the site, McKinley Park in the City of Sacramento, CA. 
 
My assignment was to review various documents and evaluate arboricultural information, inspect the site, and 
review data relative to the Arborist Report (Appendix C) of the Stantec EIR.  My assignment was limited to a 
single, overview inspection of the project area and selected trees as a sampling of the trees (131) cited in the 
EIR

1
. 

 
I have reviewed the following documents and resources: 

1. Draft Environmental Impact Report, McKinley Water Vault project, Project no. X14010104, Sch no. 
2017062015, Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., April 2018 (including Appx. C, Arborist Report, 10/10/17). 

2. Stantec Figure 2.4-2 Trees Surveyed, Modified by Terra Nova Planning & Research, Inc., 5/17/18. 
3. Stantec Figure ES4-1, Project Footprint, Modified by Terra Nova Planning & Research, Inc., 5/17/18. 
4. McKinley Park via Google earth® and Google Maps® (Historical Street View® images). 

 
On May 25, 2018, I inspected

2, 3
, photographed

4
, measured

5
, identified

6
 and located

7
 a sampling of 29 trees at 

various locations surrounding the proposed project construction area.  To facilitate identification of individual 
trees, I referenced the tree numbers as contained in the data table of the Arborist Report (Appendix C) of the 
Stantec EIR.  Trees were located on site from the locations mapped in the EIR Arborist Report (Appendix C) 
data table and confirmed using the included partial photographs. 
 
For the purposes of my evaluation and this review report, I assumed the provided, modified site diagrams (Terra 
Nova Planning & Research, Inc., 5/17/18) to be accurate.  For construction area comments, I reference the 
Adjusted Temporary Work Area (ATWA) as delineated in these documents. 

 
SUMMARY:  Based upon my document review and inspection of the site and data, it is my opinion that the 
arboricultural information contained in the EIR is substantially inaccurate and therefore, related summaries and 
references are also inaccurate and conclusions misleading.  Example data errors (summarized) are as follows: 

 29 trees selected from the Stantec Arborist Report were inspected and inventoried by Dryad, LLC. 

 22 of these 29 trees (76%) were incorrectly named (species) in the EIR. 

 18 of these 29 trees (62%) had recorded diameters
8
 that were incorrect by at least 10% and as much as 

250% (<=10% not considered in error). 

 39 trees of the 131 numbered in the EIR appear to be in direct conflict with construction and will likely 
require removal. 

 26 additional trees (20%) of the 131 numbered in the EIR appear to be in close proximity to construction 
(ATWA) and will likely be severely impacted, requiring removal or severe pruning for clearance.  Three of 
these (labeled A, B & C) are not listed in the Stantec data. 

 The remaining 69 trees (53%) of the 131 numbered in the EIR are well outside the ATWA perimeter, yet 
not all the trees in the park were included.  Their inclusion was not explained and appears unnecessary, 
therefore distorting the proportion of the inventoried trees that will likely be undisturbed. 

 129 trees are cited as included in the EIR tree inventory, but 131 trees are numbered on the diagrams 
(Arborist Report, Fig. 2, pg. 20; EIR, Fig. 2.4.2, pg. 2.4.14).  Trees nos. 47 and 48 (southwest corner) are 
missing from the inventory data. 
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Absent from the EIR and the Arborist Report is any reference identifying trees that might be removed or be 
impacted by construction.  No tree protection recommendations are included for individual trees other than the 
generic measures listed under “5.3 Recommendations” (Arborist Report, pg. 24).  There is no discussion of how 
the included tree health scoring might be relevant to construction impacts.  The tree health scoring system is, in 
my opinion, deficient for assessing tree condition, ineffective for tree management, and therefore the results are 
misleading.  These characterizations are enhanced by the substantial data errors misrepresenting many species 
and tree sizes. 
 
It is my opinion, based upon the documents cited and within the limitations of my field assessments, that the 
arboricultural aspects of this EIR are neither reliably accurate nor sufficient to assess the potential impact of 
construction on the McKinley Park trees.  They are insufficient to determine which trees might be at risk, 
requiring removal, severe pruning, or substantial protection.  They are insufficient to ascertain the current 
condition of the trees or the impact of tree loss on the character of the park and the surrounding community. 
 
 

           

 
 

REVIEW COMMENTS, STANTEC DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) 
 

Draft Environmental Impact Report, McKinley Water Vault project, Project no. X14010104, Sch no. 2017062015, 
Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., April 2018: 
 
Page ES.viii, ES.4 Proposed Project Details:  “A maximum constructed 300-feet wide by 350-feet long offline 
storage facility... ” 
Comments:  Each of the EIR figures below delineates, apparently in error, the Offline Storage Facility as 255’ x 
300’.  However, the two adjusted diagrams (Terra Nova Planning & Research, Inc.) as well as my rough 
calculations via Google earth® measurements, indicate the represented area to be significantly larger than 
represented in the EIR: 

 Figure ES4-1 Project Footprint 

 Figure 2.3-1 Project Footprint 

 Figure 2.4-1 Onsite Potential Access Routes and Staging Access 

 Figure 2.4-2 Trees Surveyed 
 
Page 2.4.11, 2.4.1.1 On-Site Construction Access and Staging Areas: “Staging areas were designated to 
avoid impacts to trees, the public…” 
Comments:  The Staging Area delineated at the north end of the ATWA would require removal of or severely 
affect at least ten trees (nos. 68, 80-89). 
 
Page 3.1.8, Project Operation:  “A total of 129 trees are located within the proposed Project site, including 
access and staging areas…” 
Comments:  129 trees are cited as included in the EIR tree inventory, but 131 trees are numbered on the 
diagram.  Trees nos. 47 and 48 (southwest corner) are missing from the inventory data.  69 trees of the 131 
numbered in the EIR are well outside the ATWA perimeter.  Their inclusion was not explained therefore 
distorting the proportion of the inventoried trees that are to be undisturbed. 
 
“… the proposed Project has been designed to avoid removal and/or pruning of these trees. Project construction 
activities and access to the site could require removal or pruning of a small number of trees to accommodate 
movement of large construction equipment but no tree removal is required to accommodate the construction or 
operation of permanent Project features.” 
Comments:  This is an understatement of the impacts on trees.   

 39 trees of the 131 numbered in the EIR appear to be in direct conflict with construction and will require 
removal.   

 26 (including A, B,& C). trees of the 131 numbered in the EIR appear to be in close proximity to 
construction and will likely be severely impacted and may require severe pruning for clearance.
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“Additionally, MM AES-1 would be implemented to further limit tree removal” 
Comments:   

 MM AES-1 (page 3.1.9, 3.1.4 Mitigation Measures), cites only “The City shall follow compliance with the 
City’s tree ordinance for removal of City trees.”  It is unclear how the City’s tree ordinance

9
 would be 

implemented to further limit tree removal, except that it states “12.56.040 Removal of city trees - Public 
projects. A. Whenever feasible, the city shall modify the design of public projects to avoid the removal or 
damage to city trees.  Compliance with the City tree ordinance alone cannot be assured of limiting tree 
removal as it is also a vehicle to remove trees. 

 
Page 3.3.6, Policy ER 2.1.8 Oak Woodlands:  “The City shall preserve and protect oak woodlands, heritage 
oaks, and/or significant stands of oak trees in the city that provide habitat for common native, and special-status 
wildlife species, and shall address all adverse impacts on oak woodlands in accordance with the City’s Heritage 
Tree Ordinance.” 
Comments:  This is an inaccurate citation of the City of Sacramento Environmental Resources document 
adopted in 2009.  The City’s Heritage Tree Ordinance no longer exists, as per Ordinance no. 2016-0026 
adopted August 4, 2016.  The current ordinance

9
 does not include, reference, or define “Heritage Trees”. 

 
Page 3.3.6, Policy ER 3.1.3 Trees of Significance: “The City shall require the retention of City trees and 
Heritage Trees by promoting stewardship of such trees and ensuring that the design of development projects 
provides for the retention of these trees wherever possible. Where tree removal cannot be avoided, the City 
shall require tree replacement or appropriate remediation.” 
Comments:  This is an inaccurate citation of the City of Sacramento Environmental Resources document 
adopted in 2009.  The City’s Heritage Tree Ordinance no longer exists, as per Ordinance no. 2016-0026 
adopted August 4, 2016.  The current ordinance

9 
does not include, reference or define “Heritage Trees”. 

 
Pg. 3.3.9, Field Studies & Table 3.3.1:  “On April 27 and August 22, 2017, a qualified Stantec Arborist/ 
Botanist and a qualified Stantec Biologist conducted comprehensive arborist field surveys while making general 
reconnaissance observation surveys for rare plants, special-status wildlife, and associated habitat.” 
Comments:  Neither the name nor credentials of the “qualified Stantec Arborist” are cited.  Based upon the rate 
of species error discovered in the Dryad, LLC inventory of 29 trees, the species identified in this table are not 
reliable. 
 
Page 3.3.20, Impact BIO-5 Analysis:  “The proposed Project was designed to avoid and minimize potential 
impacts to trees to the maximum extent feasible. However, during construction, it is anticipated that site access 
would require the trimming of or work within the dripline (or “protection zone”) of trees protected by the City 
ordinance… The proposed Project is not anticipated to require tree removal,” 
Comments:  My review of the documents numbered 2 and 3 above indicates that at least 39 trees will need to 
be removed and about 26 (including A, B,& C) others are so close to the proposed work area (ATWA) that 
significant impact is likely.  If these 26 survive, it is likely severe pruning will be required for clearance purposes.  
It is not possible to reasonably replace or restore the many trees that are mature and very large. 
 
Pg. 5.5.13, Finding: Less than Cumulatively Significant:  “… the potential contribution to the cumulative 
biological resource impact to special status species, wetlands, migratory corridors, and trees, is not considered 
cumulatively considerable, because the proposed Project was designed and adjusted to avoid and minimize 
impacts to biological resources. Additionally, the proposed Project would greatly offset potential biological 
resources impacts through protective measures such as tree protection and avoidance.” 
Comments:  My review of the documents numbered 2 and 3 above suggests that at least 39 trees will need to 
be removed and about 26 others are so close to the proposed work area (ATWA) that significant impact is likely.  
If these 26 survive, it is likely that significant pruning will be required for clearance purposes.  It is not possible to 
reasonably replace or restore many of these trees that are mature and very large. 
 
Pg. 5.5.13, Finding: Less than Cumulatively Considerable:  “The combined impacts of planned projects 
would not result in a significant impact to biological resources. The proposed Project does not add a 
cumulatively considerable impact to the combined proposed Project baseline. Therefore, no mitigation is 
necessary for cumulative impacts.” 
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Comments:  My review of the documents numbered 2 and 3 above suggests that at least 39 trees will need to 
be removed and about 26 others are so close to the proposed work area (ATWA) that significant impact is likely.  
If these 26 survive, it is likely significant pruning will be required for clearance purposes.  It is not possible to 
reasonably replace or restore the many of these trees that are mature and very large.   
 
 

           
 
 

REVIEW COMMENTS,  ARBORIST REPORT (APPENDIX C) 
 

Draft Environmental Impact Report, McKinley Water Vault project, Project no. X14010104, Sch no. 2017062015, 
Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., April 2018: 
 
Page 4, 1.0 Introduction:  “The purpose of this Arborist Report (Report) is to provide geographical location, 
tree health assessments, and a general summary of the existing trees that occur within and near the proposed 
McKinley Water Vault Project (Project).” 
Comment:  There is no reference or data included as to trees that will need to be removed or will otherwise be 
affected by construction.  Without that assessment, no reasonable assumptions can be made about project 
impacts on the character of the park.  Although not all trees within the park were inventoried by Stantec, 69 
trees of the 131 numbered in the EIR are well outside the ATWA perimeter.  Their inclusion distorts the 
perception of trees that are undisturbed and renders data summaries skewed. 
 
“Following completion of construction, the area would be returned to its original condition.” 
Comment:  My review of the documents numbered 2 and 3 above suggests that at least 39 trees will need to be 
removed and about 26 others are so close to the proposed work area (ATWA) that significant impact is likely.  If 
these 26 survive, it is likely significant pruning will be required for clearance purposes.  It is not possible to 
reasonably replace or restore the many of these trees that are mature and very large. 
 
“The purpose of this Arborist Report (Report) is to provide geographical location, tree health assessments, and 
a general summary of the existing trees that occur within and near the proposed McKinley Water Vault Project 
(Project).” 
Comments:  Although locations appear reasonably accurate, errors in the tree measurements and species 
combined with the weaknesses of the health assessment system render summaries inaccurate and/or 
misleading.   
 
Page 10, 3.0 Methods:  “A Stantec qualified arborist…” 
Comment:  Two separate surveys are cited, but the “qualified arborist(s) are not named nor any credentials 
cited, rendering their qualifications to assess these trees undeterminable. 
 
“Each tree location within the ASA was mapped with a sub-meter Trimble Geo XH Global Positioning System 
(GPS) for its geographic location and canopy extent to establish the baseline for the tree protection zone (CC 
section 12.56) to inform engineering proposed Project design efforts.” 
Comment:  Tree canopies are substantially inaccurate and reflect asymmetry, suggesting tree protection based 
upon these representations (Tree Protection Zones) would result in grossly insufficient protection areas.  As per 
the cited ANSI A300 Standards

10
, establishment of a root protection zone (RPZ) “… may extend beyond the tree 

protection zone (TPZ).”
11

 
 
Pages 10-11, Table 1 Field Survey Health Assessment Parameters:  “Trees were assessed using standard 
arborist tree health metrics including species, DSH, canopy cover, bark health, new and surface growth, leaf 
color, disease (including parasites and insect infestations), and other notable characteristics.” 
Comments:   

 The scoring attributes makes no assessment of tree structure or architecture or resulting risk. 

 I am aware of no arboricultural standard, including the cited ANSI A300 Standards, which cite these listed 
parameters for assessing tree health, particularly relative to a scoring system.   
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 The scoring system combines qualitative numbers, to produce an overall, quantitative score.  This is an 
inherently inaccurate methodology for evaluation.   

 The Assessment Scores are, in my opinion, inappropriately classified.  In the case of Canopy Cover (1-4), 
a Medium Canopy of 50% is scored a 3.  A tree missing 50% of its canopy would be seriously damaged 
and not likely to survive significant construction impacts.  Likewise, Bark Health (1-4) scored 3 Fair Health 
may be missing 50% of its bark and suffer decay of roots and or the trunk (heartrot).  Either condition 
would likely indicate a tree at serious risk of failure.  In my opinion, these rating definitions are ineffectual 
in evaluating tree condition. 

 Several factors are scored only as Present or Not Present (1 or 0).  In the case of Disease, many plant 
diseases are innocuous while others are deadly and untreatable.  In my opinion, not differentiating results 
in an ineffective evaluation. 

 
Page 11, Table 2 Overall Tree Health Score Classifications: 
Comments:  Examples of ineffective scoring (from Stantec data) 
1) Tree no. 31:  

 Species: Chinese pistache 

 Diameter:  10.85 feet 

 Canopy Cover: 2 Partial Canopy 25-50% 

 Bark Health: 2 Fair Health (50-75% bark absence; some root rot and insect damage; discoloration and 
bark shape irregularities; bark sluffing) 

 New Growth: 1 (present) 

 Leaf Color: 1 Normal 

 Surface Growth: 0 Not present 

 Disease: 1 Not present 

 Parasites:  1 Not present 

 Insects: 0 Present 

 Total Health Score: 8 Good health (Intact to medium canopy cover, new growth present, minimal bark 
and leaf discoloration, some growth present, no disease, normal surface growth, minimal insect 
infestations/damage) 

Evaluation of scoring:   

 This tree is not a Chinese pistache, but a Siberian elm. 

 The trunk diameter is not 10 feet, but 42 inches. 

 From the scoring system, this tree may have only 25% intact canopy, 50% of the bark missing, root rot 
and sluffing bark, yet results in an evaluation of “good health”.   

 By my observation, the tree has wounds from previous limb failures, weak structure in the form of acute-
angle attachments

12
 of stems and limbs and profuse decay at multiple heading cuts

13
, all critical elements 

not scored in this health scoring system.  
 
2) Tree no. 32:  

 Species: black locust. 

 Diameter:  10.74 feet 

 Canopy Cover: 3 Partial Canopy 25-50% 

 Bark Health: 3 Good Health (25-50% bark absence; some root or heart rot present; bark only missing 
from tree limbs).  

 New Growth: 1 (present) 

 Leaf Color: 1 Normal 

 Surface Growth: 0 Not present 

 Disease: 1 Not present 

 Parasites:  1 Not present 

 Insects: 0 Present 

 Total Health Score: 10 Excellent Health (Intact and full canopy, healthy new growth present, no surface 
growth, excellent bark and leaf health, no disease present) 

Evaluation of scoring:   

 This tree is not a black locust but a Siberian elm. 
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 The trunk diameter is not 11 feet, but 41 inches. 

 From the scoring system, this tree may have only 50% intact canopy, 50% of the bark missing, root rot 
and sluffing bark, yet results in an evaluation of “excellent health”.   

 By my observation, the tree has wounds from previous limb failures, weak structure in the form of acute-
angle attachments of stems and limbs, and profuse decay at multiple heading cuts and profuse decay. All 
are critical elements not included in this health scoring system.  

 
Page 12, 4.0 Results:  “The arborist field survey mapped and assessed 129 total trees within the ASA…” 
Comments:  131 trees are numbered on the included map (Figure 2, Arborist Study Results).  Tree numbers 47 
and 48 are missing from the data table (pg. 16).  
 
Pages 12-13, Table 3 Observed Tree Species:   
Comments:  The high rate of error (76%) as determined by the Dryad, LLC inventory (29 trees) renders this 
table inevitably inaccurate and therefore misleading as to the character of McKinley Park and requirements to 
protect its trees.  There are no universal definitions for “native, non-native, and invasive”, and no specific 
definitions are referenced in this document.  Designations are questionable.  Examples : 

 American sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), deemed “native”:  The species is native to the Eastern United 
States, not to California or the Sacramento Valley. 

 CA coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), deemed “native”:  The species is native to California and the 
Pacific Northwest but not the Sacramento Valley. 

 Black cottonwood, “native”:   The species is native to Alaska to Southern California but not the 
Sacramento Valley. 

 London plane tree botanical name is in error, cited as Platanus x acerifolia, which is correctly Platanus x 
hispanica.  Listed correctly as “non-native”.   

 London planetree is listed a second time as “London planetree; American sycamore (Platanus x 
acerifolia; Platanus occidentalis)”, but this time listed as “native”.  While it is unclear what species is being 
referred to, neither are native to California.  London Plane is native to Spain, and a hybrid between 
Platanus occidentalis × Platanus orientalis.  Platanus occidentalis or American sycamore, is not native to 
California but the Eastern United States.  

 
Pages 14-20, Table 4 Tree Inventory Study Results:   
Comments:  There are substantial data errors in this table, including: 

 Two trees numbered on the map are missing from the data table (nos. 47 & 48)  

 Of the 29 trees sampled by Dryad, LLC, 76% (22 trees) were incorrectly identified (Common name and/or 
botanical name) 

 Of the 29 trees sampled by Dryad, LLC, 62% (18 trees) cited diameters that were in error by at least 10% 
and as much as almost 250%. 

 Three major trees, labeled A, B & C in the Dryad, LLC data table and labeled aerial image, likely to be 
significantly impacted by construction, are missing from the Stantec inventory and maps.    

 Tree canopies are substantially inaccurate and reflect asymmetry, suggesting tree protection based upon 
these representations (Tree Protection Zones) would result in grossly insufficient protection areas.  As per 
the cited ANSI A300 Standards

11
, establishment of a root protection zone (RPZ) “… may extend beyond 

the tree protection zone (TPZ). 
 
Page 22, 5.0 Conclusions, 5.1 Results Summary:  “Qualified Stantec professionals conducted a protocol-level 
field survey on April 27, 2017 and a follow-up survey on August 22, 2017 in accordance with American National 
Standard for Tree Care Operations—Tree, Shrub and Other Woody Plant Maintenance-Standard Practices 
(ANSI A300 standards). The Report was prepared and reviewed by a Qualified Arborist meeting City technical 
and professional requirements and in accordance with ANSI A300 standards (CC 12.56.020).” 
Comments:  Neither the name nor credentials of the “qualified Stantec Arborist” are cited.  There are currently 
10 separate ANSI A300 Standards parts, yet no specific Part was cited.  The most applicable Part would be Part 
5 – Management of Trees & Shrubs During Site Planning, Site Development and Construction, however, there 
is no reference to a “protocol-level field survey” or a “Qualified Arborist” within that standard.  
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“The arborist field survey mapped 131 total trees, both native, non-native, and invasive, within the proposed 
Project area vicinity. Of the surveyed trees 129 were within the ASA and were identified and assessed resulting 
in identification of 33 unique species in good and excellent condition with an average good health score of 11 
Tree canopies were mapped to establish recommended Tree Protection/Avoidance Zones and are illustrated on 
Figure 2.” 
Comments:  The tree quantity is in error; there are significant errors in species identification rendering the 
species summaries suspect;  the tree health scoring system is ineffectual in determining tree condition and the 
canopies appear inaccurate rendering any assumed Tree Protection Zones insufficient. 
Pages A.1-A.15, Appendix A Photo Record:  “The Photo Record documents site conditions and trees 
tagged… ” 
Comments: In the majority of images, only a small portion of the trees are documented.  In many cases of our 
sampling, they are insufficient to illustrate tree condition or character.  It is unlikely a layperson could identify an 
individual tree from these partial images.  When combined with erroneous species identification and size data, it 
proved challenging for my team of two credentialed Consulting Arborists performing the field report for Dryad, 
LLC. 
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DRYAD, LLC TREE INVENTORY DATA SUMMARIES: 
 

Tree Categories Quantity Ratio Descriptions/Comments 

Total trees inventoried (Dryad, LLC) 29 22% Ratio to 131 trees inventoried by Stantec 

Total trees inventoried (Stantec) 131   
Trees nos. 47 & 48 not included in Stantec 
data table. 

  

Data Errors (Stantec) Quantity Ratio Descriptions/Comments 

Species errors 22 76% 
Ratio of the 29 trees inventoried by Dryad, 
LLC 

Diameter errors 18 62% 
Ratio of 29 the trees inventoried by Dryad, 
LLC 

  

Proximity to Construction Quantity Ratio Descriptions/Comments 

Within ATWA (removal required) 39 30% 
Tree removal required. 
(Ratio to 131 trees inventoried by Stantec) 

Close to ATWA 26 20% 
Significant construction impact likely 
(Ratio to 131 trees inventoried by Stantec and 
including three missing trees labeled A, B & C) 

Outside ATWA 69 53% 
Not likely to be impacted from construction 
(Ratio to 131 trees inventoried by Stantec) 

  

Species Variation & Distribution 18  - - - 
Variation of species among the 29 trees 
inventoried by Dryad, LLC. 

Common Name Quantity Ratio Botanical Name (Genus-species) 

American linden 1 3% Tilia americana 

Black oak 1 3% Quercus kelloggii 

Blue oak 1 3% Quercus douglasii 

Camellia 1 3% Camellia japonica 

Camphor 2 7% Cinnamomum camphora 

Chestnut oak 1 3% Quercus prinus (muehlenbergii) 

Chinese elm 3 10% Ulmus parvifolia 

Coast redwood 2 7% Sequoia sempervirens 

Flowering ornamental pear 1 3% Pyrus calleryana 

Japanese privet 2 7% Ligustrum japonica 

London plane 1 3% Platanus x hispanica 

Pecan 1 3% Carya illinoensis 

Pin oak 2 7% Quercus palustris 

Red oak 1 3% Quercus rubra 

Sawleaf zelkova 2 7% Zelkova serrata 

Siberian elm 4 14% Ulmus pumila 

Sweetgum 2 7% Liquidambar styraciflua 

Valley oak 1 3% Quercus lobata 
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DRYAD, LLC TREE INVENTORY & DATA: 
 

Tree 
 No 

Common 
name 

Genus-species 

Trunk diameter (ins.) Canopy (ft.)
5
 

ATWA Conflict
status 

Species 
error 

(Stantec) 

Diameter 
error (>10%) 

(Stantec
8
) 

Comments 
1 2 3 4 5 

Calculated
total

14
 

N E S W 

1 London plane 
Platanus x 
hispanica 

39.5         39.5 48 54 63 41 Close   Yes Yes   

4 Blue oak Quercus douglasii 10.5         10.5 17 14 19 22 Outside Yes Yes   

5 Sweetgum 
Liquidambar 
styraciflua 

35.5         35.5 22 25 32 33 Outside Yes Yes   

6 Chestnut oak Quercus prinus 4.0         4.0 9 9 8 8 Within   Yes 
Quercus 
muehlenbergii 

7 Chinese elm Ulmus parvifolia 27.5         27.5 23 22 28 25 Close   Yes Yes   

10 Chinese elm Ulmus parvifolia 20.0         20.0 24 27 24 16 Within Yes Yes   

11 Chinese elm Ulmus parvifolia 28.5         28.5 25 34 20 34 Within Yes Yes   

13 Coast redwood 
Sequoia 
sempervirens 

46.5         46.5 22 30 32 28 Within   Yes   

14 Sweetgum 
Liquidambar 
styraciflua 

9.0         9.0 13 12 12 12 Within Yes Yes   

15 Red oak Quercus rubra 11.0         11.0 22 21 19 19 Outside Yes Yes   

29 Valley oak Quercus lobata 14.0         14.0 22 23 26 21 Within Yes Yes   

30 Pin oak Quercus palustris 16.0         16.0 25 29 27 25 Within Yes Yes   

31 Siberian elm Ulmus pumila 42.0         42.0 16 22 34 19 Within Yes Yes   

32 Siberian elm Ulmus pumila 41.0         41.0 20 33 32 31 Within Yes Yes   

34 Black oak Quercus kelloggii 33.5         33.5 30 38 46 29 Outside   Yes   

80 Siberian elm Ulmus pumila 42.5         42.5 31 42 41 44 Within Yes     

81 Siberian elm Ulmus pumila 32.5         32.5 33 30 43 35 Within Yes     

93 American linden Tilia americana 20.5         20.5 21 26 30 19 Outside Yes     

95 Sawleaf zelkova Zelkova serrata 26.5         26.5 22 29 31 30 Outside Yes     

96 Sawleaf zelkova Zelkova serrata 29.0         29.0 34 27 34 26 Outside Yes     

97 Pecan Carya illinoensis 31.5         31.5 47 34 35 40 Outside Yes     

117 Coast redwood 
Sequoia 
sempervirens 

28.0         28.0 16 17 18 16 Within       

118 Camellia Camellia japonica 2.5         2.5 5 4 4 4 Close   Yes     

119 Japanese privet Ligustrum japonica 11.0 10.0 7.5 6.5   23.0 18 17 12 21 Close   Yes Yes (+ 6.5) 

120 Japanese privet Ligustrum japonica 14.0 12.5 10.0 8.0 6.5 32.5 18 17 15 22 Within Yes Yes (+8+6.5) 

122 
Flowering 
ornamental pear 

Pyrus calleryana 8.5 20.0 8.5     22.8 28 22 26 29 Close   Yes Yes   
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Tree 
 No 

Common 
name 

Genus-species 

Trunk diameter (ins.) Canopy (ft.)
5
 

ATWA Conflict
status 

Species 
error 

(Stantec) 

Diameter 
error (>10%) 

(Stantec
8
) 

Comments 
1 2 3 4 5 

Calculated
total

14
 

N E S W 

A Camphor 
Cinnamomum 
camphora 

39.5         39.5 27 43 35 13 Close       
(diameter @ 36”) 
(not included in 
Stantec data) 

B Camphor 
Cinnamomum 
camphora 

43.5         43.5 15 29 33 41 Close       
(diameter @ 36”) 
(not included in 
Stantec data) 

C Pin oak Quercus palustris 47.0         47.0 31 37 31 39 Close       
 (not included in 
Stantec data) 
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Tree Location Diagram 
For location only; not to scale.  Modified from 
a Google earth® aerial image. 
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STATUS OF CONFLICT WITH CONSTRUCTION (ATWA): 
 

ATWA Conflict Status ATWA Conflict Status ATWA Conflict Status 

Tree no. Within Close Outside 
 

Tree no. Within Close Outside Tree no. Within Close Outside 

1   X   45     X 89 X     

2   X   46     X 90   X   

3     X 47     X 91   X   

4     X 48     X 92     X 

5     X 49     X 93     X 

6 X     50     X 94     X 

7   X   51     X 95     X 

8   X   52     X 96     X 

9 X     53     X 97     X 

10 X     54     X 98     X 

11 X     55     X 99     X 

12     X 56     X 100     X 

13   X   57     X 101     X 

14 X     58     X 102     X 

15     X 59     X 103     X 

16     X 60     X 104     X 

17 X     61     X 105     X 

18 X     62     X 106     X 

19     X 63     X 107     X 

20     X 64     X 108     X 

21 X     65 X     109     X 

22   X   66 X     110     X 

23 X     67 X     111     X 

24   X   68   X   112   X   

25 X     69   X   113     X 

26 X     70 X     114     X 

27   X   71 X     115 X     

28   X   72 X     116 X     

29 X     73   X   117 X     

30 X     74   X   118   X   

31 X     75     X 119   X   

32 X     76     X 120 X     

33     X 77   X   121   X   

34     X 78     X 122   X   

35     X 79     X 123   X   

36     X 80 X     124   X   

37     X 81 X     125 X     

38     X 82 X     126 X     

39     X 83 X     127 X     

40     X 84 X     128 X     

41     X 85 X     129 X     

42     X 86 X     130     X 

43     X 87     X 131     X 

44     X 88 X     
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IMAGES OF EXAMPLES
4
 TREES FROM DRYAD, LLC INVENTORY: 

 
 
  Tree no. 1 

London plane (Platanus x hispanica) 
Located in close proximity to ATWA. 
Stantec species identification and diameter in error. 
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Tree no. 5 
Sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua)  
Located outside the ATWA. 
Stantec species identification and diameter in error. 
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Tree no. 14 
Sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua)  
Located within the ATWA (removal required). 
Stantec species identification and diameter in error. 
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Tree no. 29 
Valley oak (Quercus lobata)  
Located within the ATWA (removal required). 
Stantec species identification and diameter in error. 
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Tree no. 30 
Pin oak (Quercus palustris)  
Located within the ATWA (removal required). 
Stantec species identification and diameter in error. 
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Tree no. 80 
Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila) 
Located within the ATWA (removal required). 
Stantec species identification error. 
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Tree no. 117 
Coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) 
Located within the ATWA (removal required).
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Tree no. 118 
Camellia (Camellia japonica) 
Located in close proximity to the ATWA. 
Stantec species identification in error. 
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Tree no. C 
Pin oak (Quercus palustris)  
Located in close proximity to the ATWA. 
Not include in Stantec data or numbered on maps. 
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This letter report comprises my report of my opinions, within stated limitations from my review of the cited 
documents and field inspection of the site and a sampling of the subject trees

1
. 

 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
 
Torrey Young 
Registered Consulting Arborist® 
 
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist, no. 282 
ISA Board Certified Master Arborist, no. WE-0131BM 
CUFC Certified Urban Forester, no. 121 
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified 
CA P.C. Qualified License, no. 104772 
CA Contractors License no. 363372 (C-27 & D-49; inactive) 
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ENDNOTES:   
                                                      
1
 My inspection and this review report is not intended as a thorough and complete review of all project trees, all trees in the park, or the 

provided EIR documents.  Further, I am not qualified nor do I intend to render judgments on the EIR as a whole, nor compliance or 
adequacy relative to CEQA requirements. 
2
 I was assisted in field data collection by Katie J. Krebs, Consulting Arborist and ISA Certified Arborist no. WE-8731A, ISA Tree Risk 

Assessment Qualified. 
3
 Arborist Disclosure Statement:  Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge training and experience to examine 

trees, recommend measures to enhance their health and beauty and to attempt to reduce the risk of living near trees.  Clients may choose 
to accept or disregard the recommendations of the arborist or to seek additional advice.  Trees and other plantlife are living, changing 
organisms affected by innumerable factors beyond our control.  Trees fail in ways and because of conditions we do not fully understand.  
Arborists cannot detect or anticipate every condition or event that could possibly lead to the structural failure of a tree.  Conditions are often 
hidden within the trees and below ground.  Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy or safe under all circumstances, for any 
specific period or when a tree or its parts may fail.  Further, remedial treatments, as with any treatment or therapy, cannot be guaranteed.  
Treatment, pruning, bracing and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of the arborists skills and usual services 
such as the boundaries of properties, property ownership, site lines, neighbor disputes and agreements and other issues.  Therefore, 
arborists cannot consider such issues unless complete and accurate information is disclosed in a timely fashion.  Then, the arborist can be 
expected, reasonably, to rely upon the completeness and accuracy of the information provided.  Trees can be managed but not controlled.  
To live near trees, regardless of their condition, is to accept some degree of risk.  Tree removal is the only way to eliminate the risks 
associated with trees.    
4
 Every tree inventoried by Dryad, LLC was photographed.  Images not included in this report are on file at the office of Dryad, LLC. 

5
 Canopy radius measurements by Dryad, LLC were taken with a laser rangefinder/hypsometer (TruPulse 360R).  Diameters were 

measured via calculating diameter tape measurement of circumference.   Diameters recorded by Dryad, LLC were measured and calculated 
as per the Sacramento City Code, Title 12 STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES, Chapter 12.56 TREE PLANTING, 
MAINTENANCE, AND CONSERVATION, 12.56.020 Definitions:  “Diameter at standard height” or “DSH,” means the diameter of a tree 
measured at four and one-half feet above natural grade, except as specified below. The diameter shall be calculated by using the following 
formula: diameter = circumference/3.14. A. For a tree that branches at or below four and one-half feet, DSH means the diameter at the 
narrowest point between the grade and the branching point. B. For a tree with a common root system that branches at the ground, DSH 
means the sum of the diameter of the largest trunk and one-half the cumulative diameter of the remaining trunks at four and one-half feet 
above natural grade.”   
6
 Due to the absence of the species-defining acorns, and the tendency for oaks species to hybridize both naturally and artificially (by 

humans), several oak species (Genus Quercus) were identified according to present, dominate characteristics.  The identification of these 
few trees was substantiated via sample images sent to Dr. Matt Ritter, Professor, Cal Poly Biological Sciences Department, College of 
Science and Mathematics on 05/29/2018. 
7
 Tree numbers and locations were gleaned from the EIR Arborist Report (Appendix C) data table and confirmed with the included partial 

photographs.  Locations were recorded in the field via GPS (Global Positioning System) with a Garmin 64 or 64st GPS device, described by 
the manufacturers as accurate to within 9 meters.  Accuracy may vary due to weather, canopy cover, etc.  This data is intended only to 
assist with tree location is not intended to be of survey precision.  These locations are represented on the enclosed Google earth® aerial 
image. 
8
 Stantec Arborist Report, page 2, Abbreviations, DSH:  “Diameter at Standard Height  (Note: For the purpose of this Study the acronym 

DSH has been adopted in lieu of Diameter at Breast Height [DBH] to be consistent with County and City standards and references).” 
9
 Sacramento City Code, Title 12 STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES, Chapter 12.56 TREE PLANTING, MAINTENANCE, AND 

CONSERVATION, 12.56.020 
10

 American National Standards Institute, Tree, Shrub and Woody Plant Management Standard Practices, Management of Trees & Shrubs 
During Site Planning, Site Development and Construction, American National Standards Institute (ANSI A300 Part 5-2012) 
11

 ANSI A300 Part 5, 52. Definitions, 52.8. 
12

 Acute-angle attachments (crotches):  Branch/limb, limb/trunk, or codominant trunks originating at acute angles from each other.  Bark 

remains between such crotches, preventing the development of a branch-bark ridge (branch collar).  The inherent weakness of such 
attachments increases with time, through the pressure of opposing growth and increasing weight of wood and foliage, frequently resulting in 
failure.   
13

 Heading cut:  A pruning cut that removes a branch, limb or stem between nodes, buds or laterals, or a lateral branch or limb not large 

enough to assume the terminal role (less than ½ -
1
/3  the diameter of parent limb/stem).  Such cuts can result in death of the limb, decay, 

and/or forcing growth of weakly attached upright sprouts out below the cut.  They also frequently result in permanent alteration of tree 
architecture.    
ANSI A300 Part 1 – Pruning, 2017:  “heading:   Type of reduction cut made between nodes (leaving a stub), to a small branch or to a bud. 
Heading:  Pruning cut that removes a branch or stem between nodes (leaving a stub), to a bud, or to a live branch typically less than one-
third the diameter of the branch or stem being removed.” 
14

 Diameters were measured and calculated as per the Sacramento City Code, Title 12 STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES, 

Chapter 12.56 TREE PLANTING, MAINTENANCE, AND CONSERVATION, 12.56.020 Definitions:  “Diameter at standard height” or “DSH,” 
means the diameter of a tree measured at four and one-half feet above natural grade, except as specified below. The diameter shall be 
calculated by using the following formula: diameter = circumference/3.14.A.For a tree that branches at or below four and one-half feet, DSH 
means the diameter at the narrowest point between the grade and the branching point.B. For a tree with a common root system that 
branches at the ground, DSH means the sum of the diameter of the largest trunk and one-half the cumulative diameter of the remaining 
trunks at four and one-half feet above natural grade.” 
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 
RESOLUTION NO. 2017-0012 

 
COMPREHENSIVE RESPONSE TO CLIMATE CHANGE 

 
 
WHEREAS: 
 

1. Sharp rises in the atmospheric concentration of greenhouse gases over the last century 
and a half, due to human activity, have led to an increase in global average temperature, 
and associated climate change.   

 
2. Climate change is affecting and will affect different regions in different ways.  Current 

and future impacts include increasing frequency of extreme weather events, prolonged 
fire seasons with larger and more intense fires, increased tree mortality, heat waves, 
sea-level rise and storm surges.  Changes in hydrology include declining snowpack and 
more frequent and longer droughts, more frequent and more severe flooding, changes in 
the timing and volume of peak runoff, and consequent impacts on water quality and 
water availability.  Vulnerabilities of water resources include, but are not limited to, 
changes to water supplies, subsidence, increased amounts of water pollution, erosion, 
flooding, and related risks to water and wastewater infrastructure and operations, 
degradation of watersheds, alteration of aquatic ecosystems and loss of habitat, multiple 
impacts in coastal areas, and ocean acidification. 

 
Examples of water quality impacts include, but are not limited to: dry periods and 
drought lowering stream flow and reducing dilution of pollutant discharges, harmful algal 
blooms due to a combination of warm waters, reduced ability of warm water to hold 
dissolved oxygen, and nutrient pollution, more erosion and sedimentation caused by 
intense rainfall events, especially following wildfire, and increased velocity of stream 
flow, potential sewer overflows due to more intense precipitation and increased storm 
water runoff, rising sea levels inundating lowlands, displacing wetlands, and altering tidal 
ranges, and increasing areas subject to saltwater intrusion into groundwater, and water 
pollution and increased absorption of carbon dioxide creating coastal zone “hotspots” of 
acidification and hypoxia. 

 
3. The risks of abrupt or irreversible changes increase as the magnitude of the warming 

increases.  The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change in its Fifth Assessment 
Report indicates that limiting global average temperature increase to below 2 degrees 
Celsius is necessary in order to minimize the most catastrophic climate disruptions.  The 
California Climate Change Assessments have provided a strong foundation of research 
addressing the impacts of climate change on the state, as well as potential response 
strategies. 

 
4. Mitigation, in the context of climate change, refers to actions taken to reduce 

concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere.  The most effective way to 
reduce greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere is to reduce emission 
sources. 
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In the water sector, the principal source of greenhouse gas is the fossil fuel-based 
energy used to pump, convey, and treat water, and for end-uses of water.  Therefore, 
mitigation can be accomplished through reducing the energy intensity of the water 
sector, replacing fossil fuels with renewable energy, improving efficiency, and reducing 
water consumption.  Many water and wastewater agencies have already reduced their 
carbon footprint by deploying renewable energy.  The potable and non-potable use of 
recycled water, the use of storm water, and the use of natural or green infrastructure for 
storage, movement and treatment, have the potential to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions if replacing an existing or future, higher carbon water supplies.  Other 
mitigation includes long-term carbon storage in the environment, and ecosystem 
management and restoration to ensure that the environmental carbon sink is resilient 
and grows over time. 

 
5. Adaptation, in the context of climate change, refers to actions taken to build resilience, 

and to adjust to the impacts of climate change on society and the environment. 
 
6. Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, requires 

all state agencies to consider and implement strategies to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions through 2020. Key components of AB 32 include establishment of a statewide 
greenhouse gas emissions cap, and development of a Scoping Plan to define how 
emissions reductions will be achieved.  Senate Bill 32 sets the state on the path for 
additional greenhouse gas emission reductions by 2030. 

 
7. The AB 32 Scoping Plan is the core of California’s climate mitigation efforts.  Water-

related AB 32 mitigation measures target reducing energy requirements associated with 
providing reliable water supplies (water use efficiency, water recycling, and reuse of 
urban runoff), and reducing the amount of non-renewable energy associated with 
conveying and treating water and providing adequate wastewater treatment (energy 
efficiency, and increased renewable energy production).  The greenhouse gas emissions 
reductions from these measures may be indirectly realized through reduced energy 
requirements, and these actions often also have adaptation co-benefits of improving 
water quality and water supply reliability. 

 
8. To help track, evaluate, and report on the climate change impacts the state is working to 

address, as well as outcomes of those efforts, the Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment has developed indicators of climate change in California, including 
drivers, environmental changes, and impacts of climate change.   

 
9. Many aspects of climate change and associated impacts will continue for centuries, even 

if anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases are reduced or stopped.  Therefore, 
California is making efforts to adapt to a changing climate.  A principle of the state’s 
adaptation strategy document, Safeguarding California, is to prioritize actions that not 
only mitigate greenhouse gas emissions, but also help the state prepare for climate 
change impacts.  Improved coordination, implementation, and integration of adaptation 
planning efforts and funding of the state’s climate policies can directly protect the state’s 
natural and built infrastructure, communities, environmental quality, public health, safety 
and security, natural resources, and economy from the unavoidable impacts of climate 
change. 
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10. Executive Order B-30-15 directs the state to continue its rigorous climate change 
research program focused on understanding the impacts of climate change and how 
best to prepare and adapt to such impacts.  The Executive Order directs State agencies 
to integrate climate change into all planning and investment, and sets the following 
principles to guide planning and investment: prioritize actions that both build climate 
preparedness and reduce greenhouse gas emissions, take flexible and adaptive 
approaches to prepare for uncertain climate impacts, protect the state's most vulnerable 
populations, and prioritize natural infrastructure solutions. 

 
Coordination and working collaboratively with state, regional, and local agencies will be 
vital to ensure effective planning and implementation.  Local and regional agencies are 
critical partners in implementing on-the-ground adaptation, and have an important role to 
play in California achieving its long-term climate change mitigation and adaptation goals.  

 
11. Sustainable groundwater management provides a buffer against drought and climate 

change.  The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 provides new 
authorities for local agencies to directly manage groundwater resources, and requires 
that local groundwater sustainability plans consider changing conditions over a 50-year 
planning and implementation period.  Regulations require that sustainable groundwater 
management plans account for population growth, climate change, and sea level rise.  
When local groundwater management efforts are not successful, the State Water 
Resources Control Board (State Water Board) may step in to help protect local 
groundwater resources.   
 

12. The California Water Action Plan is a suite of actions developed to build resiliency into 
California water management and the ecosystems it supports.  The Water Action Plan 
directives include conservation, integrated management, ecosystem protection, drought 
planning, expanded water storage, recycled water use, and sustainable and integrated 
financing.  The Water Action Plan also emphasizes diversified regional supply portfolios 
which provide resiliency to drought, flood, population growth, and climate change, and 
multiple-benefits projects, which are integral to climate mitigation and adaptation. 

 
13. On September 18, 2007, the State Water Board adopted Resolution No. 2007-0059, 

which identified initial actions for climate change response. 
 
14. The State Water Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards (collectively referred 

to as Water Boards) have played a collaborative and substantive leadership role in 
promoting water measures that mitigate greenhouse gas emissions and contribute to 
adaptation to the effects of climate change primarily through issuing permits, developing 
policies and regulations, and providing financing.  These measures include water 
recycling, water conservation and use efficiency, storm water capture and use, 
ecosystem protection, enhancement and restoration, drought response, and 
groundwater recharge. 

 
15. Since 2007, the State Water Board has taken on additional responsibilities and 

functions, including the addition of the Division of Drinking Water, implementation of the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, and adoption of statewide drought response 
and water conservation regulations.  The State Water Board has also identified the 
human right to water as a top priority and core value across all programs and activities, 
and has taken multiple implementation actions to provide safe, accessible and affordable 
drinking water for all Californians. 
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THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT 
 
Given the magnitude of climate change impacts on California’s hydrology and water systems, 
our response to climate change must be comprehensive and integrated into all Water Boards’ 
actions.  This resolution lays the groundwork for a robust response that will support California’s 
ongoing climate leadership. 
 
In order to mitigate greenhouse gases the following shall be addressed: 
 
I. Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

A. Methane Capture/Short-lived Climate Pollutants 
1. Division of Water Quality (DWQ) shall, and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 

(Regional Water Boards) are encouraged to, support the development and 
implementation of the Air Resources Board’s Short-Lived Climate Pollutant (SLCP) 
Reduction Strategy.  Specifically, DWQ shall collaborate with Regional Water Boards, 
Air Resources Board, CalRecycle, and California Department of Food and Agriculture, 
to assess opportunities for reducing methane emissions from landfills through organic 
waste diversion, and co-digestion at existing or new anaerobic digesters, or through 
composting, while achieving water quality objectives.  As a part of the SLCP effort, 
DWQ and Regional Water Boards are also encouraged to identify opportunities to 
reduce methane emissions from dairies and concentrated animal feeding operations 
while achieving water quality objectives. 
 
DWQ shall report on its progress supporting SLCP implementation by December 15, 
2017.  Regional Water Boards should provide information on their activities to reduce 
methane emissions in the Water Boards’ 2017-18 annual Performance Report. 
 

B. Water Conservation and Efficiency 
2. Office of Research, Planning, and Performance shall, in coordination with the 

Department of Water Resources, manage the development and implementation of the 
water efficiency and conservation regulations identified in Executive Order B-37-16, 
which are critical to making conservation a California way of life. 
 

C. Recycled Water 
3. DWQ shall coordinate with the Regional Water Boards to make annual reporting of 

recycled water data a requirement of waste discharge permits and water reclamation 
requirements, and work with the Division of Information Technology to develop an 
online data entry system to track recycled water use.  Starting with the 2017-18 annual 
Performance Report, DWQ shall include a summary on the volume of recycled water 
used, and types of use. 
 

D. Storm Water 
4. Storm water capture and use provides flood protection, augments local water supplies, 

and increases water supply reliability as a climate adaptation strategy, in addition to 
water quality benefits, and enhanced aquatic habitats.  DWQ shall collaborate with the 
Department of Water Resources, and other state and local land use agencies to 
prioritize storm water detention and infiltration.  
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DWQ shall collaborate with the Office of Information Management and Analysis 
(OIMA), and the Department of Water Resources to establish a methodology to 
estimate the amount of storm water captured and used statewide.  Starting with the 
2017-18 annual Performance Report, DWQ shall include a summary of the information 
collected. 
 

E. Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 
5. Division of Financial Assistance, and Division of Drinking Water, as a part of existing 

technical assistance programs for disadvantaged communities, shall include 
assistance to finance, construct, upgrade, and operate energy-efficient drinking water 
and wastewater treatment systems, and to power those systems with zero-carbon and 
low-carbon renewable energy technologies. 

 
THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT 
 
In order to prepare for and adapt to impacts of climate change the following shall be addressed: 
 
II. Improve Ecosystem Resilience  

6. Division of Water Quality (DWQ), Division of Water Rights, Division of Financial 
Assistance, and Office of the Delta Watermaster shall, and Regional Water Boards are 
encouraged to, update plans, permits, and policies, and coordinate with other agencies  
to enhance ecosystem resilience to the impacts of climate change, including but not 
limited to actions that protect headwaters, facilitate restoration, enhance carbon 
sequestration, build and enhance healthy soils, and reduce vulnerability to and impacts 
from fires.  Staff shall also collaborate with the California Department of Food and 
Agriculture, CalRecycle, and other agencies to advance carbon sequestration. 
 
DWQ, Division of Water Rights, and the Delta Watermaster shall, and Regional Water 
Boards are encouraged to, document climate resilience benefits of ecosystem 
protection and restoration actions. 
 

7. The Executive Director shall engage in dialogue with the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), external experts, and interested stakeholders on how 
best to address meeting water quality standards given climate change impacts that 
contribute to or exacerbate degradation of water quality, including but not limited to 
increased surface water temperatures, altered surface water flows, changes in water 
chemistry (such as increases in salinity, bacteria, and nutrient concentrations), 
hydrology, and ecology. 
 

8. Office of Information Management and Analysis (OIMA) shall, by July 1, 2017, 
coordinate with the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program, the Water Quality 
Monitoring Council and other relevant entities to include climate change impacts as 
stressors in relevant future analyses and assessments of ecosystems. 
 

9. To assist with implementation of the co-equal goals for protecting, restoring, and 
enhancing the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta) ecosystem, development of a 
more reliable water supply, and implementation of state policy to reduce reliance on 
the Delta in meeting California’s future water supply needs, the Delta Watermaster, 
Division of Water Rights, and Division of Water Quality shall maintain an ongoing 
consultation with the Delta Stewardship Council, which runs the Delta Science 
Program, and with the Delta Protection Commission.  The Delta Watermaster shall 
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coordinate with OIMA to identify and obtain downscaled projections of climate and 
hydrology changes expected in the Delta. 
 

10. DWQ shall coordinate with the Regional Water Boards to identify actions, including 
those recommended by the West Coast Ocean Acidification and Hypoxia Science 
Panel, the Water Boards could take to minimize impacts associated with ocean 
acidification, hypoxia, increasing temperature and nutrients.  By December 15, 2017 
DWQ shall recommend areas of research needed to improve the Water Boards’ ability 
to support resilient ocean and coastal ecosystems, and, where applicable and feasible, 
to maximize use of natural infrastructure for shoreline protection. 

 
III. Respond to Climate Change Impacts 

11. By July 1, 2018, Division of Drinking Water (DDW) shall, in consultation with Office of 
Information Management and Analysis (OIMA) begin including climate change 
vulnerability assessments into community water system sanitary surveys, and shall 
encourage drinking water systems to use the U.S. EPA’s Climate Resilience 
Evaluation and Awareness Tool or a comparable approach to identify vulnerabilities to 
climate change impacts.  DDW shall work with Division of Information Technology to 
develop a publicly accessible reporting system for the results of these climate change 
vulnerability assessments. 
 

12. DDW shall work with Division of Financial Assistance to provide technical assistance 
and financial support to protect drinking water systems that are highly vulnerable to 
climate change impacts, with emphasis on disadvantaged communities and vulnerable 
populations.  In its reports to the State Water Board, DDW shall provide updates on 
how vulnerable communities are building resilience to climate change. 
 
DDW, in consultation with OIMA, shall by July 1, 2018 evaluate criteria for siting of 
new drinking water systems using climate change projections, and shall recommend 
adjustments to siting criteria and standards as needed. 
 

13. State Water Board staff shall coordinate with the Regional Water Boards and relevant 
agencies to identify and recommend actions the Water Boards could take for effective 
permitting of projects to develop new and underutilized water resources, expand 
surface water and groundwater storage where appropriate, and add operational 
flexibility to build and enhance resilience to impacts of climate change. 
 

14. State Water Board staff shall, and Regional Water Boards are encouraged to, work 
with California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, federal land management, 
and other relevant agencies to restore and maintain healthy watersheds, reduce 
vulnerability to catastrophic fires, and support resilience in recovery efforts. 

 
15. Division of Water Quality shall work with the Regional Water Boards to evaluate and 

by July 1, 2018 make recommendations to the State Water Board on the need to 
modify permits and other regulatory requirements to reduce vulnerability of water and 
wastewater infrastructure to flooding, storm surge, and sea level rise. 
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16. When making recommendations on permits and other decisions to protect coastal 
infrastructure, wetlands, and other near-shore ecosystems, all State Water Board staff 
shall, and all Regional Water Boards are encouraged to, refer to projections of sea 
level rise as directed in the most recent Ocean Protection Council Sea-level Rise 
Guidance Document, the most current data available through Cal-Adapt, and the 
California Coastal Commission’s Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, and shall consult 
with the Ocean Protection Council, the Coastal Commission, Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission, State Lands Commission, and other relevant agencies. 

 
IV. Rely on Sound Modeling and Analyses  

17. Office of Information Management and Analysis (OIMA) shall work with the California 
Energy Commission, and the Department of Water Resources to obtain access to 
relevant climate change data, model outputs and data evaluation services, in part to 
inform subsequent decisions that will need to take account of extreme events.  OIMA 
and Division of Information Technology shall collaborate on providing these climate 
change data and model outputs on an open data platform by December 15, 2017. 
 

18. OIMA shall assist State Water Board divisions and offices, and Regional Water Boards 
in the selection and the use of climate change resources described above, as needed 
to account for and address impacts of climate change in permits, plans, policies, and 
decisions. 
 

19. Division of Water Rights shall, by July 1, 2018, identify data needs, and evaluate and 
make recommendations on regulatory and policy changes regarding the use of models 
to account for projected impacts of climate change when conducting water availability 
analyses and shortage analyses. 

 
THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT 
 
In order to support implementation, provide education, and public engagement the following 
shall be addressed: 
 
V. Funding  

20. Division of Financial Assistance (DFA) shall, by July 1, 2017, include climate change 
mitigation and adaptation objectives in the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) 
and Drinking Water SRF Intended Use Plans. 
 

21. DFA shall, by July 1, 2017, ensure that applications and environmental reviews for 
potential projects account for impacts related to climate change, including potential 
effects of climate change on the viability of funded projects. 
 

22. DFA shall evaluate and make recommendations by July 1, 2017 regarding appropriate 
use of California Public Utilities Commission’s Water Energy Cost Effectiveness 
Calculator, or comparable tools, to quantify and report on energy savings and 
greenhouse gas reductions from projects in any relevant funding programs. 
 

23. The Executive Director shall, beginning in Fiscal Year 2017, to the extent feasible, 
prioritize and coordinate funding of studies that contribute to implementation of the 
climate change mitigation and adaptation actions. 
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VI. Outreach  
24. Office of Public Affairs shall include how Water Boards’ actions support climate change 

mitigation and adaptation policy goals in media material, including press releases and 
fact sheets, and through media interviews. 
 

25. Office of Public Participation (OPP) shall work with State Water Board divisions and 
offices, and with Regional Water Boards on the development of multi-lingual 
educational material for climate change-related actions and initiatives, and shall assist 
in providing, and support local agencies to provide, information and public outreach on 
potential climate change impacts to water quality, and options and funding 
opportunities for adapting to those impacts, including protecting source watersheds, 
drinking water and wastewater treatment infrastructure.  OPP shall work with the Office 
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment to identify communities most vulnerable 
to climate change impacts to ensure that those communities have access to 
information and technical assistance. 
 

26. OPP shall work with State Water Board divisions and offices, Regional Water Boards, 
and the U.S. EPA to offer consultation to Tribes and solicit feedback on Tribal needs 
for addressing climate change and related impacts pertaining to the Water Boards’ 
core functions.  OPP shall report on its progress annually starting with the 2017-18 
Performance Report. 
 

VII. Administration 
27. Office of Research, Planning, and Performance (ORPP) shall track implementation of 

this Resolution, and annually report to the State Water Board on the actions taken by 
divisions, offices, and Regional Water Boards to mitigate greenhouse gas emissions, 
and prepare for and adapt to impacts of climate change.  The annual updates shall 
include estimated water and energy savings and greenhouse gas emission benefits 
associated with Water Boards’ regulatory actions, and financial assistance provision. 
 

28. Office of Legislative Affairs (OLA) shall monitor and identify pending legislation that is 
related to climate change, including measures that may improve adaptation and 
mitigation, and ORPP shall provide technical support as needed.  Where possible, 
OLA shall suggest modifications to address causes or impacts of climate change, and 
work collaboratively with the State Water Board divisions and offices, and Regional 
Water Boards to develop and sponsor legislation that supports mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions or advances potential for adaptation to projected climate 
change impacts. 
 

29. Office of Information Management and Analysis (OIMA) shall work with relevant 
programs to identify and develop new performance measures for greenhouse gas 
emission mitigation, and actions that support adaptation to climate change to be 
included in the 2017-18 Water Boards' annual Performance Report. 
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30. ORPP shall identify specific training needs for Water Boards staff by December 15, 
2017.  ORPP shall work with OIMA to develop training on employing climate models 
and other relevant tools, data, knowledge, and learning from examples of local 
success to support Water Boards analyses and decision-making processes. 

 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Clerk to the Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and 
correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the State Water 
Resources Control Board held on March 7, 2017. 
 
AYE:  Vice Chair Frances Spivy-Weber 
   Board Member Steven Moore 
   Board Member Dorene D’Adamo 
NAY:  None 
ABSENT: Chair Felicia Marcus 
   Board Member Tam M. Doduc 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
              
  Jeanine Townsend 
  Clerk to the Board 
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Letter O1 Response 

June 6, 2018  

Stephen R. Cook  

Brown Rudnick, LLP  

 

O1-1 The introductory portion of the correspondence is conclusory in nature, and generally asserts a failure 
on the part of the City to solicit, consider, and respond to resident concerns. The City rejects this 
assertion. The City has assigned staff and the appropriate consultants to the Project design and 
implementation with the express purpose of outreach to affected residents with the goal of minimizing 
the effects of construction on nearby residents, neighborhoods, and park patrons. 

The introduction and content of the response fails to acknowledge that the proposed Project is a 
response to existing health and safety concerns that emanate from a legacy stormwater and sewer 
system installed decades ago. The City has included information in the DEIR that provides substantial 
evidence for the selection of the proposed Project and reasons for the rejection of other alternatives 
discussed in the DEIR. Background regarding the purpose of this letter is acknowledged. Exhibits 
submitted with comment letters are noted at the end of the letter.  

O1-2 Comment O1-2 implies that the City has promoted the Project as a complete solution to flooding 
concerns. That is not the case, and the comment points to no substantial evidence supporting the 
assertion. The commenter is referred to Mater Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives) for further 
discussion on the adequacy of the Project’s purpose and objectives.    

O1-3 Comment O1-3 is conclusory in nature and provides no substantial evidence in support of its assertions. 
The overview regarding the specific topics discussed in this letter is acknowledged.  

O1-4 Comment O1-4 is conclusory in nature and provides no substantial evidence in support of its assertions. 
The overview regarding the exhibits provided in the comment letter is acknowledged.  

O1-5 The DEIR evaluates aesthetics and impacts to affected receptors. As explained in the DEIR, the project 
includes the construction and operation of an underground vault and once construction is complete the 
only effect related to aesthetics would be construction of a small building constructed for operational 
purposes. The temporary impacts of the Project would be limited in area and, as pointed out in the 
DEIR, would consist of the presence of construction equipment and personnel commonly viewed in 
urban areas.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 (Trees) regarding impacts to trees. The commenter’s 
assertion that a substantial number of trees will be removed creating an undiscussed impact on a scenic 
vista is erroneous for two reasons. First as detailed in Master Response-2 (Project Footprint), no more 
than six trees will be removed and approximately 60 trees will be replanted. Second, as described in the 
Aesthetics Chapter 3.1, the Park is not classified as a designated scenic resource. The DEIR 
appropriately discloses potential impacts to aesthetics and visual resources. 

O1-6 The commenter is referred to Master Response-8 (Air Quality), for a response to assertions on air 
quality modeling and analysis. The Air Quality analysis included in the DEIR included conservative 
estimates of Project impacts and Comment O1-6 provides no substantial evidence in support of its 
assertions.  

O1-7 Comment O1-7 fails to provide substantial evidence to support its claim the biological resources 
analysis of the DEIR is substantially flawed. The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 (Tree 
Impacts) for response.  
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O1-8 The commenter is referred to Master Response-6 (Cultural Resources) and Master Response-4 
(Leakage and Overflow). discussion on the adequacy of the cultural resource determination and how 
Comment O1-8 does not support its assertion with substantial evidence. 

O1-9 The DEIR adequately evaluated environmental risks associated with geology and soils, project design 
incorporates appropriate design standards as required by law, limiting risk under varying soil conditions. 
Additionally, a site-specific geotechnical report, the Geotechnical Data Report, has since been 
conducted for the proposed Project and has been included as Appendix D of this FEIR. The results 
contained in the Geotechnical Data Report are consistent with and do not change the analysis or impact 
conclusions in the DEIR.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflow) for discussion of why risk of 
system failures and the potential for leakage and overflow are insignificant.  

O1-10 As explained in Master Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives), the proposed Project has as its 
primary purpose the expansion of capacity of the combined sewer service during large storm events. As 
explained in the DEIR, stormwater runoff from large storm events can exceed the capacity of the 
system, resulting in “surcharge” of the system—when flows in the system disgorge from manholes into 
City streets. The comment is based on a misunderstanding of the system: rather than importing sewage, 
the Project seeks to ensure that the system will operate to keep sewage already present in transit and 
on its way to the treatment facility. 

The DEIR discusses the engineering and design aspects of the Project. The commenter asserts, without 
providing any evidence, that the DEIR fails to account for leakage that will “inevitably” occur. The City 
agrees that no one can tell the future with absolute certainty, but the City also asserts that with good 
design, competent construction, and ongoing maintenance substantial evidence supports the conclusion 
that the risks of upset in this regard is less than significant. 

In Section 3.6 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) the DEIR evaluates the Project’s potential for generating 
greenhouse gases which could contribute to climate change finding that the Project’s potential for 
impact is less than significant. The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 (Project Purpose) for 
the response to the Project design parameters and objectives.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflow) for discussion of why system 
failures and the potential for leakage and overflow are insignificant.  

O1-11 The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflow) for discussion of why system 
failures and the potential for leakage and overflow are insignificant. The commenter fails to provide 
substantial evidence supporting the assertion that the Project would result in impacts to groundwater 
quality.  

O1-12 The commenter is referred the Master Response-9 (Noise and Vibration) for response to noise and 
vibration analysis.  

O1-13 The DEIR calculated the approximate 150 truck trips based on 60% percent design. The number of 
material haul trips and worker trips per day were taken into consideration as well as distance to off-site 
storage locations in the analysis (Section 3.13.3.2) of the DEIR. Additionally, there are no off-site 
improvements identified for the proposed Project.  

Impact TRANS-2, Section 3.13.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) of the DEIR, discusses queuing along 33rd 
Street and concludes that the increase in traffic from construction would not be significant because the 
additional vehicle trips would be below the vehicle trip generation criteria set by the City of Sacramento 
2035 General Plan. Additionally, construction traffic related hazards are discussed in Impact TRANS-4.  

In Section 3.13.4 (Mitigation Measures) of the DEIR, two mitigation measures are identified; Mitigation 
Measure TRANS-1 (Prepare and Implement Traffic and Pedestrian Control Plan) and Mitigation 
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Measure TRANS-2 (Inform the Public and Emergency Service Agencies of Lane Closures and Detours). 
These mitigation measures effectively reduce potential traffic and transportation impacts to a less than 
significant level. The commenter is referred to Master Response-8 (Air Quality).  

O1-14 The commenter’s assertion that the DEIR’s Project Description is legally deficient is not supported by 
substantial evidence and erroneously asserts the presence of features of the Project to construct new 
impacts that are not in fact a result of the Project. The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 
(Project Purpose and Objectives) and Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) for specifics on purpose of 
the Project and the Project design. The commenter is further referred to Master Response-3 through 
Master Response-9 for specific response to unsubstantiated impact assertions.  

O1-15 The comment asserts conclusions without providing substantial evidence. The City complied with CEQA 
by identifying a reasonable range of alternatives. A lead agency is not required to identify each and 
every potential option that might be available in pursuing Project objectives. The commenter is further 
referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives), Master Response-6 (Cultural Resources), and Master 
Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives).  

O1-16 The summary and conclusion about the contents of this comment letter are acknowledged. No revisions 
to the DEIR are required; therefore, recirculation is not required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. The commenter is referred to Master Response 10 (Recirculation).  

O1-17 The introductory text about the purpose of the attached exhibit is acknowledged.  

O1-18 The background information regarding the combined sewer system is acknowledged. The comment 
largely reiterates assertions made elsewhere in the comment letter. The City’s responses are, to the 
extent required, incorporated here and within the Master Responses.  

The comment suggests that the City has not satisfied the requirements of the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. The City has established a long-range program for dealing with the capacity issues 
inherent in a combined sewer system, and long ago abandoned this design in favor of separated sewers 
in new development. The City collects a fee from new development in the combined sewer system area 
that supports a program of combined sewer system capacity improvements on an ongoing basis. The 
City continues to work with the Regional Water Quality Control Board on Board-related issues as they 
affect the City. 

The comment here appears to suggest that the City should somehow abandon the combined sewer 
system in favor of a separated system. As pointed out in the DEIR, replacing the existing combined 
sewer system with a new separated sewer system throughout the area served by the combined sewer 
system would entail massive design and engineering and construction costs, not to mention associated 
environmental impacts. This EIR examines the environmental effects of construction and operation of a 
single vault, typical of others that have been installed and operated in the City’s combined sewer system 
without incident, consistent with an approach and design that have been carefully considered by the 
City.  

The commenter is further referred to Master Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives).  

O1-19 Comment O1-19 sets forth extensive background and historical information regarding the Combined 
Sewer System (CSS) capacity and operation, as well as the regulatory background and the City’s 
ongoing coordination with the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The City will not attempt to confirm 
each factual assertion, but generally acknowledges the comment. The comment provides background 
information of the proposed Project and does not address the adequacy and content of the DEIR.  

The commenter provides extensive views regarding the capacity of the proposed McKinley Water Vault 
and the extent to which the Project is cost-effective and is referred to Master Response-1 (Project 
Purpose and Objectives). 
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While public comment and oversight of departmental operations is an ongoing part of any Project, the 
comments do not raise CEQA issues but instead overall management and value issues that would be 
addressed as part of Project planning. The comments in this regard are part of the record and will be 
considered to an appropriate extent by decision-makers. 

FEMA flood maps were considered within the DEIR Section 3.9.1(Hydrology and Water Quality) as the 
Project is designed to alleviate flooding. Comments regarding Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) flood mapping do not change significance of flooding impacts described in the DEIR. 

O1-20 The introductory text regarding the background research and the following discussion is acknowledged. 

O1-21 The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives). The modeling for 
the flooding conditions in the Park were re-run for the DEIR from the modeling completed in the City’s 
2015 Combined Sewer System Improvement Plan (CSSIP) to more accurately reflect the current 
flooding conditions within the Park.    

O1-22 The introductory text regarding the forthcoming Project details to be discussed is acknowledged.  

O1-23 The depth of excavation is discussed under response O1-14 and Master Response-2 above. The cover 
above the offline storage facility for vegetation (grass) reestablishment would be approximately two feet.  

O1-24 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint).  

O1-25 The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives) and Master 
Response-2 (Project Footprint).  

O1-26 The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflows) for duration of water in the 
McKinley Water Vault.  

O1-27 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint).  

O1-28 The commenter is referred to Master Response-8 (Air Quality), Master Response-3 (Tree Impacts), 
Master Response-6 (Cultural Resources), and Master Response-9 (Noise and Vibration). The 
commenter is also referred to the Impact HYD-2 analysis in Section 3.8.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) of 
the DEIR where groundwater impacts are discussed.   

O1-29 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) and Master Response-8 (Air 
Quality).  

O1-30 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint). 

O1-31 The truck trips were analyzed based on 60% Project design and are consistent with the air quality and 
traffic analyses. Estimates for truck trips were used based on previous projects and are considered 
adequate for the analyses in the DEIR. Additionally, the count dates for current traffic conditions within 
the area are from the City’s webpage and are considered adequate for the purposes of the analysis.  

O1-32 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint).  

O1-33 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint).  
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O1-34 The commenter is referred to Section 2.4.2.1 (Dewatering) were pumps are discussed. Pumps would be 
located 20- to 30-feet underground and would be underwater. The DEIR states that, “pumps would be 
located at the bottom of the dewatering wells.” The rate of withdrawal would be dependent on the 
current groundwater levels at the time of construction as well as the final depth of excavation. Since the 
proposed Project was analyzed under a conservative assumption of 300- by 350-feet with an 
approximate depth of 40-feet (as described in Master Response 2 (Project Footprint)), the rate of 
groundwater withdrawal was also analyzed based on a conservative assumption. Regardless of the rate 
of withdrawal, all dewatering activities would be pumped to the existing combined sewer system, which 
would have sufficient capacity to serve the dewatering activities for the proposed Project.  

O1-35 The commenter is referred to Section 2.3.5 (Odor Control) of the DEIR which goes into detail on how 
the odor control would work for the proposed Project including where the odor control facilities would be 
located, how the granular activated carbon (GAC) works, and what is included in the odor control facility.  

Section 2.5.2 (Maintenance) discusses the long-term maintenance of the proposed Project and how 
access is gained into the underground portions of the proposed Project. Replacement of the odor 
control devices is also discussed in this section. Additionally, access to the odor control facilities is also 
discussed in Section 2.3.4 (Electrical and Control Facilities).  

O1-36 Power for pumps would be accessed via the existing power grid within the Park which would be 
sufficient to serve the proposed Project.  

O1-37 The commenter is referred to Master Response-7 (Recreation) and Master Response-6 (Cultural 
Resources).  

O1-38 Specific grading plans would be developed by the contractor and will follow the City’s standards for 
Grading (See Mitigation Measure GEO-1).  

O1-39 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint). 

O1-40 The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflow) for discussion of why system 
failures and the potential for leakage and overflow is insignificant.  

O1-41 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint). 

O1-42 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) and Master Response-1 (Project 
Purpose and Objectives).  

O1-43 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) and Master Response-3 (Tree 
Impacts).  

Section 3.1.1.2 (Local [Regulations]) of the DEIR states the specific goals and policies from the City of 
Sacramento 2035 General Plan that are relevant to Aesthetics and the proposed Project. Policy ER 
7.1.1 (Protecting Scenic Views) of the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan states that “The City shall 
seek to protect views from public places to the Sacramento and American rivers and adjacent 
greenways, landmarks, and urban views of the downtown skyline and the State Capitol along Capitol 
Mall”. Therefore, McKinley Park is not considered a scenic view or vista according to the City’s General 
Plan. 

The commenter is referred to Page 3.10.11 of the DEIR which states “Further, if construction were to be 
required outside of exempt hours, construction activities would be subject to the Noise Ordinance…” 
therefore the noise section of the DEIR does not strictly prohibit nighttime work and Mitigation Measure 
AES-3 (Use of Best Management Practices to Minimize Lighting Impacts from Construction and 
Operation) would still apply should construction require nighttime work. Additionally, the use of nighttime 
lighting could also occur within the specified construction hours in the winter when it gets dark earlier in 
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the day. Therefore, the DEIR is consistent and provides appropriate mitigation for any nighttime work 
that may be required.  

O1-44 The commenter’s assertions do not provide substantial evidence for deficiencies in the DEIR. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response-8 (Air Quality) for further response. For Project Description 
information, the commenter is referred to Figure 2.3-1 in Section 2.0 (Project Description) of the DEIR 
where approximate locations and footprints of Project features are illustrated.  

O1-45 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) and Master Response-3 (Tree 
Impacts).  

O1-46 Comment O1-46 provides extensive discussion of the manner in which historic resources impacts are 
identified and evaluated. The DEIR discusses these issues (in Section 3.4 Cultural Resources). As 
discussed in the DEIR, the proposed Project would result in temporary construction impacts at the park 
and would result in re-sodding of the existing baseball field and construction of minor control facilities; 
permanent impacts would be negligible. To the extent the comment suggests that existing park facilities, 
whatever they might be, must remain in place and without change, regardless of changes in the 
preferences and activities of park users, the comment ignores the extensive park planning and ongoing 
community outreach that support active and dynamic park use. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-6 (Cultural Resources) and to Master Response-9 
(Noise and Vibrations) for further response to specific assertions and explanation as to why the 
commenter has mistaken conclusions on the significance of the National Register listing.  

O1-47 The Final Geotechnical Data Report has been provided as Appendix D of this FEIR.  

As discussed in Section 3.5.2.4 (Ground Failure, Liquefaction, and Landslides) of the DEIR, due to the 
“relatively shallow groundwater table and ground shaking that could occur from the surrounding 
earthquakes [this]] could increase the liquefaction potential in the Project area.” The DEIR further 
explains that key design standards would be implemented in order to reduce the liquefaction potential 
and ensure structure stability. The proposed Project would be designed in accordance with design 
Standards for concrete structures (American Concrete Institute 350).  

The Final Geotechnical Data Report has been completed as of June 14, 2018 and is included as 
Appendix D of this FEIR. This Report included soil borings completed for the proposed Project site and 
gathered site-specific information of the soils in the Project area. From the borings at the proposed 
Project site, the soils in the area were found to be predominately sandy to sandy silt soils. This further 
indicates that the Project area consists of a relatively low potential for expansive soils. The results 
contained in the Geotechnical Data Report are consistent with and do not change the impact discussion 
in the DEIR.  

The commenter is further referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) and Master Response-4 
(Leakage and Overflows).  

O1-48 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) and Master Response-4 (Leakage 
and Overflows).  

Schools, including preschools, were evaluated as sensitive receptors within the DEIR and impact 
discussions where sensitive receptors factored in the daycare facility in their assessment. The 
commenter is referred to sensitive receptor discussions in Section 3.0 of the DEIR specifically Section 
3.8 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) which found the Project would have a less than significant 
impact. 

O1-49 The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflows) and Master Response-1 
(Project Purpose and Objectives).  
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The following text changes are provided on page 3.8.6 of the DEIR: 

• “…22 million acre-feet of annual precipitation (Sacramento 2009) (Sacramento 2014)”

• “… and management of the River in the City of Sacramento limits (Sacramento 2009) (Sacramento
2014).”

The following text change is provided on page 3.8.7 of the DEIR: 

• “… agriculture, recreation activities, mining, timber harvesting, and flora and fauna (Sacramento
2009) (Sacramento 2014).”

The following reference is provided on page 7.12 (Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality) of the 
DEIR to account for the references added above: 

• City of Sacramento. 2014. City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan Draft EIR.
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/-/media/Corporate/Files/CDD/Planning/Environmental-Impact-
Reports/2035-GP-Update/Public-Draft-MEIR081114.pdf?la=en. Accessed November 7, 2017.

The commenter is further referred to Section 3.8.2.1 (Regional Setting) where the DEIR states 
“groundwater quality is considered to be average”.  

O1-50 The commenter is referred to Master Response-9 (Noise and Vibration). 

O1-51 The approximate maximum estimated daily trips provided in both the Project Description and 
Transportation and traffic section is 150. This number remains an accurate estimate.  

The commenter is referred to page 3.13.9 of the DEIR which states, “Park Way and 33rd Street may 
experience temporary partial closures from installation of Project features within the roadway, parking 
restrictions, or construction site access…”. This analysis covers the pipeline construction within 33rd 
Street and Park Way, which the commenter describes as “off-site improvements”. 

The commenter is referred to Mitigation Measure TRANS-2, Inform the Public and Emergency Service 
Agencies of Lanes Closures and Detours which effectively mitigates any potential impacts to emergency 
service agencies.  

O1-52 The conclusion and summary regarding the pervious points made in the comment letter is 
acknowledged.

O1-53 The NOAA data provided in the comment letter is acknowledged. 

O1-54 The CalEEMod results provided by the comment letter are acknowledged. 

O1-55 The City of Sacramento Preservation Commission Staff Report and Attachments provided in the 
comment letter are acknowledged. 

O1-56 The background information reading the purpose of the comment letter is acknowledged. 

O1-57 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint).  

O1-58 The commenter is referred to Section 2.4.2.1 (Dewatering) were pumps are discussed. The DEIR states 
that, “pumps would be located at the bottom of the dewatering wells”. The pumps would be located 20 
to 30 feet underground and would be underwater. The rate of withdrawal would be dependent on the 
current water table levels within the Project area. However, regardless of the current water level tables 
at the time of construction, any of the dewatering activities conducted by the proposed Project would be 
pump back into the existing combined sewer system which has adequate capacity to serve any 
dewatering activities required by the proposed Project.  

O1-59 The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflows). 
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O1-60 Any cleaning operations within the offline storage facility would be contained within the structure and 
water would be flushed through the offline storage facility in the same manner as during a storm event; 
through the inlet/outlet pipelines where it would then be pumped and treated at the water treatment 
plant. Any solids would be treated as with existing conditions of the combined sewer system. Similarly, 
any contaminants present within the offline storage facility would be transported through the combined 
sewer system as under existing conditions. The proposed Project would not change the type or 
transport method of any contaminants within the City’s combined sewer system.  

O1-61 Contrary to the comment regarding the City’s adopted code, the 2016 California Standard Building Code 
is discussed on page 3.5.3 of the DEIR under the heading “California Standard Building Code.”  

O1-62 The Final Geotechnical Date Report which was completed for the proposed Project on June 14, 2018 
includes this information and is provided as Appendix D of this FEIR. This Report included soil borings 
completed for the proposed Project site and gathered site-specific information of the soils in the Project 
area. From the borings at the proposed Project site, the soils in the area were found to be 
predominately sandy to sandy silt soils. This further supports the conclusions made in the DEIR 
regarding liquefaction, landslides, and overall soil stability. Additionally, as stated in the DEIR, key 
design standards would be implemented which would reduce the liquefaction potential and ensure 
structure stability. The commenter is further referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint).  

O1-63 The Final Geotechnical Date Report which was completed for the proposed Project on June 14, 2018 
includes this information and is provided as Appendix D of this FEIR. This Report included soil borings 
completed for the proposed Project site and gathered site-specific information of the soils in the Project 
area. From the borings at the proposed Project site, the soils in the area were found to be 
predominately sandy to sandy silt soils. This further supports the conclusions made in the DEIR 
regarding liquefaction, landslides, and overall soil stability. Additionally, as stated in the DEIR, key 
design standards would be implemented which would reduce the liquefaction potential and ensure 
structure stability. 

O1-64 The Final Geotechnical Date Report which was completed for the proposed Project on June 14, 2018 
includes this information and is provided as Appendix D of this FEIR. This Report included soil borings 
completed for the proposed Project site and gathered site-specific information of the soils in the Project 
area. From the borings at the proposed Project site, the soils in the area were found to be 
predominately sandy to sandy silt soils. This further supports the conclusions made in the DEIR 
regarding liquefaction, landslides, and overall soil stability. Additionally, as stated in the DEIR, key 
design standards would be implemented which would reduce the liquefaction potential and ensure 
structure stability. 

O1-65 The Final Geotechnical Date Report which was completed for the proposed Project on June 14, 2018 
includes this information and is provided as Appendix D of this FEIR. This Report included soil borings 
completed for the proposed Project site and gathered site-specific information of the soils in the Project 
area. From the borings at the proposed Project site, the soils in the area were found to be 
predominately sandy to sandy silt soils. This further supports the conclusions made in the DEIR 
regarding liquefaction, landslides, and overall soil stability. Additionally, as stated in the DEIR, key 
design standards would be implemented which would reduce the liquefaction potential and ensure 
structure stability. 
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O1-66 The commenter notes that the source for the following citations are not provided in the associated 
references section of the DEIR: (Sacramento 2014) and (Sacramento 2009). The following text change 
is provided:  

• The citation for (Sacramento 2014) is:   

− City of Sacramento. 2014. City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan Draft EIR. 
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/-/media/Corporate/Files/CDD/Planning/Environmental-Impact-
Reports/2035-GP-Update/Public-Draft-MEIR081114.pdf?la=en. Accessed November 7, 2017. 

• (Sacramento 2009) updated to (Sacramento 2014) and the reference is the same as above. As 
discussed in the Final Geotechnical Data Report completed on June 14, 2018 for the proposed 
Project, the groundwater table for the Project area ranges from 11.5 feet to 25 feet. This provides a 
more specific groundwater range than provided in the DEIR, which was completed based on region 
level.  

The commenter notes that no references are provided for the DEIR’s determination of the groundwater 
quality within the region considered as ‘average’. The DEIR on page 3.8.7 is revised as follows:  

• “… and the groundwater quality is considered to be average (Sacramento 2014).”  

Additionally, the commenter notes that no context is provided for what average means. The City of 
Sacramento 2035 General Plan Draft EIR further states that, “groundwater quality in the Policy Area is 
generally within the secondary drinking water standards for municipal use, including levels of iron, 
manganese, arsenic, chromium, and nitrates” (Sacramento 2014).  

Further, the commenter notes that the current applicable Basin Plan, the 2016 Revised Water Quality 
Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins (Basin Plan) should be cited as the 
most current source of information for water quality impairments. This Basin Plan gives a much broader 
regional scale for water quality conditions than the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan Draft EIR, 
which has a more localized context that is focused on the Sacramento region. However, the City does 
note that the Basin Plan is a more recent source. This Basin Plan states that, “Unless otherwise 
designated by the Regional Water Board, all ground waters in the Region are considered as suitable or 
potentially suitable, at a minimum, for municipal and domestic water supply, agricultural supply, 
industrial service supply, and industrial process supply” (CVRWQCB 2016). Therefore, regardless of 
which source is used, they are both consistent with what is stated in the DEIR regarding groundwater 
quality.  

The following text on page 3.8.10 of the DEIR is revised as follows:  

• The proposed Project would slightly increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the region; 
however, the maximum footprint of the offline storage facility would be 106,500 square feet and 
based on the below ground design of the structure would still allow any surface water that 
percolates into the soil above the offline storage facility to be directed to the sides of the offline 
storage facility where it can recharge the groundwater around and beneath the structure. the site is 
not a favorable location for groundwater recharge due to the shallow depth of the groundwater as 
well as the adjacent connection to the American River.  

The commenter notes that contrary references are stated in the DEIR. The City notes that the statement 
regarding the relatively low groundwater table that is referred to in the DEIR on page 3.8.2 warrants 
further clarification. The relatively low groundwater table that is referred to in the DEIR is in relation to 
the groundwater tables in other favorable locations. Meaning, that the groundwater table in the site of 
the proposed Project is relatively low when compared to other potential sites that could potentially hold 
a McKinley Water Vault.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflows).  

Any cleaning operations within the offline storage facility would be contained within the structure and 
water would be flushed through the offline storage facility in the same manner as during a storm event; 
through the inlet/outlet pipelines where it would then be pumped and treated at the water treatment 
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plant. Any solids would be treated as with existing conditions of the combined sewer system. Similarly, 
any contaminants present within the offline storage facility would be transported through the combined 
sewer system as under existing conditions. The proposed Project would not change the type or 
transport method of any contaminants within the City’s combined sewer system. 

The commenter suggests the DEIR should consider whether groundwater quality is adequate for the 
Project. In 2015, the California Supreme Court held that CEQA does not require the City to consider the 
effect of the environment on a project (California Building Industry Association v Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (2015) 62 C4th 369). In response to the comment reading the project objectives in 
relation to the potential of a levee failure, as the commenter notes, the project objectives state that, “the 
project is intended to reduce or eliminate combined sewer surcharge and outflows under 10-year design 
storm conditions”. The Project therefore does not claim to alleviate of eliminate flows greater than a 10-
year storm event. Designing to a 100-year storm event for every project would be impractical and would 
require extensive amounts of infrastructure and storage for stormflows. Rather, in the event of a levee 
failure, the Water Vault could act as an additional storage area to help alleviate the flooding. 
Additionally, the purpose of the project is not to eliminate flooding from levees, but rather is meant to 
alleviate flooding for up to a 10-year storm event, as stated in the Project objectives. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives).    

O1-67 According to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130), the cumulative impact must be analyzed in the EIR 
only if the combined impact is significant and the project's incremental effect is found to be cumulatively 
considerable. No analysis is required if the impact is insignificant or the project’s incremental 
contribution is not cumulatively considerable. The omission of operational impacts was discussed in 
Section 5.5 (Cumulative Impacts) where the DEIR states that, “The City has identified no effects of 
operation of the vault.” This would mean that the proposed Project would not have combined impacts of 
repeated activities under a single project over time (Section 15355 [a]) and is therefore, not discussed 
further in the cumulative section of the DEIR. Additionally, cumulative impacts are further analyzed on a 
City-wide basis within the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan and the associated General Plan EIR 
which gives a detailed analysis of cumulative impacts on a regional scale (Sacramento 2015, 
Sacramento 2014).  

O1-68 The cumulative section, Section 5.5.4.5 (Geology and Soils), of the DEIR has been revised as follows to 
be consistent with Section 3.5 (Geology and Soils):  

• “However, as discussed in Geology and Soils (Section 3.5), the proposed Project is not located 
within an area that is seismically active there are no known faults within the Project area.” 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, other impacts were omitted from the DEIR due to 
a less then significant impact as discussed in the Section 3.5 (Geology and Soils) of the DEIR.  

The commenter is referred to the response under O1-67 above regarding the adequacy of the 
cumulative analysis.  

O1-69 See Chapter 5.0 (Cumulative) for the cumulative effect analysis on Hydrology and Water Quality, 
including the geographic scope, level of significance, incremental contribution to the combined impact, 
and explanation of why feasible mitigation is not required. Surface and groundwater need not be 
analyzed separately as both were addressed in the DEIR. This analysis is adequate under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130.  

Other topics addressed in the Hydrology and Water Quality Section of the DEIR that were not 
addressed in the cumulative Section of the DEIR (Section 5.5.4.8) were omitted from the analysis 
because they were found to have a less than significant impact (In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15130).  

O1-70 The introductory text about the purpose of the attached exhibit is acknowledged.  

http://online.ceb.com/CalCases/C4/62C4t369.htm
http://online.ceb.com/CalCases/C4/62C4t369.htm


MCKINLEY WATER VAULT PROJECT  

Comments and Responses  

September 2018 

 3.41 

  

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 (Tree Impacts).  

O1-71 The summary reading data collected regarding tree impacts is acknowledged, however, this analysis is 
based on an inaccurate Project footprint that does not accurately represent the proposed Project or 
temporary proposed Project work area. Therefore, the conclusions made regarding impacts that the 
proposed Project would have on the trees in McKinley Park are incorrect. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response-2 regarding the Project footprint, as well as Master Response-3 regarding tree 
impacts.  

O1-72 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 (Tree Impacts).  

O1-73 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint).  

O1-74 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) and Master Response-3 regarding 
tree impacts.     

O1-75 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) and Master Response-3 regarding 
tree impacts. 

O1-76 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding tree impacts.    

O1-77 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) and Master Response-3 regarding 
tree impacts.  

O1-78 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) and Master Response-3 regarding 
tree impacts.  

O1-79 The table and summaries provided by the attachment are acknowledged.    

O1-80 The attachment is a duplicate of comments O1-70 through O1-79 above, therefore the commenter is 
referred to those responses.  

O1-81 The State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 2017-0012 provided in Exhibit C is 
acknowledged.  



MCKINLEY WATER VAULT PROJECT  

Comments and Responses  

September 2018 

 3.42 

  

Letter O2 Comment   



 

 

Plan Review Team 

Land Management 

PGEPlanReview@pge.com 
 
6111 Bollinger Canyon Road 3370A 
San Ramon, CA 94583 

 
 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

P.O. Box  0000 

City, State, Zip Code 

 

 

PG&E Gas and Electric Facilities  Page 1 

April 23, 2018 
 
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento 
Community Development Department 
300 Richards Blvd., Third Floor 
Sacramento, CA  95811 
 
Ref:  Gas and Electric Transmission and Distribution 
 
Dear Scott Johnson, 
 
Thank you for submitting McKinley Water Vault Project plans for our review.  PG&E will review 
the submitted plans in relationship to any existing Gas and Electric facilities within the project 
area.  If the proposed project is adjacent/or within PG&E owned property and/or easements, we 
will be working with you to ensure compatible uses and activities near our facilities.   
 
Attached you will find information and requirements as it relates to Gas facilities (Attachment 1) 
and Electric facilities (Attachment 2).  Please review these in detail, as it is critical to ensure 
your safety and to protect PG&E’s facilities and its existing rights.   
 
Below is additional information for your review:   
 

1. This plan review process does not replace the application process for PG&E gas or 
electric service your project may require.  For these requests, please continue to work 
with PG&E Service Planning:  https://www.pge.com/en_US/business/services/building-
and-renovation/overview/overview.page.    
 

2. If the project being submitted is part of a larger project, please include the entire scope 
of your project, and not just a portion of it.  PG&E’s facilities are to be incorporated within 
any CEQA document. PG&E needs to verify that the CEQA document will identify any 
required future PG&E services. 
 

3. An engineering deposit may be required to review plans for a project depending on the 
size, scope, and location of the project and as it relates to any rearrangement or new 
installation of PG&E facilities.   

 
Any proposed uses within the PG&E fee strip and/or easement, may include a California Public 
Utility Commission (CPUC) Section 851 filing.  This requires the CPUC to render approval for a 
conveyance of rights for specific uses on PG&E’s fee strip or easement. PG&E will advise if the 
necessity to incorporate a CPUC Section 851filing is required. 
 
This letter does not constitute PG&E’s consent to use any portion of its easement for any 
purpose not previously conveyed.  PG&E will provide a project specific response as required.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Plan Review Team 
Land Management 

O2-1
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Attachment 1 – Gas Facilities  
 

There could be gas transmission pipelines in this area which would be considered critical 
facilities for PG&E and a high priority subsurface installation under California law. Care must be 
taken to ensure safety and accessibility. So, please ensure that if PG&E approves work near 
gas transmission pipelines it is done in adherence with the below stipulations.  Additionally, the 
following link provides additional information regarding legal requirements under California 
excavation laws:  http://usanorth811.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/CA-LAW-English.pdf 
 
1. Standby Inspection: A PG&E Gas Transmission Standby Inspector must be present 
during any demolition or construction activity that comes within 10 feet of the gas pipeline. This 
includes all grading, trenching, substructure depth verifications (potholes), asphalt or concrete 
demolition/removal, removal of trees, signs, light poles, etc. This inspection can be coordinated 
through the Underground Service Alert (USA) service at 811. A minimum notice of 48 hours is 
required. Ensure the USA markings and notifications are maintained throughout the duration of 
your work. 
  
2. Access: At any time, PG&E may need to access, excavate, and perform work on the gas 
pipeline. Any construction equipment, materials, or spoils may need to be removed upon notice. 
Any temporary construction fencing installed within PG&E’s easement would also need to be 
capable of being removed at any time upon notice. Any plans to cut temporary slopes 
exceeding a 1:4 grade within 10 feet of a gas transmission pipeline need to be approved by 
PG&E Pipeline Services in writing PRIOR to performing the work. 
 
3. Wheel Loads: To prevent damage to the buried gas pipeline, there are weight limits that 
must be enforced whenever any equipment gets within 10 feet of traversing the pipe. 
 
Ensure a list of the axle weights of all equipment being used is available for PG&E’s Standby 
Inspector. To confirm the depth of cover, the pipeline may need to be potholed by hand in a few 
areas. 
 
Due to the complex variability of tracked equipment, vibratory compaction equipment, and 
cranes, PG&E must evaluate those items on a case-by-case basis prior to use over the gas 
pipeline (provide a list of any proposed equipment of this type noting model numbers and 
specific attachments). 
 
No equipment may be set up over the gas pipeline while operating. Ensure crane outriggers are 
at least 10 feet from the centerline of the gas pipeline. Transport trucks must not be parked over 
the gas pipeline while being loaded or unloaded.  
 
4. Grading: PG&E requires a minimum of 36 inches of cover over gas pipelines (or existing 
grade if less) and a maximum of 7 feet of cover at all locations. The graded surface cannot 
exceed a cross slope of 1:4. 
 
5. Excavating: Any digging within 2 feet of a gas pipeline must be dug by hand. Note that 
while the minimum clearance is only 12 inches, any excavation work within 24 inches of the 
edge of a pipeline must be done with hand tools. So to avoid having to dig a trench entirely with 
hand tools, the edge of the trench must be over 24 inches away. (Doing the math for a 24 inch 
wide trench being dug along a 36 inch pipeline, the centerline of the trench would need to be at 
least 54 inches [24/2 + 24 + 36/2 = 54] away, or be entirely dug by hand.) 

O2-2
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Water jetting to assist vacuum excavating must be limited to 1000 psig and directed at a 40° 
angle to the pipe. All pile driving must be kept a minimum of 3 feet away.  
 
Any plans to expose and support a PG&E gas transmission pipeline across an open excavation 
need to be approved by PG&E Pipeline Services in writing PRIOR to performing the work.  
 
6. Boring/Trenchless Installations: PG&E Pipeline Services must review and approve all 
plans to bore across or parallel to (within 10 feet) a gas transmission pipeline. There are 
stringent criteria to pothole the gas transmission facility at regular intervals for all parallel bore 
installations. 
 
For bore paths that cross gas transmission pipelines perpendicularly, the pipeline must be 
potholed a minimum of 2 feet in the horizontal direction of the bore path and a minimum of 12 
inches in the vertical direction from the bottom of the pipe with minimum clearances measured 
from the edge of the pipe in both directions. Standby personnel must watch the locator trace 
(and every ream pass) the path of the bore as it approaches the pipeline and visually monitor 
the pothole (with the exposed transmission pipe) as the bore traverses the pipeline to ensure 
adequate clearance with the pipeline. The pothole width must account for the inaccuracy of the 
locating equipment. 
 
7. Substructures: All utility crossings of a gas pipeline should be made as close to 
perpendicular as feasible (90° +/- 15°). All utility lines crossing the gas pipeline must have a 
minimum of 12 inches of separation from the gas pipeline. Parallel utilities, pole bases, water 
line ‘kicker blocks’, storm drain inlets, water meters, valves, back pressure devices or other 
utility substructures are not allowed in the PG&E gas pipeline easement. 
 
If previously retired PG&E facilities are in conflict with proposed substructures, PG&E must 
verify they are safe prior to removal.  This includes verification testing of the contents of the 
facilities, as well as environmental testing of the coating and internal surfaces.  Timelines for 
PG&E completion of this verification will vary depending on the type and location of facilities in 
conflict. 
 
8. Structures: No structures are to be built within the PG&E gas pipeline easement. This 
includes buildings, retaining walls, fences, decks, patios, carports, septic tanks, storage sheds, 
tanks, loading ramps, or any structure that could limit PG&E’s ability to access its facilities. 
 
9. Fencing: Permanent fencing is not allowed within PG&E easements except for 
perpendicular crossings which must include a 16 foot wide gate for vehicular access. Gates will 
be secured with PG&E corporation locks. 
 
10. Landscaping:  Landscaping must be designed to allow PG&E to access the pipeline for 
maintenance and not interfere with pipeline coatings or other cathodic protection systems. No 
trees, shrubs, brush, vines, and other vegetation may be planted within the easement area. 
Only those plants, ground covers, grasses, flowers, and low-growing plants that grow 
unsupported to a maximum of four feet (4’) in height at maturity may be planted within the 
easement area.  
 
11. Cathodic Protection: PG&E pipelines are protected from corrosion with an “Impressed 
Current” cathodic protection system. Any proposed facilities, such as metal conduit, pipes, 
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service lines, ground rods, anodes, wires, etc. that might affect the pipeline cathodic protection 
system must be reviewed and approved by PG&E Corrosion Engineering. 
 
12. Pipeline Marker Signs: PG&E needs to maintain pipeline marker signs for gas 
transmission pipelines in order to ensure public awareness of the presence of the pipelines. 
With prior written approval from PG&E Pipeline Services, an existing PG&E pipeline marker sign 
that is in direct conflict with proposed developments may be temporarily relocated to 
accommodate construction work. The pipeline marker must be moved back once construction is 
complete.  
 
13. PG&E is also the provider of distribution facilities throughout many of the areas within 
the state of California. Therefore, any plans that impact PG&E’s facilities must be reviewed and 
approved by PG&E to ensure that no impact occurs which may endanger the safe operation of 
its facilities.   
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Attachment 2 – Electric Facilities  
 

It is PG&E’s policy to permit certain uses on a case by case basis within its electric 
transmission fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) provided such uses and manner in which they are 
exercised, will not interfere with PG&E’s rights or endanger its facilities. Some 
examples/restrictions are as follows: 
 
1. Buildings and Other Structures: No buildings or other structures including the foot print and 
eave of any buildings, swimming pools, wells or similar structures will be permitted within fee 
strip(s) and/or easement(s) areas. PG&E’s transmission easement shall be designated on 
subdivision/parcel maps as “RESTRICTED USE AREA – NO BUILDING.” 
 
2. Grading: Cuts, trenches or excavations may not be made within 25 feet of our towers. 
Developers must submit grading plans and site development plans (including geotechnical 
reports if applicable), signed and dated, for PG&E’s review. PG&E engineers must review grade 
changes in the vicinity of our towers. No fills will be allowed which would impair ground-to-
conductor clearances. Towers shall not be left on mounds without adequate road access to 
base of tower or structure. 
 
3. Fences: Walls, fences, and other structures must be installed at locations that do not affect 
the safe operation of PG&’s facilities.  Heavy equipment access to our facilities must be 
maintained at all times. Metal fences are to be grounded to PG&E specifications. No wall, fence 
or other like structure is to be installed within 10 feet of tower footings and unrestricted access 
must be maintained from a tower structure to the nearest street. Walls, fences and other 
structures proposed along or within the fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) will require PG&E 
review; submit plans to PG&E Centralized Review Team for review and comment.   
 
4. Landscaping: Vegetation may be allowed; subject to review of plans. On overhead electric 
transmission fee strip(s) and/or easement(s), trees and shrubs are limited to those varieties that 
do not exceed 15 feet in height at maturity. PG&E must have access to its facilities at all times, 
including access by heavy equipment. No planting is to occur within the footprint of the tower 
legs. Greenbelts are encouraged. 
 
5. Reservoirs, Sumps, Drainage Basins, and Ponds: Prohibited within PG&E’s fee strip(s) 
and/or easement(s) for electric transmission lines.   
 
6. Automobile Parking: Short term parking of movable passenger vehicles and light trucks 
(pickups, vans, etc.) is allowed.  The lighting within these parking areas will need to be reviewed 
by PG&E; approval will be on a case by case basis. Heavy equipment access to PG&E facilities 
is to be maintained at all times. Parking is to clear PG&E structures by at least 10 feet.  
Protection of PG&E facilities from vehicular traffic is to be provided at developer’s expense AND 
to PG&E specifications. Blocked-up vehicles are not allowed. Carports, canopies, or awnings 
are not allowed. 
 
7. Storage of Flammable, Explosive or Corrosive Materials: There shall be no storage of fuel or 
combustibles and no fueling of vehicles within PG&E’s easement. No trash bins or incinerators 
are allowed. 
 
8. Streets and Roads: Access to facilities to be maintained at all times. Street lights may be 
allowed in the fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) but in all cases must be reviewed by PG&E for 
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proper clearance. Roads and utilities should cross the transmission easement as nearly at right 
angles as possible. Road intersections will not be allowed within the transmission easement. 
 
9. Pipelines: Pipelines may be allowed provided crossings are held to a minimum and to be as 
nearly perpendicular as possible. Pipelines within 25 feet of PG&E structures require review by 
PG&E. Sprinklers systems may be allowed; subject to review. Leach fields and septic tanks are 
not allowed. Construction plans must be submitted to PG&E for review and approval prior to the 
commencement of any construction. 
 
10. Signs: Signs are not allowed except in rare cases subject to individual review by PG&E. 
 
11. Recreation Areas: Playgrounds, parks, tennis courts, basketball courts, barbecue and light 
trucks (pickups, vans, etc.) may be allowed; subject to review of plans. Heavy equipment 
access to PG&E facilities is to be maintained at all times. Parking is to clear PG&E structures by 
at least 10 feet. Protection of PG&E facilities from vehicular traffic is to be provided at 
developer’s expense AND to PG&E specifications.  
 
12. Construction Activity: Since construction activity will take place near PG&E’s overhead 
electric lines, please be advised it is the contractor’s responsibility to be aware of, and observe 
the minimum clearances for both workers and equipment operating near high voltage electric 
lines set out in the High-Voltage Electrical Safety Orders of the California Division of Industrial 

Safety (https://www.dir.ca.gov/Title8/sb5g2.html), as well as any other safety regulations. 

Contractors shall comply with California Public Utilities Commission General Order 95 

(http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/gos/GO95/go_95_startup_page.html) and all other safety rules.  No 

construction may occur within 25 feet of PG&E’s towers. All excavation activities may only 
commence after 811 protocols has been followed.  
 
Contractor shall ensure the protection of PG&E’s towers and poles from vehicular damage by 
(installing protective barriers) Plans for protection barriers must be approved by PG&E prior to 
construction.  
 
13. PG&E is also the owner of distribution facilities throughout many of the areas within the 
state of California. Therefore, any plans that impact PG&E’s facilities must be reviewed and 
approved by PG&E to ensure that no impact occurs that may endanger the safe and reliable 
operation of its facilities.   
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PG&E Preliminary Document 
and Plan Review
Step-by-Step Guide

When planning a development project, it is important that any new buildings or landscaping are located 
a safe distance from overhead and underground utility lines. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) 
has developed the following 3-step guide to assist cities/counties, builders, and developers with 
ensuring preliminary plans are compatible with any PG&E electric or gas facilities in the area. 

Please send all environmental and preliminary planning 
documents to pgeplanreview@pge.com or 6111 Bollinger Canyon 
Rd., 3rd Floor, Mail Code: BR1Y3A, San Ramon, CA 94583. Planning 
documents include (but may not be limited to): Environmental 
Documents, subdivision maps, general city/county plans
*This plan review process does not replace the application process for PG&E gas or 
electric service that development plans may require.   For these requests, please 
continue to work with PG&E service planning department.  See link Below:
https://www.pge.com/cco/

PG&E will review the planning documents to confirm:

• Plans are compatible with any existing or proposed gas or
electric facilities

• If a Public Utility Easement or Dedicated Easement is
needed for new facilities

• Compliance with existing easement, if applicable

Within 45-days of submission, PG&E will issue a response letter. 

• If no impacts were identified, PG&E will provide approval to
preliminary plans, along with any requirements that must be
followed as the project moves forward.

• If impacts were identified, PG&E will provide comments to
the submitter to update and re-submit the plans.

For More Information
For more information, or to check the status of your plan review, please contact PG&E Land 
Management Department at 1-877-259-8314. PG&E will follow-up with you within two business days. 

STEP 1 
SUBMIT

STEP 2 
REVIEW

STEP 3      
RESPONSE
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Letter O2 Response  

April 23, 2018 

Planning Review Team Land Management, Pacific Gas and Electric 

 

O2-1 The requirements as they relate to Gas Facilities and Electric Facilities, as well as the associated 
attachments provided in the comment letter are acknowledged. The City will comply with PG&E plans 
and policies regarding PG&E’s Gas and Electric Facilities.  
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Letter O3 Comment  



 

 

Plan Review Team 

Land Management 

PGEPlanReview@pge.com 
 
6111 Bollinger Canyon Road 3370A 
San Ramon, CA 94583 

 
 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

P.O. Box  0000 

City, State, Zip Code 

 

 

 

June 4, 2018 

 

 

Mr. Scott Johnson 

City of Sacramento 

Community Development Department 

300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor 

Sacramento, CA 95811 

 

Re: McKinley Water Vault Project 

McKinley Park, 601 Alhambra Blvd., Sacramento 

 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to review your plans. While PG&E does have existing 

gas distribution facilities servicing areas of this parcel, the proposed McKinley Water Vault 

Project dated April 2018 and received by PG&E on April 23, 2018 does not appear to interfere 

with these existing PG&E facilities or easement rights; therefore, we have no comments at this 

time. However, please ensure you contact Underground Service Alerts (USA) by calling 811 

prior to any construction activities so all underground utilities can be accurately located and 

marked.   

 

Please note that this is our preliminary review and reserve the right for future review as needed. 

If there are subsequent modifications made to your design, we ask that you resubmit your plans 

to the email address listed below.  

 

In the event that you require PG&E’s gas or electrical service in the future, please continue to 

work with PG&E’s Service Planning department: https://www.pge.com/cco/ 
 

If you have any questions regarding our response, please contact the PG&E Plan Review Team 

at (877) 259-8314 or pgeplanreview@pge.com. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

PG&E Plan Review Team 

Land Management 
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Letter O3 Response  

June 4, 2018 

Planning Review Team Land Management, Pacific Gas and Electric 

 

O3-1 The existing gas distribution facilities service areas of the proposed Project parcel are acknowledged.  
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3.2.3 Individuals

I1 Anna Barela 

I2 Ann Broderick  

I3 Alfredo Gonzalez 

I4 Adam Orzen 

I5 Ann Rodgers 

I6 Bruce VanDover 

I7 Brad Wenger 

I8 Catie Turner 

I9 David and Linda 
Carpenter 

I10 Deane Dana 

I11 Diane Edwards 

I12 David Herbert 

I13 Deborah Hurst 

I14 Delores Paolinelli 

I15 Daniel Scanlan 

I16 Debbie Towne 

I17 Evette D Smith 

I18 Curtiss and Georgette 
Johnson 

I19 Gary McDowell 

I20 Gregory O'Connor 

I21 Helene F. Meyer 

I22 Harold A. Richard 

I23 Jennifer Caldwell 

I24 Jim Conant 

I25 Jessica Kelly 

I26 Jason Lynch 

I27 Janet Maira 

I28 Judy Mc 

I29 John Mellas 

I30 Jeff Rosenhall 

I31 Joanne Sales 

I32 Julie Yoshihara 

I33 Karen D. Koch 

I34 Konrad Knutsen 

I35 Kate Lenox 

I36 Kathleen M. McLean 

I37 Kathy Purcell 

I38 Kris Snow 

I39 Karen Tabor 

I40 Lynell Heaps 

I41 Larry and Judy  
Sheingold 

I42 Lynette Kleinfall 
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Letter I1 Comment  

 



From: Anna Barela
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park impact of proposed vault
Date: Wednesday, May 30, 2018 9:36:57 AM

We just finally got our pond back at McKinley Park! It was a long wait, and now we are finally back to
enjoying our lovely park. I live nearby and jog around the park twice a week. My 9-year-old son and
his cousins love the playground, watching the ducks in the pond, and picnicking under the trees. We
also enjoy swim lessons at the pool in the summer and walking to the park to check out books from
the library. This peaceful oasis is one of the few true reprieves from the noise and traffic of our city.
 
If the proposed project for massive construction to install a water vault proceeds, we will lose
enjoyment of this public space for far too long. In 2 ½ years, my son will be almost 12 years old, past
the current precious time of enjoying ducks and playgrounds. We need the beauty of this park to
make his childhood in East Sac enjoyable, not to mention my morning runs. Please consider another,
less public and less beautiful location.
 
Thank you,
 
 
Anna Barela
3021 O Street #1
Sacramento, CA 95816
(916) 792-1997
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Letter I1 Response  

May 30, 2018  

Anna Barela 

 

I1-1 The comment regarding use of the Park features is acknowledged. The comment does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response-7 (Recreation) which discusses 
the impacts to the jogging path surrounding the park and impacts to other park features. No further 
response is required.  
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Letter I2 Comment 



Scott Johnson, Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento County Development Department 
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
916-808-5842 
email srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org 

RE: McKinley Park Water Vault Project EIR 

May 30, 2018 

Dear Mr. Scott Johnson, 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT 

JUI 0 201 

RECEIVED 

I have reviewed the draft EIR for the McKinley Water Vault Project. My comments, questions 
and issues regarding this report are enclosed. My letter is organized by area of potential 
impact. I look forward to your response. Please do not print my address in any documents you 
plan to publish. Thank You! 

Sincerely, 

Ann Broderick 
33rd Street Resident 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

12-1
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Visual-

Air-

McKinley Park Water Vault DEIR - Comments, Questions & Issues 

• The Draft EIR mentions possible lighting and glare at the facility. How many lights 
and what security features will the site and building have during and after 
construction? Will there be any barbwire like we see at the other vault facilities? If 
you plan to add another restroom how will you keep the drug addicts from disposing 
of their needles, that clog the sewer lines? 

• There is a discrepancy between what was discussed at the City Historic Preservation 
commission in 3-2018 regarding the nomination of McKinley Park as a historic 
resource and the conclusions stated in Appendix D of the DEIR. Are you allowed to 
or should you be able to perform any construction work during the review process 
of an historic resource? 

• Valley Fever due to disturbance of old soil during construction has become a 
problem in California per the CA Dept of Health. People have an increase risk for 
this severe disease if they are over 60 yrs old or pregnant. Many people who live on 
the park and visit the park are over 60. There are 8 people over 60 yrs old that live 
directly across from the construction site. Watering the ground twice a day will not 
be enough - especially when the delta breezes blow eastward during the day and 
night time hours. How will you adequately take care of this issue? 

• The people who live on 33rd street will have constant dust/dirt on their cars, 
porches and windows, etc. - I think they deserve free car wash coupons from the 
city. 

• What could have asbestos material in it ? 
• The emissions from the construction trucks, combined with the freeway vehicles 

stalled at E street and cars waiting for lights on Alhambra Blvd. will probably be 
above acceptable emissions levels. The DEIR mentions a 2009 study but that is quite 
some time ago -in 2017 there is a lot more traffic and vehicles idling within the 
immediate vicinity of the park. A new study should be performed when the traffic is 
heavy - 8 am, 3 PM, 5:30 pm while the schools are in session. 

Biological -

• Exactly how many trees does the city plan to remove? What size are the trees? The 
removal of healthy trees from a park goes against all the benefits of having a park. 

• How many trees that are close to the vault area might have invasive roots that could 
damage the Vault? Roots of existing healthy trees might be damaged by the 
excessive vehicle traffic and weight of the cement and dirt trucks. 

• In what area of the park does the city plan to replant trees? How many trees do you 
plan to replant? How many trees will be planted in the picnic area? How many 
trees will be planted along 33rd street? 
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Geology-
• This area of Sacramento was part of an old slough - which means lots of water 

flowed and still runs below the park and our houses. If you build such a huge 
structure in the middle of the slough - how will that effect the slough properties 
after construction is done? Where will the natural flow of water go? 

• There are a lot of issues regarding the stability of the soil during and after 
construction - we would like you to post on-line a complete copy of ALL the soil 
sample reports. 

• How many other vault projects have been done like this - same size, depth, soil 
conditions, within an old slough area, cement construction and in a residential area? 
Please site a city, state, location, date and contractor who has done a similar project. 

• They will dig wells and install dewatering pumps every SO ft around the entire site. 
These will run 24 hrs a day during the construction project because the water table 
is only 12 feet deep. This will be very noisy for the residents that live next to the 
park. What plan do you have for possible power failures? 

Hydrology & Water Quality -
• During the dewatering phase (pumps running to lower the water table), all the water 

and mud will be sent down the existing combined sewer system (CSS). If you say the 
current CSS can't handle the water/sewer now, how can it possibly handle additional 
water and mud during a major rain storm while the vault is under construction for 
over 2 yrs? 

• What adverse effects will there be if you deplete the ground water supply level?
tree roots in the park? houses, landscaping, old trees, old sewer lines in the area? 

• How will you handle erosion, surface runoff, and possible flooding during the 
construction and after the vault is completed? 

• Rainwater will not be able to penetrate the top of the 2 1/2 acre cement vault 
structure. How much dirt will be on top of the cement vault structure? What plan is 
in place if we have a heavy rain in a short period of time - where will the rain water 
go that accumulates above the cement top of the vault (the size of 2 football fields)? 

• The existing city sewer lines that are located in the easement of our houses in East 
Sac. are almost 100 yrs. old. Although many of us have replaced the sewer line from 
the back of our house to the city line, what percentage of the City owned sewer lines 
in the easements have been replaced in East Sacramento? What does the city plan 
to do with the deterioration of these pipes that might clog up due to tree roots and 
lack of adequate seal between each section? 

Noise & Vibration -
• The vibration and noise from the drilling will have a significant effect on the old 1926 

brick houses with single pane glass windows. The project is located within 80 feet of 
the front doors and windows of residences on 33rd street. 

• The dewatering pumps (one every SO ft around the site) will be running 24 hrs a day 
during the entire construction period. Hours will be 7 am - 6 pm and maybe 
weekends. What plan is in place to ensure these old brick houses are not affected 
by any vibrations or noise? 
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Public Services -
• Fire, police and ambulance services will be restricted due to some road blockages 

and the rerouting of traffic around the construction site. They will not be able to 
meet acceptable service ratios and response times in the area around the site 
project. During rush hour traffic and the end of school day let-out, H street, 
Alhambra Blvd. , 39th street, and McKinley Blvd are extremely crowded. The people 
on 33rd Street will be blocked in without any easy access to get out. 

Recreation -
• McKinley Park is the most heavily used park in Sacramento. It is used for - weddings, 

senior prom picture taking, family picnics, organizations annual summer parties, 
joggers, walkers, dog walkers, yoga in the park every Sat., Pops in the park, baseball 
games, soccer games and practice, baseball games and practice, Frisbee games, 
Sutter middle school cross country training, tennis, horse shoes, new mother and 
infant exercise programs, Tai Chi programs, running organizations, boot camp 
organizations, lacrosse practice, etc. All these activities will have to be discontinued 
during the construction period (at least 2 yrs) and the time it takes to restore the 
park back to its original condition (at least another 1 year). This fact alone is the 
best reason why this project does not belong in this park. 

• The DEIR mentions the jogging track will be rerouted during construction. This park 
has hundreds of people a day who use this track for jogging, walking, taking the dog 
for a walk, Sutter middle school uses the track for their cross county practice. 
Where will all these people be diverted - down the sidewalks in front of the houses 
on McKinley Blvd., 33rd, 34th, 35th streets? What exactly is the reroute plan for this 
group of users? This will be quite a disruption to the neighborhood. It also would be 
a dangerous situation whereby more cars, bicyclist and humans than usual will be 
traveling on sidewalks and streets that are not used to having that kind of volume. 
People like to jog and walk around the park because they don't have to worry about 
cars crossing their path. How many accidents are you willing to live with? 

• Although you state it is only for a temporary period of time - 3 years of not being 
able to use the busiest park in Sacramento is unacceptable and very disrespectful of 
the city residents that use the park. These residents voted for their city council 
person to represent them and not that of the developers who want to fill in every 
empty space in Downtown, Midtown and East Sacramento. These developers 
basically own the city council and get whatever they want because our 
representatives don't have the guts to say NO. The only reason you have chosen 
McKinley park for this project is because the developers don't own the property. 
Shame on you ! ! 

• It is very sad that the city wants to take the only remaining large green grass area 
left in East Sacramento and convert it into a non-porous cement structure that will 
only make the water issues worse for many generations to come. A Band-Aid 
approach on a problem might fix it in the short term. But decades from now, the 
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cement structure in the park will prove to be quite a detriment to those who live 
close by and users of the park. Sacramento has been paving over every unused 
green space in the city. All new houses have no backyards - it is all house and 
cement and the water has nowhere to go. I hope you have studied the reports 
regarding the Houston flooding in 2017. It was caused by massive infill development, 
just like what is going on in Sacramento. Hindsight will not help us during a major 
Sacramento flood. You as are city elected officials and government workers are paid 
to learn from this Houston event. 

Transportation -

• The DEIR is using traffic studies on H street from the year 2000, 18 years ago. There 
should be current studies done - and it needs to include rush hour traffic time, 
hospital shift changes, and the end of school let-out times during the school year 
(not during holidays or vacation periods). 

• It takes 3-4 light changes to cross Alhambra & H during certain times of the day. 
Traffic is backed up from Alhambra all the way to 35th street during rush hour and 
when the local schools get out at the end of the day. 

• Up to 150 trucks a day will be entering & exiting the construction site. 

• Up to 50 workers a day will be working and parking in the neighborhood. There is 
very little parking available now around the park during the day; where will all these 
workers park? How do you plan to enforce the parking codes? People are parking 
illegally on 33rd street (permit parking only on the East side ) on a regular basis. We 
have to constantly call the city to get someone out to give them a ticket. The city 
needs to canvass this area on a more regular basis. 

• Sutter middle school kids are walking & riding their bikes down 33rd street in order 
to safely cross at the H street signal light. 33rd Street will become a construction 
zone area - It will be very unsafe for kids. How do you plan to inform the people in 
East Sac. - most of the people have not even heard of the project ? 

Maintenance -

• How many odor vent stacks will there be? How large (width & height) will they be? 
Where will the vents be placed? Will they be placed in the direction and area away 
from the east blowing delta breezes so the houses in East Sac don't smell the sewer? 
What plan is in place to make sure the homes on 33rd street don't have to look at 
these ugly vents? 

• After the vault completion, will there be vehicles in the park during the day at the 
odor control and electrical building? Why is there a vehicle at the 42 & R site every 
day? The city should prohibit the parking of any vehicles inside the park after the 
construction period. 

• What plans will be in place for power failures during the construction period? 
• After the construction period what plans will there be for power failure to the pump 

station, odor control facil ity, and electrical facil ity? This area experiences power 
failures on a regular basis during a heavy storm. 
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Misc. 

• What is the acceptable amount of maintenance/ inspection needed for a facility this 
large in a residential area? What is the useful life expectancy ofthe major 
components? 

• This project requires routine maintenance in order to ensure proper running of the 
equipment that moves the water/sludge and odor control equipment that protects 
the neighborhood from bad odors. The water pumps within the city sewer system 
have been a problem in the past - the pumps are not functioning in time of need and 
the traps are not being flushed out. Portions of the piping system are over 100 years 
old and have structural defects including cracked pipes, corrosion, deteriorated and 
missing grout at pipe joints, and root intrusion that can clog sewers and limit 
hydraulic capacity. The street gutter grates are constantly clogged with leaves and 
debris. The grates around McKinley Park are constantly full of empty plastic water 
bottles, that cannot be removed except by the city work crews who have to remove 
the very heavy grate covers. The city rarely checks or removes debris from or within 
the park street grates. The DEIR attempts to emphasize the need for minimum 
maintenance after the construction is completed. We know this is because the city 
has no money for this activity. How will the city ensure proper maintenance is being 
performed on the sewer vault on a routine scheduled basis? The city should 
perform proactive maintenance on the sewer system and not just wait for its citizens 
to complain. Which is what happened as recently as May 2018 - all of downtown 
smelled like the sewer because of in adequate maintenance of the sewer traps. 

• What is the estimated rain water capacity of the proposed vault - how many inches 
of rain in what period of time will it reach its maximum capacity? What specific 
area (please name the streets/area) is the water coming from that might drain into 
the vault? 

• What can we expect in the way of city utility rate increases in the next 10 years 
because of this project? If the city is in the red as of 2020 - how does the city plan to 
pay for any maintenance of this project as well as the park itself? 

• The people of East Sacramento would like to be involved in deciding what 
enhancements the park might get. The Friends of East Sac organization does not 
represent the people who live in East Sac. There are no meetings, financial 
disclosures or input from the people regarding what is being done by this 
organization which consists of two people. What plans are in place to gather, inform 
and decide on the park enhancements? 
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Letter I2 Response 

May 30, 2018  

Ann Broderick  

 

I2-1 The comment regarding the commenter’s review of the DEIR is acknowledged. 

I2-2 Mitigation Measure AES-3 in Section 3.1.4 (Mitigation Measures) of the DEIR discusses the best 
management practices that would be used for any construction or operational lighting that would be 
required for the proposed Project. Any operational lighting would be limited to the above ground facilities 
which are being designed to be compatible with the existing facilities within the Park.  

I2-3 The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response 
is required.  

I2-4 The commenter is referred to Master Response-6 (Cultural Resources) regarding the cultural resources 
analysis. As described in Master Response-6, the baseline conditions were appropriately evaluated 
within the DEIR and upon approval of the proposed Project construction may proceed. 

I2-5 Valley Fever is an infectious disease caused by the fungus Coccidioides immitis. Infection is caused by 
inhalation of Coccidioides immitis spores that have become airborne when dry dusty soil or dirt is 
disturbed by natural processes such as wind or earthquakes, or by human-induced ground disturbing 
activities such as construction, farming, etc. Farmers, construction workers, and others who engage in 
soil-disturbing activities are at highest risk for Valley Fever. According to the California Department of 
Public Health, ‘valley fever can occur year-round and tends to occur in areas with dry dirt and desert-like 
conditions that allow the fungus to grow” (California Department of Public Health 2016). The McKinley 
Park area does not consist of a desert-like condition as it has been irrigated and covered in turf for 
numerous years. Additionally, any soil disturbed during construction activities would be properly watered 
and/or covered in accordance with Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
(SMAQMD) rules and policies requiring a dust control measures to prevent dust through (See Mitigation 
Measure AIR-1 [Prepare a Construction Emission and Dust Control Plan]).  

I2-6 Dust mitigation is provided in Section 3.2.4 (Mitigation Measures). The Construction Emission and Dust 
Control Plan would be prepared in accordance with SMAQMD rules and policies. The proposal for City-
provided car washes is outside of the scope of CEQA and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  

I2-7 As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) under Impact AIR-4, historic drawings indicate 
that there is a potential for asbestos-containing pipelines to occur directly within the Project footprint.  

I2-8 Air emissions modeled for the proposed Project are included in Appendix C of the DEIR and are below 
the thresholds developed by SMAQMD.  

The proposed Project would generate negligible trips during operation, as described in the Draft EIR 
(Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic). Construction trips would be generated by workers at the site, 
trucks delivering Project materials, and trucks entering and leaving the site during excavation.  

The traffic count dates within the area were available from the City’s webpage and they are considered 
adequate for the purposes of the CEQA analysis since they are comparable to more recent counts 
conducted between 2009 and 2015. Additionally, in response to comment received regarding the traffic 
counts provided in the DEIR (Table 2.4-3 Existing Traffic Volumes Adjacent to the Project Site), traffic 
counts were further verified using the McKinley Village DEIR, which included a traffic study of the area 
near the proposed Project (Sacramento 2013). The resulting counts in the McKinley Village DEIR for 
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intersections near McKinley Park were similar to those included within the McKinley Water Vault DEIR 
and based on traffic data from around 2013.  

As described in the McKinley Village DEIR (Section 4.9, Transportation and Circulation, Table 4.9-4) 
McKinley Boulevard is operating at a Level of Service (LOS) of A, which is significantly better than what 
was analyzed in the McKinley Water Vault DEIR (Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic), which 
analyzed McKinley Boulevard at a LOS of D. Additionally, traffic counts for the intersections around 
McKinley Park were analyzed in the McKinley Village DEIR and found to have the following LOS during 
peak hours (AM and PM) (Sacramento 2013):  

• Alhambra Boulevard and McKinley Boulevard (traffic signal), AM LOS E/PM LOS C;  

• Alhambra Boulevard and H Street (traffic signal), AM LOS F/PM LOS E;  

• 33rd Street and McKinley Boulevard (all-way stop), AM LOS B/PM LOS B.  

These are all consistent with the LOS designations disclosed within the DEIR with the exception of H 
Street, which was disclosed as LOS E. Even with this one intersection having lower LOS than disclosed 
in the DEIR, the significance of traffic impacts would not change from what was disclosed since 
mitigation measure TRANS-1, Prepare and Implement a Traffic and Pedestrian Control Plan, would 
mitigate temporary increases in construction traffic to less than significant levels. The further 
documentation of traffic data contained in the McKinley Village DEIR confirms the accuracy of the traffic 
evaluation of the McKinley Water Vault DEIR. The LOS for the intersections surrounding the park were 
equivalent, if not better, than described in the McKinley Water Vault DEIR and do not change the 
analysis provided in the DEIR. Therefore, the most recent traffic counts available were verified and do 
not change the adequacy of the findings in the McKinley Water Vault DEIR. No further response is 
necessary.  

I2-9 The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Trees) regarding impacts to trees. The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 

I2-10 The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Trees) regarding impacts to trees. The location of the 
underground offline storage facility was selected for its location separated from trees and other 
vegetation. As demonstrated in Figure Master Response-2 (Project Footprint), the Project will meet 
current California design standards.  

I2-11 The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Trees) regarding impacts to trees.  

I2-12 The commenter is referred to the Geotechnical Data Report of June 14, 2018 (Appendix B) for a 
discussion of soil stability and the hydrology and water quality section of the DEIR for impacts related to 
groundwater and hydrology. The commenter is referred to Section 3.8.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) 
under Impact HYD-2. Impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge are considered less than 
significant. The below ground facilities would allow water to be directed around the offline storage facility 
and is a small enough structure that it would not substantially impair the flow of groundwater.  

I2-13 The Final Geotechnical Data Report which was completed for the proposed Project on June 14, 2018 
includes this information and is provided as Appendix D of this FEIR. This Report included soil borings 
completed for the proposed Project site and gathered site-specific information of the soils in the Project 
area. 

I2-14 The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required.  

I2-15 The commenter is referred to Master Response-9 (Noise and Vibration) regarding noise generated from 
dewatering pumps. In the event of a power failure backup generators would operate the pumps or 
construction would be paused until power is restored. 
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I2-16 The contractor will be required to turn off the dewatering pumps during any storm that surges the 
combined sewer system and thus, the proposed Project area would operate under existing conditions.  

I2-17 The commenter is referred to Section 3.8.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) under Impact HYD-2. Impacts to 
groundwater supplies and recharge are considered less than significant. 

I2-18 The commenter is referred to Section 3.5.4 (Mitigation Measures) under Mitigation Measure GEO-1 of 
the DEIR. This mitigation measure includes post-construction standards to ensure the post-construction 
site is stabilized appropriately. Flooding within the proposed Project would be taken into the McKinley 
Water Vault as discussed throughout the DEIR and this FEIR.  

I2-19 The offline storage facility would have approximately two feet of cover from the roof of the structure. The 
commenter is referred to the following text revision:  

• The following text on page 3.8.10 of the DEIR is revised as follows:  

− The proposed Project would slightly increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the region; 
however, the maximum footprint of the offline storage facility would be 106,500 square feet and 
based on the below ground design of the structure would still allow any surface water that 
percolates into the soil above the offline storage facility to be directed to the sides of the offline 
storage facility where it can recharge the groundwater around and beneath the structure. the 
site is not a favorable location for groundwater recharge due to the shallow depth of the 
groundwater as well as the adjacent connection to the American River. 

I2-20 The comment does not discuss the adequacy or content of the DEIR. The proposed Project does not 
include replacement of sewer lines beyond those incorporated in the Project Description (Section 2.0) of 
the DEIR for connection to and from the McKinley Water Vault facility. No further response is required. 

I2-21 The commenter is referred to Master Response-9 (Noise and Vibration). 

I2-22 In Section 3.13.4 (Mitigation Measures) of the DEIR, two mitigation measures are identified; Mitigation 
Measure TRANS-1 (Prepare and Implement Traffic and Pedestrian Control Plan) and Mitigation 
Measure TRANS-2 (Inform the Public and Emergency Service Agencies of Lane Closures and Detours). 
These mitigation measures effectively reduce potential traffic and transportation impacts to a less than 
significant level.  

I2-23 The commenter is referred to Master Response-7 (Recreation).   

I2-24 The McKinley Water Vault would have approximately two feet of cover from the roof of the structure. 
The commenter is referred to the following text revision:  

• The following text on page 3.8.10 of the DEIR is revised as follows:  

− The proposed Project would slightly increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the region; 
however, the maximum footprint of the offline storage facility would be 106,500 square feet and 
based on the below ground design of the structure would still allow any surface water that 
percolates into the soil above the offline storage facility to be directed to the sides of the offline 
storage facility where it can recharge the groundwater around and beneath the structure. the 
site is not a favorable location for groundwater recharge due to the shallow depth of the 
groundwater as well as the adjacent connection to the American River. 

As described in the Project Description Section 2.0, the grassy areas would be restored to better than 
existing conditions. 
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I2-25 The proposed Project would generate negligible trips during operation, as described in the Draft EIR 
(Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic). Construction trips would be generated by workers at the site, 
trucks delivering Project materials, and trucks entering and leaving the site during excavation.  

The traffic count dates within the area were available from the City’s webpage and they are considered 
adequate for the purposes of the CEQA analysis since they are comparable to more recent counts 
conducted between 2009 and 2015. Additionally, in response to comment received regarding the traffic 
counts provided in the DEIR (Table 2.4-3 Existing Traffic Volumes Adjacent to the Project Site), traffic 
counts were further verified using the McKinley Village DEIR, which included a traffic study of the area 
near the proposed Project (Sacramento 2013). The resulting counts in the McKinley Village DEIR for 
intersections near McKinley Park were similar to those included within the McKinley Water Vault DEIR 
and based on traffic data from around 2013.  

As described in the McKinley Village DEIR (Section 4.9, Transportation and Circulation, Table 4.9-4) 
McKinley Boulevard is operating at a level of Service (LOS) of A, which is significantly better than what 
was analyzed in the McKinley Water Vault DEIR (Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic), which 
analyzed McKinley Boulevard at a LOS of D. Additionally, traffic counts for the intersections around 
McKinley Park were analyzed in the McKinley Village DEIR and found to have the following LOS during 
peak hours (AM and PM) (Sacramento 2013):  

• Alhambra Boulevard and McKinley Boulevard (traffic signal), AM LOS E/PM LOS C;  

• Alhambra Boulevard and H Street (traffic signal), AM LOS F/PM LOS E;  

• 33rd Street and McKinley Boulevard (all-way stop), AM LOS B/PM LOS B.  

These are all consistent with the LOS designations disclosed within the DEIR with the exception of H 
Street, which was disclosed as LOS E. Even with this one intersection having lower LOS than disclosed 
in the DEIR, the significance of traffic impacts would not change from what was disclosed since 
mitigation measure TRANS-1, Prepare and Implement a Traffic and Pedestrian Control Plan, would 
mitigate temporary increases in construction traffic to less than significant levels. The further 
documentation of traffic data contained in the McKinley Village DEIR confirms the accuracy of the traffic 
evaluation of the McKinley Water Vault DEIR. The LOS for the intersections surrounding the park were 
equivalent, if not better, than described in the McKinley Water Vault DEIR and do not change the 
analysis provided in the DEIR. Therefore, the most recent traffic counts available were verified and do 
not change the adequacy of the findings in the McKinley Water Vault DEIR. No further response is 
necessary.  

I2-26 Section 3.13.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) under Impact TRANS-2 of the DEIR, discusses queuing and 
concludes that the increase in traffic from construction would not be significant because the additional 
vehicle trips would be below the vehicle trip generation criteria set by the City of Sacramento 2035 
General Plan. Additionally, construction traffic related hazards are discussed in Impact TRANS-4.  

I2-27 The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.  

I2-28 The commenter is referred to Section 3.13.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) under Impact TRANS-6 of the 
DEIR where impacts to parking are discussed. Construction workers would be encouraged to park in the 
staging areas where space permits. No further response is required. 

I2-29 The commenter is referred to Section 3.13.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) under Impact TRANS-4 and 
TRANS-6 of the DEIR where construction traffic hazards and interaction with pedestrian walkways are 
discussed. Further, Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 (Prepare and Implement a Traffic and Pedestrian 
Control Plan) would adequately address any hazards related to pedestrians and construction activities.  

I2-30 The commenter is referred to Section 2.3.5 (Odor Control) of the DEIR which provides additional details 
on the odor control facility. The odor control facility would adequately address any odors vented from 
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the McKinley Water Vault. The odor control facility would be located below ground and no odor vent 
stack would be included as part of the proposed Project.  

I2-31 The commenter is referred to Section 2.5 (Operations and Maintenance) of the DEIR. Specifically, 
Section 2.5.2 (Maintenance) of the DEIR explains the frequency of facility maintenance stating, “It is 
expected that the carbon media would be replaced approximately every five-years, or as needed based 
on media testing.”   

I2-32 Back-up generators would be used as needed during construction in the event of power failures in the 
East Sacramento area.  

I2-33 Back-up generators would be used during any power outage as needed for McKinley Water Vault 
operation.   

I2-34 The commenter is referred to Section 2.5 (Operations and Maintenance) of the DEIR which discusses 
routine operations and maintenance of the McKinley Water Vault. The McKinley Water Vault has been 
designed in accordance with current design standards which are for 50- to 100- years, however, 
electrical and other mechanical equipment would need to be maintained and may require replacement 
sooner.    

I2-35 The commenter is referred to Section 2.5 (Operations and Maintenance) of the DEIR which discusses 
routine operations and maintenance of the McKinley Water Vault. The commenter notes maintenance of 
other pipelines throughout the area. This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR or the 
proposed Project. No further response is required.  

I2-36 The commenter is referred to Figure 2.2-1 in Section 2.2.1 (Project Purpose) of the DEIR. This figure 
depicts the current flooding conditions within the area. The commenter is also referred to Section 2.2.2 
(Project objectives) which state that one of the objectives of the proposed Project is to “achieve 
adequate response to a 10-year storm event.” The commenter is also referred to Section 2.3.1 (Offline 
Storage Facility) of the DEIR which includes the estimated capacity of the McKinley Water Vault 
(700,000-1,000,000 cubic feet).  

I2-37 The comment regarding utility rate increases does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and is outside 
of the scope of CEQA. No further response is required. 

I2-38 The applicable stakeholders will continue to be notified of the proposed Project details in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines. Planning for park facilities and activities is within the purview of the City’s 
Department of Youth, Parks and Community Enhancement and is conducted on a continuing basis with 
appropriate outreach. 
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Letter I3 Comment  

 



From: Alfredo Gonzalez
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Oppose the McKinley Park Water Vault
Date: Thursday, May 31, 2018 8:24:56 PM

Dear Scott,
I am a concerned resident of the McKinley park area and I’m writing this message to express my opposition to and
dismay with the McKinley Park Water Vault project. 

I have lived in the “Casa Loma Terrance” neighborhood, at the corner of 33rd St. and C St., just 1.5 blocks away
from McKinley park for approx. 2yrs. and have witnessed consistent construction and comotion.  It seems to never
end with constant trailer trucks transporting back and forth to the new neighborhood at McKinley Village.  Just
when it seems that project is coming into it’s final stages, I receive notice of this vault project, estimated to last
approximately 2.5 years!  That is not acceptable!  I understand this project will bring up to 150 trucks to the project
site daily, causing road closures on 33rd St. and Park Way.  Again, completely unacceptable to further impose on
the mine and my neighbor’s quality of life for another 2.5 yrs.  That’s not to mention the de-watering pumps used to
remove the high ground water table at the site placed every 50 feet around the perimeter running 24hrs., 7 days/wk! 
While i understand the overall intention is to provide temporary storage for sewer and run-off water, I cannot and do
not agree with a 7.4 million gallon underground water sewer vault being placed in one of Sacramento’s finest
neighborhoods and landmark parks. 
Please advise if there is an opportunity to voice my concerns at any upcoming townhall or city council meeting,
thank you.

Regards,
Alfredo Gonzalez
250 33rd. St.
Sac., CA 95816
c. 415-946-9608
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Letter I3 Response  

May 31, 2018  

Alfredo Gonzalez 

 

I3-1 The commenter’s’ disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. However, the commenter does 
not raise any concerns regarding the adequacy of the DEIR. The applicable stakeholders will continue 
to be notified of the proposed Project details in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
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Letter I4 Comment  



From: Adam Orzen
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park Water/Sewer Vault Project
Date: Tuesday, June 5, 2018 11:52:42 AM

Mr. Scott Johnson,
 
I have serious concerns regarding the planned McKinley Park Water/Sewer Vault project.  I’ve lived
in the McKinley Park neighborhood for just over a year, I purchased my home back in May of 2017. 
The primary reason I elected to purchase in the neighborhood was because of the close proximity to
the park and the overall quality of the neighborhood itself.  It is more than concerning to find out
about this project via word of mouth and not a proactive communication to the residents in the
area.  I work from home and 2.5 years of heavy construction, increased traffic and road closures is
more than problematic.  I also have serious concerns regarding the long term impacts to
environment and possible impacts on property values not only while construction is underway but
after it is completed.  It is completely unacceptable to have the potential of sewer odors and noxious
off-gassing chemicals released into air in the neighborhood.  It is completely perplexing that the city
would look to impact such a popular park and neighborhood.  There has to be a better place to build
the Water/Sewer vault that is not in a residential neighborhood or under a heavily utilized park. 
 
Kind Regards,
Adam Orzen
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Letter I4 Response  

June 5, 2018  

Adam Orzen  

 

I4-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives analysis is discussed.  
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Letter I5 Comment  

 



From: Ann Rodgers
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Water Vault
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 8:42:07 AM

I am opposed to the water vault project because of the disruption to our
neighborhood.  With all the dust, etc will we be able to walk to the park during
construction?  Will out children be able to use the children's area?  The number of
vehicles accessing the area alone will be a major issue for us who live in the
neighborhood for 2 1/2 years! This is such a concern, do we really have a voice
here?

Sincerely,
Ann Rodgers

I5-1
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Letter I5 Response  

June 6, 2018  

Ann Rodgers  

 

I5-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response-7 (Recreation) regarding the continued use of McKinley Park during construction and 
to Section 3.13 (Transportation and Traffic) of the DEIR regarding impacts to traffic and transportation.  
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Letter I6 Comment  

 



From: BRUCEVANDOVER
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park Sewer/water vault comment
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 3:55:57 PM

Hi Mr. Johnson,

My concern is the jogging track around the park.  As I understand it, the vault will probably destroy the track from
the rose garden on “H” St. around the corner (33rd?) past the softball field to the picnic area.  If this is correct I have
a suggestion:

        1. Re-route the path by turning it north before the rose garden and then east at the picnic area.  If there is no
budget for a gravel track, a well marked path will soon be well worn from runners.  I prefer not to run on pavement
due to possible knee issues and grass is fine.  (I remember wearing the original path before the track was built.) This
could lead to a muddy mess in the winter but runners will likely run next to the path on grass at that point in time.

This leads to another concern - the condition of the track.  It has areas that are always muddy due to sprinklers on a
daily  basis and poor drainage.  I think some of the sprinklers could be shut off entirely.  In particular along the
eastern side of the small block (35th St.).  I think this was done near the end of last summer.

If you would like a citizen’s input as things progress I would like to volunteer!

Sincerely,

Bruce VanDover
916-267-1244
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Letter I6 Response  

June 4, 2018  

Bruce VanDover 

I6-1 The commenter is referred to Master Response-7 (Recreation) regarding impacts to the jogging path. 
The City will take into consideration the suggestions made for the jogging path.  

I6-2 The commenter is referred to Section 2.3.7.2 (Potential Park Enhancements) of the DEIR which 
discusses the potential improvement of park facilities, such as the irrigation system within the Park.  

I6-3 The applicable stakeholders will continue to be notified of the proposed Project details in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines. 
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Letter I7 Comment  

 



From: Brad Wenger
To: Scott Johnson
Cc: Georgia Wenger
Subject: McKinley Park Water Vault .. EIR
Date: Saturday, May 26, 2018 5:02:50 PM

Dear Mr. Johnson.

I am a voter and have lived at 3215 I street for nearly 15 years. Nearby the proposed water vault.  I would urge that
this project be rejected and other alternatives to be considered.  The project is a extreme detriment the the health,
safety of the adjacent neighborhoods and the enjoyment of all Sacramento residents,  not the least of which those
that use the new million dollar playground and weddings in the rose garden. The historical aspects of the proposed
site property should be preserved not displaced.

Thank you for considering my views.

Brad Wenger
916 447 7459

Sent from my iPad
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Letter I7 Response  

May 26, 2018  

Brad Wenger 

 

I7-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives analysis is discussed. 

I7-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-6 (Cultural Resources) where impacts to cultural 
resources, including the historic nomination of the park are discussed. 
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Letter I8 Comment 



From: Catie Murphy Turner
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park water/sewer vault E.I.R.
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 4:09:16 PM

Scott Johnson,

I object to the proposed water/sewer vault project at McKinley park. We are home owners who live one mile from
the park and we did not receive notice about the potential project, nor the public comment period. Our children use
McKinley Park pool, playground, tennis courts and library often. My husband frequently jogs around the park. I
believe our family would be negatively impacted by this proposed project. 

As stated in the flyer that was circulated to closer neighbors of the park, the current system is
"over-burdened and antiquated". The fact that this infrastructure is over 120 years old would
seem to indicate that there are problems that will need to be addressed that a "vault" will not
come close to solving. Why not actually update this vital part of our city's infrastructure rather
than move forward with a costly, environmentally unfriendly band-aid? 

The impact of the "up to 150" trucks entering and exiting daily would be a huge inconvenience
to those of us who drive, bike, and walk in the surrounding neighborhoods. 

I am concerned about air quality, as our children's neighborhood middle school is Sutter,
which is in close proximity to the proposed project. 

Please consider advocating for a longer review/public comment period. This project seems ill
advised. 

Thank you for your time,
Catie Turner
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Letter I8 Response 

June 6, 2018  

Catie Turner   

I8-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged.  

I8-2 The City complied with noticing requirements of the CEQA Guidelines, including notice to property 
owners within 1,000 feet of McKinley Park. Notice was provided via advertisement in a newspaper of 
general circulation, filing the Notice of Availability with the County Clerk, and posting on the Community 
Development Department EIR web page.  

I8-3 The commenter’s use of the park is acknowledged.   

I8-4 The comment regarding the current combined sewer system is acknowledged by the City, however, it 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR or the proposed Project. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives), which discusses the purpose and need of the 
proposed Project. No further response is required.  

I8-5 The comment regarding the number of truck trips is noted, however this comment does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. The City is aware of inconvenience, but the period of disruption would be 
temporary, and the Project is part of a long-range program for improvement of the Combined Sewer 
System with attendant benefits in terms of public health.  

I8-6 The commenter is referred to Section 3.2 (Air Quality) of the DEIR as well as Master Response-8 (Air 
Quality) which further discusses air quality impacts and related concerns that were brought up from the 
comments provided on the DEIR.  

I8-7 The City allowed adequate public review time on the DEIR in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines 
(Section 15105) and has engaged in substantial public outreach to ensure that adequate time for review 
and comments is provided. 



MCKINLEY WATER VAULT PROJECT  

Comments and Responses  

September 2018 

 3.67 

  

Letter I9 Comment  

 



From: David Carpenter
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park Water/Sewer Vault
Date: Wednesday, May 30, 2018 1:35:49 PM

We live near McKinley Park, and are strongly in support of the water vault project and the added
protections it will bring to our area. 

We received a very deceptive flyer today that could be misinterpreted as coming from the city. While
there may be some very misinformed and angry voices in opposition to this project, they don't represent
my opinion. Having discussed this in the neighborhood, it seems that most of my neighbors also support
this project.

Thank you for your efforts in making our area safer.  

David Carpenter
Linda Carpenter
333 Santa Ynez Way
Sacramento, Ca. 95816
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Letter I9 Response  

May 30, 2018  

David Carpenter 

Linda Carpenter 

 

I9-1 The commenter’s support of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The distribution of a flyer is also 
acknowledged by the City.  
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Letter I10 Comment  

 



From: Deane Dana
To: Scott Johnson
Cc: Jeff S. Harris
Subject: Re: EIR comment McKinley Park Water Vault
Date: Tuesday, May 29, 2018 11:40:13 AM

I would like to express my family's strong support for the long
overdue McKinley Park Water Vault project. As a long time resident and
former President of the McKinley East Sacramento Neighborhood
Association I am knowledgeable of both the project and the reasons for
its development. The flooding of our streets/storm drains with
insufficient water capacity for large rain events has resulted in
years of flooding to residences,businesses, roadways and public
spaces. This project will alleviate the public health issues of water
and some sewage from inundating our neighborhood.

I am familiar with the eir and have reviewed comments made by the East
Sac Preservation group. The ESP comments(which were distributed to
households without identifying the source) are speculative or without
merit for the most part and fail to address the benefits of the
project to East Sacramento.

While my confidence in total satisfaction with Sacramento City
approved public improvement projects and development has been tested
over the years I believe that our Councilman Jeff Harris will monitor
the project closely and insist on a quality project completion and
fairness of cost to taxpayers. All residents of East Sacramento will
benefit from this project because of large scale roadway flooding and
park usage.

This project has been exhaustively studied, planned and now proposed
for construction and should be approved. Any project has issues for
some associated with it but in this case, the good of the project for
the community clearly outweighs the naysayers with speculative and
unfounded assertions in an eir document.

Deane Dana, 3810 McKinley Blvd. Sacramento

cc: Councilman Jeff Harris
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Letter I10 Response  

May 29, 2018  

Deane Dana 

 

I10-1 The commenter’s support of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment regarding distribution 
of purportedly inaccurate documents regarding the proposed Project is also acknowledged by the City. 
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Letter I11 Comment  

 



From: Diane Edwards
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Re: McKinley Park Water/Sewage Vault Project
Date: Wednesday, May 30, 2018 6:11:54 PM

Re: McKinley Park Water/Sewage Vault Project

I understand that there is a need to divert/contain storm water runoff from the City’s combined
sewage system. But, to divert the contaminated runoff into McKinley Park and the significant
impacts to the park and the surrounding neighborhood are unacceptable. The runoff waters
will include sewage wastes, pesticides/herbicides from lawns and gardens, and roadway
runoff.

McKinley Park includes many recreational opportunities and is well utilized by joggers, dog
walkers, mothers with their babies in strollers, and yoga classes. In addition, adjacent to the
proposed project area are tennis courts, children’s playground, swimming pool, horseshoe pits,
a soccer field, and a beautiful, well-maintained rose garden.

The adverse impacts from the construction and maintenance of the proposed project to the
surrounding community are unacceptable. Of utmost concern are impacts to air quality, noise,
traffic, and residential/visitor parking. I request that you do what must be done to disapprove
this project and encourage the proponents to find an acceptable alternative.

Thank you.
Diane Edwards
3360 H Street, #9
Sacramento, CA 95816
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Sent from my iPad

I11-2
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Letter I11 Response  

May 30, 2018  

Diane Edwards 

 

I11-1 The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives).   

I11-2 The comment regarding the features within McKinley Park is acknowledged, however it does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.  

I11-3 The comment regarding impacts from construction and maintenance of the proposed Project to air 
quality, noise, traffic, and residents/visitors parking is acknowledged. As discussed in the DEIR, 
construction impacts would be temporary in nature, and once constructed adverse Project impacts 
would be negligible. 
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Letter I12 Comment  



From: David Herbert
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park sewer/rain run-off vault project
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 9:28:40 AM

Dear Mr. Johnson

Thank you for taking public comments on the Sewer Vault proposed for McKinley Park.

McKinley Park is certainly one of Sacramento's most wonderful assets and the perfect
place for thousands of Sacramento residents to flee city stress, noise, and confusion.

The sewer vault project will be highly damaging to this beautiful place, especially for
the first 2 1/2 years during construction. Lingering effects on the park after construction
remain to be seen.

McKinley Park and its surrounding neighborhood have been partners for over a century
without dire consequences from rain run off. The partial assistance the vault will offer
to the neighborhood is not worth the price to the thousands of us who depend on
McKinley Park for recreation and for "escape".

The "combined sewer/rain water system" in this East Sacramento neighborhood is the
same system many other parts of Sacramento are still using. If this is such a bad thing
why aren't the rest of us being rescued from it too?

Thank you for your consideration.

David Herbert
McKinley Park lover 
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Letter I12 Response  

June 6, 2018  

David Herbert  

I12-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives) which discusses the purpose and objectives for 
the proposed Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further 
response is required.  
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Letter I13 Comment  

 



From: debbie@petnannyofeastsac.com
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park Walter Vault
Date: Sunday, June 3, 2018 8:03:30 PM

Dear Scott,

I'm am writing to express my opposition for the McKinley Park
Water/Sewer Vault Project. I live in East Sacramento and I am very
concerned about this. Should the city go through with it, I fear it would
result in much noise, air contamination, traffic, ordors, etc. As a rate-
paying resident, I strongly oppose this project.

Sincerely,
Deborah Hurst
600 San Antonio Way
Sacramento, CA 95819
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Letter I13 Response 

June 3, 2018  

Deborah Hurst 

 

I13-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged; however, the comment does 
not address the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.  
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Letter I14 Comment  



From: Delores Paolinelli
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Mckinley Park Vault Project
Date: Sunday, June 3, 2018 11:06:42 AM

I am totally  opposed to this project. The city has mismanaged so many projects in the past at
taxpayer expense. Why ruin the park any further than it already is.
We need to keep this park up not tear it down . They say two years-----that’s a joke. I have lost all
confidence in the city management.
 
Delores Paolinelli
Tax payer and a voter.
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Letter I14 Response  

June 3, 2018  

Delores Paolinelli 

I14-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged; however, the comment does 
not address the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required. 
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Letter I15 Comment  

 



From: Dan Scanlan
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Water & Sewer Vault
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 12:38:28 PM

Dear Sir,

I am writing to express my concern about the McKinley Water & Sewer vault.  I have only
lived in Sacramento & East Sacramento for 3 years, but McKinley park is jewel of East
Sacramento.  I am concerned about the dust and the associated health impacts, the noise, the
traffic and generally the loss of the park for a minimum of two years and very likely longer. 
The prospect our losing McKinley park for 2+ years is very unpleasant.  What makes this
worse is that this project seems like a quick & dirty alternative to fixing Sacramento's outdated
and overwhelmed combined system.  That a separate systems is much better solution is
evidenced by the fact that newer areas of Sacramento have separate water and sewer systems.  

Regards,
Daniel Scanlan
417 San Miguel Way 
Sacramento, CA 95819
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Letter I15 Response  

June 4, 2015 

Daniel Scanlan 

 

I15-1 The commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed Project are acknowledged. The commenter is 
referred to Section 3.2 (Air Quality) of the DEIR for the discussion related to dust and air quality impacts 
of the proposed Project, Section 3.10 (Noise and Vibration) of the DEIR for the discussed related to 
noise impacts from the proposed Project, and Section 3.13 (Transportation and Traffic) of the DEIR for 
the discussion related to traffic impacts of the proposed Project. Additionally, the commenter is referred 
to Master Response-7 (Recreation) regarding the use of the park throughout construction. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed.  
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Letter I16 Comment  

 



From: Debbie Towne
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park Water Vault
Date: Tuesday, May 29, 2018 8:35:47 AM

I’m concerned that there will be a vent that will allow outgassing of the sewage in the vault.  I’m also
concerned that there is not budgeted maintenance money.  Why not put it in McKinley Village
where there is a large patch of undisturbed dirt?  Or, underneath the Sutter Dog Park near the old
dump?
 
Debbie Towne
916-532-2652
730 Alhambra Blvd., Suite 150
Sacramento, CA 95816
Master’s Club – Life Member
Coldwell Banker
BRE License #01305405
Referrals are the ❤ of My Business!
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Letter I16 Response  

May 29, 2018  

Debbie Towne 

 

I16-1 The commenter is referred to Section 2.3.5 (Odor Control) of the DEIR which provides detailed 
information regarding how the odor control would work for the proposed Project including where the 
odor control facilities would be located, how the granular activated carbon (GAC) works, and what is 
included in the odor control facility. The odor control facility would be located below ground and no odor 
vent stack would be included as part of the proposed Project.  

I16-2 The commenter is referred to Section 2.5 (Operations and Maintenance) of the DEIR. A discussion on 
associated costs for operations of the proposed Project is outside of the scope of CEQA, therefore no 
further response is necessary   

I16-3 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed. 
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Letter I17 Comment  

 



From: Evette Smith
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Environmental Impact Report Project Concerns
Date: Wednesday, May 30, 2018 5:51:50 PM

Dear Mr. Scott Johnson:

Regarding the EIR Issues and future maintenance of the McKinley Park Water/Sewer Vault Project, my concerns
are as follows:

1) Does the City of Sacramento care about our HEALTH!  Putting a sewer in the middle of a
neighborhood/community, UNDERNEATH recreational grounds in which ALL HUMANS from infants to the
elderly to ANIMALS visit, is LUDICROUS. I feel CREATING a TOXIC environment knowingly within the center
of a community IS NOT a responsible act of the City. It is detrimental to our HEALTH! A slow death as our bodies
become TOXIC with additional environmental crap. No matter how much MAINTENANCE is involved, (using
chemicals)… NO!

2) Setup the neighboring home owners and housing community to have their homes depreciate in value. Who wants
to live around, play around, run around an underground pool of fecal matter. Has the value of LIFE been truly been
disregarded over PROJECTS?

These two comments alone outweighs ANY justifications of the reasoning of proceeding with this project!

Thank you for listening!

Evette D Smith
3149 McKinley Blvd, Front
Sacramento CA  95816
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Letter I17 Response  

May 30, 2018 

Evette D Smith 

 

I17-1 The commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed Project are acknowledged. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no further response is required.  

I17-2 The comment regarding the depreciation of the values of the homes in the area is acknowledged by the 
City, however this is outside of the scope of CEQA and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, 
therefore no further response is required. 
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Letter I18 Comment  



From: Georgette Johnson
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley sewer vault
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 1:41:58 PM

Hello Mr. Johnson,

After reading about the McKinley sewer vault project,  I determined there are no positives in developing the
McKinley vault.  It is not the best solution, but it is the most expensive cheap bandaid. 

The flood photos provided by the City was caused by the Cities turbine(s) failing to work.  The mayor at the time
was criticized for not turning on the emergency turbines.  If Serna had, there would not have been flooding.  Why
aren't there any turbine maintenance planning?

Years ago, pipes were placed in front of our homes that will work. The old pipes are still there as well.  All the other
neighborhoods are the exact same and there is no need for them to have a vault.  

Our representative(s) for this area do not live here, so we have no one to fight for what we do not want and that is
the McKinley sewer vault.  It will overflow and back up into our homes.  It will smell.  No one will want to come to
the park with their children, have wedding or to have picnics.  This WILL be a toxic environment.  For 2 1/2 years, 
the  hundreds of trucks coming and going will ruin the foundations of our homes that will cause further damage as
time passes.  Who will want to even consider moving into the area? No one I know.  Please do not allow the City to
destroy our beautiful neighborhood.  There is absolutely no need for this vault. 

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter.  I do appreciate it.

Curtiss & Georgette Johnson
McKinley Park
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Letter I18 Response  

June 4, 2018  

Curtiss & Georgette Johnson 

I18-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required.  
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Letter I19 Comment  



From: Gary McDowell
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Sewer/water vault
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 8:03:10 AM

A complete waste of money, but City Council loves to waste taxpayers money!!!

Sent from my iPhone
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Letter I19 Response  

June 4, 2018  

Gary McDowell  

I19-1 The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I20 Comment  



From: Gregory O"Connor
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park Sewage Water Containment EIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 3:36:27 PM

The primary and major concerns from my household include:

Potential loss of mature trees
Long-term exposure of the sewer off-gasses from venting
Immediate loss of use of park facilities

Our enjoyment of McKinley park is directly related to our enjoyment of the open, green space
and historically ancient Black Oak trees; any potential loss of mature trees will have a direct,
negative impact on our enjoyment of the park. The rose garden itself can be replanted,
however, to get to its current state would take at least ten years of proper trimming and
fostering of growth.

Furthermore, the EIR itself doesn't directly state the proposed amount of chemical off-gassing
from the sewer being directly connected to this vault system. This appears to be a significant
health and safety oversight for being in an otherwise affluent, very frequented neighborhood
park. We are concerned this project will negatively impact our property values because
potential new residents would be accosted by the repugnant smell that is common throughout
midtown during early summer and near Sacramento State nearby the Hornet Crossing.

Although we strongly support an overhaul of the system in its entirety, we believe McKinley
park is an inappropriate area to consider this overhaul. If such a project were to take place that
would directly affect the community through loss of greenery and the potential hazardous
odors, we would rather see the park, in its entirety, removed in favor of this system only to
have a high density mixed commercial/residential zoning take its place. We believe there are
more APPROPRIATE venues for this project, such as the dilapidated warehouses through C/D
St in Midtown.

Respectfully,
     Gregory O'Connor
     (916) 799-3074
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Letter I20 Response  

June 6, 2018  

Gregory O'Connor 

 

I20-1 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 (Trees) regarding impacts to trees.  

I20-2 The commenter is referred to Section 3.2 (Air Quality) of the DEIR and specifically Impact AIR-5 which 
discusses odor impacts.  

I20-3 The commenter is referred to Master Response-7 (Recreation) regarding the use of McKinley Park 
during construction.  

I20-4 

 

The comment regarding the enjoyment of the park is acknowledged, however it does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. The rose garden would not be affected by the proposed Project as it is outside of 
the project footprint (See Figure 2.3-1 of the DEIR, Project Footprint as well as Appendix C of the FEIR 
for the conservative proposed Project footprint). As discussed in the DEIR, construction impacts would 
be temporary in nature, and any adverse impacts of the project following construction would be 
negligible. 

I20-5 The commenter is referred to Section 2.2.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) of the DEIR, specifically under 
Impact AIR-5, which discusses odor impacts of the proposed Project. The odor control facility would 
adequately address any odors generated by operation of the McKinley Water Vault.    

I20-6 The comment regarding property values is outside of the scope of CEQA and does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR, therefore no further response is required.  

I20-7 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed.  
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Letter I21 Comment  



From: Helene Meyer
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: EIR report--McKinley Park Water/Sewer Vault Project
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 1:57:14 PM

Please, NO !  It can only do harm to the environment for residents nearby and for visitors !!!  

Please, put me down for NO !

Helene F. Meyer
Santa Ynez Way, Sacramento CA 95816
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Letter I21 Response  

June 6, 2018  

Helene F. Meyer 

 

I21-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I22 Comment  

 



May 5th,2018 
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento, Community Development Department 
Environmental Planning Services 
300 Richards Blvd. 3rd Fir 
Sacramento, CA 95811 

Subject: 
Comments Concerning the McKinley Water Vault 

I strongly oppose the McKinley water vault concept as a waste of money to implement 
and to maintain with doubtful benefit,to the people in terms of drought alleviation. flood 
control or significant community benefit otherwise. 
Moreover, I have questions and concerns about what a 700,000 cubic ft vault of water 
would do in an earthquake of serious magnitude. 
Further what effect would the water vault project have on my property taxes and city 
utility costs? What effect would the water vault have on my property value? 

Sincerley, 
Harold A. Richard ' 
~~~ '#c~ttVJ~I 
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Horold A. Richord 
3109 McKinley Blvd 
Sacrc1mento, CA 95816-3813 

,CRAMEN'l'O 

. 07 "M~t\Y 2018 

SAC~MENTO 
Community Development Department 

300 Richards Blvd .. 3rd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
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Letter I22 Response  

May 5, 2018  

Harold A. Richard 

 

I22-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged.  

I22-2 The commenter is referred to Section 3.5 (Geology and Soils) of the DEIR which discusses earthquakes 
and ground shaking as is relates to the proposed Project.  

I22-3 The comment regarding utility costs and property values is outside of the scope of CEQA and does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR, therefore no further response is required. 
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Letter I23 Comment  



From: J ennifer
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park Water/Sewer Vault project comments
Date: Tuesday, June 5, 2018 10:09:14 AM
Attachments: pastedImage.png

pastedImage.png
pastedImage.png
pastedImage.png
pastedImage.png

Importance: High

Hello Mr. Johnson, 
My comments are as follows:

1) I recognize this project is a necessary evil (for lack of a better term) to fix stormwater run-
off & sewer flow issues in East Sacramento.  I want to know that the City will
budget resources necessary to maintain this system long after it is in place.  Please build in
assurance that this will occur so as not to suffer any system failures in the future.  Let's not
have history repeat.

2) In the interest of permeable surface solutions in McKinley Park after this project is done:
State grant funds will be available to procure permeable CA sourced recycled tire product on
perimeter trail around McKinley Park. This is sorely needed as the much used current trail becomes
muddy sand & puddles every time the irrigation system runs or rain falls.  The City needs only to
obtain cost quotes & file an on-line application in 2019 when the next grant cycle is open.  Please do
this.  It will result in a much nicer running trail around the park once the McKinley Park Water/Sewer
Vault project is done.  

The City would have 2 years to expend the grant funds after executing an agreement with the state. 
I am including below correspondence in this comment to provide the grant web site &
manufacturers of permeable trail material.  I am trying to make it easy for you to do this.  Thanks for
seriously considering this comment/suggestion. Please share all information I've provided
above/below with whomever can make it happen.

J. Caldwell
3101 B St. Sacramento, CA 95816

From: J ennifer <doncald@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2018 5:13 PM
To: ghyden@cityofsacramento.org; dday@cityofsacramento.org; twong@cityofsacramento.org;
jnittka@cityofsacramento.org; jwiesemann@cityofsacramento.org
Cc: jsharris@cityofsacramento.org; MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: Design request: please use permeable recycled walkway on perimeter trail around McKinley
Park
 
Dear Water Vault decision makers: 
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I live near McKinley park & jog around its perimeter daily.  Please read this (it includes funding
option) and seriously consider:

Please do not install decomposed granite on after the water vault is done. DG is not
permeable, it puddles & makes it difficult to use the perimeter trail for running, walking,
jogging.
Instead, consider using permeable recycled tire products that have a nice cushy feel making
for low-impact on joints exercise. Further, there is a state grant available to cover the cost of
product made from CA waste tires: www.calrecycle.ca.gov/tires/grants/product  The 2019
grant cycle times well with the timeline of the Water Vault project:  Next Cycle Application
materials for fiscal year (FY) 2019-20 will tentatively be available spring 2019.

Below are CA companies (support our golden state manufacturers) who make the types of
product I'm describing:

Environmental Molding Concepts uses waste tires for outdoor surfacing. See DeckTOP
in TDPs catalog. Facility located in Moreno Valley, California.  
Contact: sales@emcmolding.com or (888) 836-2665
K. B. Industries makes Flexi-Pave recycled tire content accessibility and walkway
surfaces. Facility in Fresno, California. 
Contact: kbagnall@kbius.com or (727) 723-3300
PlayMax Surfacing manufactures and installs playground safety surfaces, tiles, walk
paths, water play surfaces, and recreational surfacing. Facility in Corona, California. (SBE
#1796271)
Contact: cwolf@playmaxsurfacing.com  or (951) 250-6039

United Sports Surfacing of America provides recycled tire content tree wells, mulch,
porous walkways, playground, and sports surfaces. Facility in Irvine, California. (SBE
#21285)

          Contact: info@sustainablesurfacing.com or (949) 551-4696
Terrecon makes 100% recycled rubber walkways including Verlayo. Facility in Fountain
Valley, California. (SBE #38804)

            Contact: lindsay@terrecon.com or (310) 515-5444
Source: www.calrecycle.ca.gov/ConDemo/Products 

I urge you to contact the state rep at: 916/341-6341 to see about funding for product and to
support our golden state manufacturers who recycle CA waste tires.

Please let me know if you will update McKinley Park to have better quality low-impact
walkway around the perimeter...

Respectfully,
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Jennifer A. Caldwell
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Letter I23 Response  

June 5, 2018  

Jennifer Caldwell 

 

I23-1 The comment is outside of the scope of CEQA and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, 
therefore no further response is required.  

I23-2 The comment is acknowledged, and the City will take into consideration the grant funds mentioned in 
the comment. 
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Letter I24 Comment  

 



From: James Conant
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: comments regarding McKinley Water Vault
Date: Saturday, June 2, 2018 3:10:29 PM

1. Not questioning the importance of the vault but rather mitigating the impacts.
2. Permanent above ground impacts should be greatly restricted. No new structures. Any

new structure in a park damages that park.
3. Tree removal should be greatly restricted and only where absolutely necessary be

replaced in kind (a large tree replaced with a large tree not seedlings).
4. Park usage during construction should be maintained at all costs (jogging/walking path,

rose garden included).
5. Noise, air quality, visual impacts during construction should be limited at all costs.

I use the park several times a week primarily the jogging path. McKinley Park is an absolute
city treasure used well beyond the neighborhood. Not enough park space is being created. We
should not damage what we have.

Sincerely,

Jim Conant
332 32nd Street
Sacramento
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Letter I24 Response  

June 2, 2018  

Jim Conant 

 

I24-1 The commenter is referred to Table ES.10-1 (Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures) 

of the DEIR which summarizes the potential impacts and mitigation measures included for the proposed 

Project.  

I24-2 The proposed Project includes an above ground facility including a restroom and the electrical control 
facility (See Figure 2.3-1, Project Footprint) of the DEIR. The comment does not address the adequacy 
of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required.  

I24-3 The commenter is referred the Master Response-3 (Trees) regarding impacts to trees.  

I24-4 The commenter is referred to Master Response-7 (Recreation) regarding impacts to recreational 
facilities within McKinley Park.  

I24-5 The commenter is referred to Section 3.1 (Aesthetics), Section 3.2 (Air Quality), and Section 3.10 (Noise 
and Vibration) of the DEIR which discuss impacts to visual resources, air quality, and noise respectively.  

I24-6 The commenter’s use of the park is acknowledged. 



MCKINLEY WATER VAULT PROJECT  

Comments and Responses  

September 2018 

 3.99 

  

Letter I25 Comment  

 



From: Jessica Kelly
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Concerns Regarding the McKinley Park Water/Sewage Vault
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 7:49:57 AM

Dear Mr. Johnson,

I am writing to express my concern with the construction of the water/sewage vault in
McKinley Park. As an East Sacramento resident I am worried about the traffic, dirt, dust, and
noise that will accompany this project. My family visits the park almost everyday to walk our
dog, and to exercise. The prospect of having our park access practically cut off for over two
years is not a pleasant one. I do not see how people will be able to run, swim, or play tennis at
the park while massive construction goes on nearby.  Never mind simply taking a walk to
enjoy the rose garden or have a picnic. 

Please consider the well being of Sacramento residents. Is the vault really the right solution? It
is more of a band-aid than a true repair to our aging and over-burdened combined sewer
system.

Thank you for considering my concerns and those of every Sacramento resident.

Sincerely,
Jessica Kelly
417 San Miguel Way
Sacramento, CA
95819
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Letter I25 Response  

June 4, 2018 

Jessica Kelly 

 

I25-1 The commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed Project are acknowledged.  

I25-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-7 (Recreation) regarding impacts to recreational 
facilities within McKinley Park.  

I25-3 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed.  
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Letter I26 Comment  



From: Jason Lynch
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: vault
Date: Sunday, June 3, 2018 5:54:50 PM

Hi Scott,

I am a civil engineer and have great hopes for municipal civil projects. I started reading
information about the vault project but saw it got off to a rocky start. On the home page,
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/McKinleyWaterVault

it says,

A combined sewer system uses one pipe to convey domestic wastewater, commercial and
industrial wastewater and surface runoff in a single pipe to the wastewater treatment plant.

As written, that could be interpreted as “a single pipe to convey wastewater and a single pipe
to convey runoff” which is not what you want to say on the #1 page. How about this instead?

"A combined sewer system uses a single pipe to convey both wastewater (domestic,
commercial, and industrial) and surface runoff to the wastewater treatment plant."

Jason Lynch
East Sacramento
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Letter I26 Response  

June 3, 2018  

Jason Lynch  

 

I26-1 The comment regarding the City’s webpage is acknowledged, however it does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR and no further response is required.  



MCKINLEY WATER VAULT PROJECT  

Comments and Responses  

September 2018 

 3.103 

  

Letter I27 Comment 

 



From: JANET MAIRA
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Fwd: McKinley Water Vault DEIR Comments From East Sacramento Preservation
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 4:56:23 PM

Janet
 
 Janet Maira 
(916) 456-9625

---------- Original Message ---------- 
From: JANET MAIRA <janetmaira@comcast.net> 
To: "srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org" <srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org> 
Date: at 
Subject: McKinley Water Vault DEIR Comments From East Sacramento
Preservation 

Dear Mr. Johnson
Please include these comments in the McKinley Vault DEIR
Respectfully,
Janet Maira,
ESP President
(916) 456-9625

No one wants to talk about sewage. But Sacramento has an
antiquated, combined sewer system and Sacramento is in
trouble. Combined systems are designed to collect rainwater
runoff, domestic sewage, and industrial wastewater in the same
pipe. Most of the time, our combined system transports
wastewater to the sewage treatment plant for processing. But
our system is aging, and was designed for smaller populations.
The system has trouble handling severe storms and the city
has–in the past–dumped untreated overflow into the river.

 

The City of Sacramento Department of Utilities is tasked to
solve this problem and it’s not an easy fix. Most California
cities have split systems—sewer flows in one pipe to the
treatment centers, run-off flows in another. Even in the worst
of storms, no waste flows to the streets or to natural waterways.
San Francisco and many older cities on the East Coast are also
grappling with how to convert old systems to the cleaner split
system. These cities have layers and layers of homes and
developments with a tangle of buried sewer pipes, often in hard
to reach places. Millions of dollars are needed to modernize.
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One solution is to build underground storm and waste water
storage systems. Our City utilities has built several of these
around town on small, unassuming footprints. Most of us don’t
even know when we pass one. But now the city is proposing a
huge, underground vault under the east side of McKinley Park,
one of the most frequently used parks in the city. This massive,
forty foot deep infrastructure project will hold one million-
cubic-feet of water and sewage during severe storms and is
meant to address the problem of flooding during winter
rainfalls in East Sacramento. It will also bring the city into
compliance with the Environmental Protection Agency on
waste flow into the American River.

 

The East Sacramento Preservation Association understands the
city is on the hook financially for revamping our system and
bringing it into the 21st Century. But we question Sacramento
City’s priorities. Why are we spending millions on citizen-
rejected projects like the arena, vanity trolley cars and science
museums when the environmental health of citizens is at
stake? What long term, innovated planning is the City doing to
address this problem?

 

A public meeting was held on Wednesday, September 20th at
the Clunie Community Center about the McKinley
Sewer/Water Vault proposal and to discuss possible “park
enhancements.” The public relations firm, Crocker and
Crocker, moderated the meeting for the city. Many citizens
expressed frustration with the city’s outreach and education
efforts about this problem. In response to audience members’
requests, Councilmember Harris agreed to bring the public an
analysis of what the effort and cost would be to correct the
system. Although he noted that, “the cost of a split system
would be astronomical.”

 

Lucy Crocker of Crocker and Crocker chimed in that, “the cost
of the analysis itself would be costly.” The neighbors are
hopeful that the vault construction locations and styles, as well
as use of green technologies will also be thoroughly explored
and explained to Sacramentans. Additionally, we trust that the
city will explore previous documents that analyzed the sewer
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system and not “reinvent the wheel” and produce a large
expenditure as referenced by Ms. Crocker.

 

The neighborhood appreciates the effort made by Council
Member Harris but asks that in the next meeting that a
working sound system be used, the project be explained by
both presenters and a master of ceremonies seasoned in
explaining technical issues to a non technical audience, and
that neighbors be allowed to express frustration. 

 

All California cities must upgrade aging systems in order to
meet EPA regulations and provide a safe environment. The
sewer/water vault proposal is a complicated, temporary,
expensive band-aid-fix, which does little to address the long-
term infrastructure needs of the City’s sewer and waste water
system.

 

There is no easy solution to this problem, but Sacramento must
take a long-term approach, incorporating green technologies
and innovation to modernize. The city must also consider the
impact the size of this project will have on the East Sacramento
neighborhood and consider breaking the vault into smaller
units, placed in multiple locations, such as McKinley Village
and Stanford Park.

 

What we’re doing now is leaving our descendants a big mess.
This is not a legacy we can be proud of.
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Letter I27 Response  

June 6, 2018 

Janet Maira 

I27-1 The background provided by the commenter is acknowledged. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives analysis is discussed. 
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Letter I28 Comment  



From: Judy Mc
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Comments to DEIR for McKinley"s vault
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 4:35:59 PM

Mr. Johnson:

I know by now you have likely received comments from others on many issues raised in the
DEIR for this project. So these are my concerns and my neighbors too.

1. The traffic in McKinley area has grown exponentially with other projects, McKinley
Village, Mercy's Heart Center, the expansion in businesses at Cannery Business Park etc.
This has caused what were once quiet neighborhood streets to become thoroughfares,
especially 35th Street between H St and C St. because it is the only non curving street
besides 33rd St. This street was also used by the Department of Utilities as the detour
route for all traffic during the installation of the water meters. Buses (school, tour, RT)
and 18 wheelers on down turned the street into a one way only street for
months because it was not wide enough for a car to pass them. My parked car was side
swiped when a car tried to pass a truck mid block. Cars parked near the corners
received dings and dents. They start in wee hours of the morning, especially the trash
trucks with their roaring engines and buses as late as 9PM. Some trucks turning on the
street have to do 3 point turns. We on 35th Street have so much traffic cutting through
already to bypass the blocks of backed up of vehicles trying to get to the freeway or
downtown and this additional diversion for 2-1/2 years is totally totally not
acceptable. The DEIR talks about street closures and traffic being diverted off 33rd
Street. Traffic is going to back up worse with 33rd St closure and the increased
construction vehicles. We on 35th Street are a neighborhood street and deserve the
peace and safety a neighborhood street should have. I understand there was a meeting
between Sacramento police's Traffic division and City Traffic Engineering about
this. Where do you plan to divert the traffic, as 35th Street is fed up with being abused
now and we are not a mitigation option for 2-1/2 to 3 years or even 1 week? We have
complained about the issue for years and been ignored by City and the NO TRUCK signs
on this street are not enforced, at most given lip service. Children live on this street too
and the play out front. Sutter Middle School students use the neighborhood streets to
bicycle to/from school. As a note, J Street has less traffic backing up than H
Street. Details of the plan for where traffic will be diverted and how this will be
managed/enforced is requested. 

2. There was a request last summer from neighbors at the Clunie meeting for the cost
analysis to do a split system for the parts of the City that are still on the single sewer
system. We understood part of the plan was done a few years ago. This has yet to be
provided to us. Please provide this analysis along with the cost for all the vaults installed
or to be installed. This appears to be missing in the DEIR.
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3. As would be expected from a DEIR on a project with a plan not to be tossed aside it
addressed the project as temporary. Temporary is not 2-3 years. That is long term. This
DEIR for this huge project needs to address alternatives for smaller vaults that will take
less time and not affect quality of life in the neighborhood. It also does not provide a
plan for the odors. I live near this project and the street sewers emit smells all summer
long...if this happens how can you possibly say it won't happen in this vault. I have heard
it has been reported as happening in the smaller vaults. This is a quality of life issue.
Saying something does not make it so. 

4. I am the person who 311, Animal Control and citizenry in Sacramento call when there
are injured, orphaned, sick, incapacitated waterfowl. There are two types of
injured/incapacitated waterfowl calls I get frequently. One is for fishing line and the
other for netting around feet, face or wings. I have attached a picture of a goose with the
netting around its beak. This is a result of using sod. ALL sod has this netting in it. If
you walk around the park this netting is exposed in lots of places that sod was laid. The
ball field is a grazing site for Canada Geese during their nesting and migration twice a
year.  The netting does not biodegrade, as it is plastic. So when the grass gets low and
dirt cover thin what you see in the picture happens. Pieces are cut by the lawnmower
when it is sticking up or pulled up. If I can't catch the goose/duck then they starve to
death. We want no sod used only seed or hydroseed. We want reassurance of
this. Besides it is cheaper to seed...though it will take time to grow. Not "quick &
dirty" which is what City seems to go for in landscaping.

5. How is the loss of Park revenue for rental of ball field by teams, picnics, weddings
and other parties going to be offset since it will definitely means less people interested
in using this park, possibly even the tennis courts. What is the plan for the annual Pops
in the Park event? 

6. Trees were removed from the picnic are north of the project a few years ago. This cut
back the amount of summer shade to the area significantly.  There are a few trees left.
What guarantee do we have that these trees will not be removed?

7. These issues above have significant effects on the park, people and wildlife. The DEIR
needs to address how all mitigation will be enforced, who will do the enforcing, time
lines for enforcement, and what the appeal rights are when things are not as promised.

It is typical for EIRs to say no significant impact but they are not the ones who live there and
are impacted; there is no recourse afterwards; or City denies an impact when what EIR said is
proved wrong!

Judy
"Kindness feels the same to all creatures.  >^..^<   ')<"

If you forward this email please delete the forwarding history, which includes my email
address. It is a courtesy to me and others who may not wish to have their email addresses sent
all over the world! Erasing the history helps prevent Spammers from mining addresses and
viruses. Thank you.
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Letter I28 Response  

June 6, 2018  

Judy Mc 

I28-1 The commenter is referred to Section 3.13 (Traffic and Transportation) of the DEIR which discusses 
construction related traffic impacts and proposed mitigation. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) will enforce the mitigation measures outlined in the DEIR, including Mitigation 
Measure TRANS-1 (Prepare and Implement a Traffic and Pedestrian Control Plan).  

I28-2 The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and a discussion of costs is outside of the 
scope of CEQA. The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of 
the alternatives analysis is discussed. 

I28-3 The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives analysis is discussed.  

I28-4 The commenter is referred to Section 2.3.5 (Odor Control) of the DEIR which goes into detail on how 
the odor control would work for the proposed Project including where the odor control facilities would be 
located, how the granular activated carbon (GAC) works, and what is included in the odor control facility. 
The odor control facility would adequately address any odors vented from the McKinley Water Vault.  
The odor control facility would be located below ground and no odor vent stack would be included as 
part of the proposed Project. 

I28-5 The comment regarding the use of seed or hydroseed rather than sod is acknowledged. The City will 
take into consideration the use of seed or hydroseed during final design and during construction.  

I28-6 The comment is outside of the scope of CEQA. The commenter is referred to Master Response-7 
(Recreation) regarding the use of McKinley Park during construction. 

I28-7 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 (Trees) regarding impacts to trees.  

I28-8 Mitigation measures discussed in the DEIR will be enforced through the MMRP which is included as 
Appendix A of this FEIR.  

I28-9 The comment is acknowledged; however, it does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, therefore no 
further response is required. The commenter’s email will be removed from public documents. 
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Letter I29 Comment  



From: John Mellas
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: EIR McKinley Park water vault
Date: Sunday, June 3, 2018 3:38:42 PM

Hope you are enjoying your emails on this subject. They are probably not kind. As a McKinley Park neighborhood
homeowner of 35 years and being born here in East Sac in 1956, I'll tell you this proposal to use the park for a water
vault is unacceptable. Open park space is a premium and the park makes this East area attractive and sustains a
better quality of life and market value of our historic neighborhood.

I suspect that new housing in the McKinley Village has contributed to the city's need for something such as this
proposal. Perhaps the vacant land should have been committed to a water vault instead of unaffordable and cramped
housing. Sure, it brings more property taxes, but we don't need more human density.

Let's not destroy landmark parks and open space. If it's truly necessary for the safety of the homes already too many,
build it along the river. We don't have much inner-city space left around here. Seems like the city planners need to
do more work. Why not procure the land next to the cannery business park? It's about the same size and vacant.

I am against this proposal. This park space is worth more in the long run (and short term) than comparable tax
revenue for other properties such as the Safeway parking lots. Don't destroy this park.

John Mellas
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Letter I29 Response  

June 3, 2018  

John Mellas  

I29-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required.  

I29-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed.  

I29-3 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I30 Comment 

 



From: Jeffery Rosenhall
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Water Vault practice hector comments
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 4:58:59 PM

Hello Mr. Johnson,

I just recently learned of the proposed water vault project. I live nearby (San Antonio Way) and use the park
extensively. I do not feel that there has been adequate outreach on this project and the project will have significant
impacts on the quality of life for the neighborhood over the 2 year project period.

I havent time to give substantive comment back t would request additional time to do so.

Thank you,
Jeff Rosenhall
916.747.9950
624 San Antonio Way

Sent from my iPhone
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Letter I30 Response  

June 6, 2018   

Jeff Rosenhall 

I30-1 The City will take into consideration comments regarding the public review time, however, the City 
allowed adequate public review time on the DEIR in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines (Section 
15105).  
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Letter I31 Comment  



From: Joanne Sales
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Vault at McKingley Park
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 10:46:50 AM

Historic McKinley Park.......the Rose Garden, play ,grund, library, etc.  Where many people
want to enjooy this
beautiful park.  How can the City choose the baseball field in this park?   In the last two years
I have seen the  Ctiy
make a mess of  the park's once beautiful pond.  The Park DEpartment went ahead with the
contractor ......certainly
not listening to knowlegable residents with their wise suggestions.

Why not put this at McKinley Village when the land was torn up..  Is it because of a poerful
politician that 
got this place built?  

I have lived in Sacramento 83 years and it  sad to see irresponsible people make a mess of
what was once good.

Do not place the vault at McKinley Park.

Sincerely,

Joanne Sales

I31-1

mailto:joannevs@att.net
mailto:SRJohnson@cityofsacramento.org
zpope
Line

zpope
Typewritten Text
I31-1

zpope
Line

zpope
Typewritten Text
I31-2

zpope
Line

zpope
Typewritten Text
I31-3

zpope
Typewritten Text
Letter I31

zpope
Rectangle



MCKINLEY WATER VAULT PROJECT  

Comments and Responses  

September 2018 

 3.112 

  

Letter I31 Response  

June 6, 2018 

Joanne Sales 

I31-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required.  

I31-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed.  

I31-3 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. 
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Letter I32 Comment  



From: Julie Yoshihara
To: Scott Johnson
Cc: Jeff S. Harris
Subject: McKinley Vault EIR
Date: Sunday, June 3, 2018 8:03:23 PM

Dear Mr. Johnson,

After reviewing the EIR for the water/sewer vault, I have a few concerns that were not
addressed in the document.

1.  The capacity of the vault is 3 -4 times  as the other vaults in the city. Due to the high water
table, will the super size vault be an impediment to the groundwater flow? It works like a dam
in the pathway of the natural underground groundwater hydrology. Where does flow go after
the installation? Will this new water pathway affect the foundations of existing residences?
Many houses are brick with plaster interior walls that are sensitive to changes. With a high
water table, are there buoyancy  problems associated since the it will not be utilized all times?
Are there  geotechnical reports or ground water hydrology reports for the proposed site?

2. What assurances are in place for maintaining the integrity of waterproofing a large
structure? Will there be monitoring sensors in place to detect leakage ?

3. Will there be a vibration monitoring? The compaction for the vault foundation will result in
vibrations and possible differential settlement to adjacent residences? Please note, Greene
House 3200 H Street is on the National Register of Historic Places, #82002231.

4. Regarding noise during construction, impact to the vulnerable children at tiny tots was not
covered. The structure where tiny tots is not substantial to isolate construction noise and
vibration. Also, it is presumptuous to assume the adjacent neighbors will be at work.  The
neighborhood is comprised in addition, of retirees, medical personnel-physicians, lab
technicians, IT support who are on evening shifts and  as well as telecommuters.

5. The city of Sacramento has few parks with tennis courts, especially with 8 courts. Two and
half years will have impact on the users and classes held since it is well used and is adjacent to
the construction. McKinley Park is heavily utilized with one the few swimming pools in the
city and also, a library. Since construction will eliminate parking by the park and long duration
(2 years plus will be more like 3 years plus with normal delays), parking and traffic impacts to
adjacent streets need to be addressed.

6. What impact will dewatering have on existing trees, especially the valley oak?

7. Is it feasible to have a combination of parallel storm water smaller size than 10 ft dia.
feeding small vaults scattered at various alternative parks/ city owned lots, parkways? The
impact during construction will be less and also, will not be dealing with unknowns with a
mega concrete structure. Given recent engineering failures, i.e. Oroville Dam,  Millennium
 Tower, paving material failure @ highway 50, it would be prudent to proceed with caution for
a large vault dependent on waterproofing membrane and properly engineered concrete .

8. Also, some  municipalities have required permeable paving for driveways and parking lots
to reduce stormwater flow.  Additionally, rain capture tanks (i.e large tanks by NDS) are
required for lots covering a certain threshold and for parking lots. The current combined sewer
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and storm system is not sustainable with increased infill housing without various methods in
addition to ultimately separating the systems in increments, especially in light of global
warming with more intense rains.

Thank you for your attention and hope a constructive solution can be worked out without the
huge impact on the neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Julie Yoshihara
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Letter I32 Response 

 June 3, 2018  

Julie Yoshihara 

 

I32-1 The commenter is referred to the following text on page 3.8.10 of the DEIR which is revised as follows:  

• The proposed Project would slightly increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the region; 
however, the maximum footprint of the McKinley Water Vault would be 106,500 square feet and 
based on the below ground design of the structure would still allow any surface water that 
percolates into the soil above the McKinley Water Vault to be directed to the sides of the McKinley 
Water Vault where it can recharge the groundwater around and beneath the structure. the site is not 
a favorable location for groundwater recharge due to the shallow depth of the groundwater as well 
as the adjacent connection to the American River.  

I32-2 A site-specific geotechnical report, the Geotechnical Data Report, has since been conducted for the 
proposed Project and has been included as Appendix D of this FEIR.  

I32-3 The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflow).  

I32-4 The commenter is referred to Master Response-9 (Noise and Vibration). 

I32-5 The commenter is referred to Master Response-9 (Noise and Vibration).   

I32-6 The commenter is referred to Master Response-7 (Recreation) regarding comments related to uses of 
McKinley Park facilities during construction.  

I32-7 The commenter is referred to Section 3.13.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) under Impact TRANS-6 of the 
DEIR where impacts to parking are discussed. Construction workers would be encouraged to park in the 
staging areas where space permits.     

I32-8 The commenter is referred to Master Response-4 (Tree Impacts). As discussed in Section 2.3.6 
(Existing Utilities and Infrastructure) of the DEIR, the existing irrigation within the Park would be 
temporarily removed or relocated during construction with temporary feeds put in place where needed 
to maintain the existing water service within the Park. Therefore, the vegetation within the Park would 
receive adequate irrigation throughout construction.  

I32-9 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed.  

I32-10 The comment does not discuss the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I33 Comment  

 



Comments Submitted by Karen D. Koch, East Sacramento Resident, regarding the City of 
Sacramento Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Proposed McKinley Water Vault 
Project; Project No. X14010104 

These comments are submitted in opposition to the proposed Project as described in the DEIR 
due to the following concerns: 

1) The Description of the Project Purpose and Objectives are Unclear and Confusing, 
Rendering the DEIR Purpose and Objective Inadequate and Contrary to CEQA 

DEIR Executive Summary- Proposed Project, Need and Objectives (ES.1-3) and Project Purpose 
and Objectives (2.2 – 2.2.2): 

The Proposed Project section ES 1-3 describes challenges posed by a combined sewer storm 
water system serving multiple neighborhoods governed by the Clean Water Act (CWA) National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and a permit that establishes level of service 
standards and permit requirements that the City must meet through mechanisms such as the 
City’s Combined Sewer System Improvement Plan (CSSIP).  The Executive Summary explains 
that the 2015 CSSIP Update identified the Water Vault proposed Project as one of the 
improvement projects that would alleviate stress on the combined system that would be utilized 
during storm events.   

Section 2.2, the Project Purpose and Objectives, indicates the purpose of the proposed Project is 
to improve the health and safety of the residents of Sacramento by reducing flooding and 
outflows in the combined system while also meeting requirements of the City’s NPDES permit 
by increasing the capacity of the combined system.  Project objectives described in section 2.2.2 
include: the reduction or elimination of outflows during 10-year storm events; compliance with 
the NPDES permit and the EPA’s “Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy”; reduction of 
street flooding in East Sacramento where it is economically feasible to do so; and the 
achievement of “adequate response to a 10-year storm event throughout the combined sewer 
system”.   

Comment:   

It is not clear whether the Purpose, Need, and Objectives of the proposed Project are intended to 
reduce flooding in East Sacramento or in the context of the NPDES flooding discharge to the 
Sacramento River. The DEIR indicates the Project purpose is to reduce flooding and outflows 
while also meeting NPDES permit requirements, but the Executive Summary emphasizes that 
the proposed Project is included in the 2015 CSSIP as an element designed to insure compliance 
with the City’s NPDES permit.  It appears that the purpose and objectives of the proposed 
project are to eliminate discharges that are inconsistent with the NPDES permit, but the nature of 
the permit violations that resulted in the CSSIP Update are not identified or discussed.   

The Executive Summary does not establish that a purpose of the Project is to improve health and 
safety by eliminating or reducing flooding in East Sacramento, but instead focuses on NPDES 
compliance, while the Project Purpose and Objective section indicates that reduction in flooding 
in East Sacramento would only occur “where it is economically feasible to do so” and the Project 
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Comments Submitted by K. Koch regarding DEIR for Proposed McKinley Water Vault Project 

2 
 

purpose of compliance with the City’s NPDES permit would achieve an objective described as 
an “adequate response to a 10-year storm event”.  The result that would be achieved in satisfying 
the Project Objective of achieving an “adequate” response to a 10-year storm event is not 
explained, but it appears that the ultimate Project purpose it to achieve NPDES compliance with 
an EPA Order that resulted from a violation some twenty years ago, when discharge to the 
Sacramento River bypassed Sacramento treatment systems, by reducing the volume of outflows 
to the system.  While the actual objective of the proposed Project appears to be to slow down 
discharge to the City treatment systems to avoid violation of the NPDES permit, which is 
outdated due to new forecasts and predictions concerning the severity of storm events that would 
result in flooding, the public is confused by what appears to be a purpose and objective relating 
to reduction in flood events in and around the area of the proposed Project.  Upon a closer 
reading, it appears that reduction in flood events in and around the proposed Project is only a 
remote byproduct of the objective of NPDES compliance that, at best, would result in an 
“adequate response to a 10-year storm event”, but the ultimate purpose and objective are 
obscured by references during scoping meetings to flooding in the immediate area of the 
proposed Project and by obscure references in the DEIR to improving health and safety through 
the reduction of flood events, without specifying the nature of the flood events or where 
reduction would be achieved.   

The actual objective of the proposed Project appears to be to moderate outflows to the City’s 
treatment facilities that will avoid discharges in violation of the City’s NPDES permit.  
Reduction of flooding in the proposed Project area thus is not a Project purpose, but is instead an 
objective that may or may not occur during a minimal 10-year flood event, but which may 
apparently be a by-product of the Project’s purpose of maintaining NDPES compliance.  
Accordingly, the Project purpose is misleading and confusing because it suggests that flood 
reduction in the area of the proposed Project is a purpose and objective of the Project when it is 
actually a by-product of the purpose and objective of maintaining NPDES compliance, and the 
DEIR therefore does not allow for adequate assessment, evaluation, and comment on the part of 
the community. 

Moreover, an adequate response to a 10-year flood event is a less than adequate response to 
street flooding, as ten-year storm events will continue to become increasingly common, as will 
50-year and 100-year events.  See, for example: http://newsroom.ucla.edu/releases/california-
extreme-climate-future-ucla-study.  If reduction in flood events in the area around the proposed 
Project is a purpose and objective of the proposed Project, other flood reduction alternatives 
should have been considered.  The purpose, need, and objectives of the proposed Project must 
clearly state the Project purpose, need, and objectives in order to allow for informed public 
comment.  Currently, the DEIR purpose and objective is confusing and confusing as to whether 
the purpose of the proposed Project is to reduce flooding in East Sacramento, or whether it is 
actually to reduce outflows to the river from the combined sewer storm water system.   
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2) The Proposed Range of Alternatives are Inadequate, Rendering the DEIR Purpose and 
Objective Inadequate and Contrary to CEQA 
 

DEIR Executive Summary Proposed Alternatives (ES.6) and Alternatives (4.0): 

The proposed range of alternatives described in the Executive Summary are characterized as 
being governed by the “rule of reason” that resulted in four alternatives that include the No 
Project Alternative and four potential sites for offline storage facilities.  Thus, the proposed range 
of alternatives essentially consist of two alternatives which are either no project, or vault storage 
(in one of four locations).  Section 4.1 discusses Alternatives Considered and Screening Criteria, 
while section 4.1.3 discusses Alternatives Considered but Rejected for Further Consideration.  In 
section 4.1.3.1, the DEIR indicates that the City examined separate sewer and storm water 
systems in the 1990s and concluded that financing of such a system was impractical from a cost 
and construction perspective, and therefore prepared the CSSIP that was reviewed and approved 
in 1995, with the objective of maintaining the combined system.  Offline storage at McKinley 
Village was rejected due to inadequate space necessary for the size of the vault and associated 
pipes and because the Village is upstream of the proposed Project, so the proposed Project would 
accommodate outflows from the Village but the Village could not also accommodate outflows 
from the McKinley Park area.  Offline linear storage was also considered and rejected due to 
costs and construction requirements.    

Comment:  

There is no reasonable alternative to construction of a storage vault that was considered other 
than the summary rejection of a separated system based on a determination that such an 
alternative was rejected in the 1990s.  The only other alternative to storage of runoff from the 
combined system that was considered was the No Project alternative.  Thus, the effects and 
impacts of any proposal other than storage were not considered and there was, for all practical 
purposes, only one storage alternative with varying details (ie. different storage locations) that 
was considered in addition to the No Project alternative.  In other words, the only alternative 
presented to vault construction is no project at all.  The DEIR reflects that comments received 
during the scoping process included the possibility of location of a vault at McKinley Village, 
but the DEIR does not reflect that comments during the scoping process included the possibility 
of working toward a separated system.  During the scoping meeting at Clunie Center in 
McKinley Park, comments concerning the possibility of working toward a separated system were 
summarily dismissed and suppressed by the scoping facilitator, who indicated the only option 
being considered was the vault project.  There is no analysis of any alternative other than vault 
storage via the proposed Project and it does not appear that the City has engaged in an analysis of 
other alternatives, including working toward a separated system.  Accordingly, scoping for the 
proposed project was inadequate and the DEIR is inadequate because it fails to adequately 
analyze Project alternatives.   
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3) The DEIR Inadequately Analyzes the Environmentally Superior Alternative(s) 

DEIR Environmentally Superior Alternative (4.3): 

In this section, the DEIR indicates that implementation of the proposed Project would result in 
less than significant environmental impacts with less impact than the No Project alternative or 
siting of the proposed storage vault at other locations.  The DEIR concludes that because the 
proposed Project would result in less environmental impacts than the alternatives considered, it 
would be the environmentally superior alternative.  The comparison of alternatives included in 
Table 4.3.1 reflects the purpose of the proposed Project to be compliance with the NPDES 
permit and the reduction of outflows that resulted in violation of that permit.  Reduction in East 
Sacramento neighborhood street flooding is not listed as a Project objective, but an objective 
related to the actual objective of the proposed Project is described as:  “Reduce East Sacramento 
neighborhood street flooding and outflow problems where it is economically feasible to do so”, 
and that reduction is only described as partial.   

Comment: 

There is no reasonable consideration of other environmentally superior alternatives, likely due to 
the fact that no alternatives to vault storage were considered.  By limiting analysis to only vault 
storage, the DEIS concludes that one vault storage option is better than another.  Except for the 
No Action alternative, no alternative to vault storage is considered.  The DEIS does not, for 
instance, consider whether movement toward a separated system would be an environmentally 
superior alternative, and the lack of analysis is justified by the absence of any consideration of 
reasonable alternatives.  The DEIR does not, for instance, consider whether a separated system 
would result in superior reduction in outflow to the City’s treatment systems and thus satisfy the 
NPDES permit.  Even if a purpose and objective of the DEIR is to alleviate or even prevent 
sewage outflow in the McKinley neighborhood and other neighborhoods due to the increased 
sewage transport capacity that a separated system would provide, the effect of a separated system 
is not analyzed or considered.   

The DEIR is inadequate because it does not analyze environmentally superior alternatives that 
would satisfy the objectives of either reducing outflow consistent with the current, outdated 
NPDES permit or by reducing flooding in the area where the proposed Project would occur.  
Superior environmental alternatives might include graduated or complete implementation of a 
separated system that could significantly alleviate or eliminate discharges that could alleviate or 
prevent the next NPDES violation or which could alleviate or prevent flooding resulting in 
neighborhood sewage discharge on the street, but these alternatives were not considered or 
examined.  Another superior alternative not considered or analyzed by the DEIR would be to 
renegotiate the NPDES permit in a manner that would allow the City to take steps to 
permanently and significantly reduce and/or eliminate the flooding damage that will occur in 
neighborhoods utilizing the combined system.  The DEIR does not consider or analyze 
environmentally superior alternatives to the proposed Project and instead only analyzes the No 
Action alternative or the vault storage alternative.    
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4) The Failure of the DEIR to Adequately Analyze Alternatives and Effects Prevents Any  
Determination as to Whether the Proposed Project may Violate the City General Plan 

Comments: 

The City’s General Plan requires the provision of adequate utilities and sustainable facilities and 
services.  The failure of the DEIR to consider and analyze reasonable and environmentally 
superior alternatives to the proposed Project results in an analysis of the proposed Project that 
neglects consideration or analysis of the costs and benefits to the neighborhood and 
neighborhood facilities of Project construction in the neighborhood.  The DEIR does not address 
ongoing street flooding except to the extent it is “economically feasible”, without defining what 
constitutes an “economically feasible” occurrence, and it does not consider whether the proposed 
Project could potentially exacerbate flooding by eliminating the McKinley Park land sink that 
currently absorbs significant amounts of storm water during weather events.  There is no 
cost/benefit analysis of the effect of elimination of that water absorption benefit provided by the 
Park and the potential effect on neighborhood street flooding that would result from its 
elimination, and there is no analysis of the effect on the surrounding neighborhood of the 
increased runoff that is likely to result from elimination of the Park water absorption capacity.    

The DEIR notes that McKinley Park was nominated in February 2018 for inclusion on the 
National Register of Historic Places, but does not consider or analyze the effect of the proposed 
Project on possible inclusion of the Park on the Register and does not consider whether the 
proposed Project would disqualify the Park for the National Register; nor does the DEIR 
consider the effect of benefits that inclusion on the Register would potentially provide to the 
Park and surrounding neighborhood through the increased availability of preservation and 
restoration grants that may no longer be available if the proposed Project proceeds.  Historic 
properties of the George “Butter” Cole Baseball Field will be eliminated by the Project, thereby 
reducing the likelihood that the Park could be included on the Historic Register and thereby 
reducing the availability of funds for promotion of the Park’s historic features that the proposed 
Project would irreversibly alter.  Avoidance or mitigation of the potential permanent compromise 
or elimination of invaluable neighborhood amenities provided by the Park on a temporary or 
long term basis, are not considered or analyzed, rendering the DEIR inadequate.   
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Letter I33 Response  

Karen D. Koch 

 

I33-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged.  

I33-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives).  

I33-3 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed.  

I33-4 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed. Section 4.3 (Environmentally Superior Alternative) of the DEIR was developed in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines. A reasonable range of alternatives was discussed in the DEIR and 
therefore, the environmentally superior alternative discussion is adequate. 

I33-5 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed. A discussion on cost is outside of the scope of CEQA and therefore, no further 
response is required.    

I33-6 The commenter is referred to Master Response-6 (Cultural Resources) where impacts to cultural 
resources, including the historic nomination of the Park are discussed. 
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Letter I34 Comment  

 



From: Konrad Knutsen
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinnley Water Vault
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 1:54:44 PM

To whom it may concern,

I own and live at the residence directly across the site at 3300 Park Way. I am very concerned
that this project will substantially degrade my experience of the park/neighborhood and real
estate over the course of the next 3-5 years. I strongly oppose the project as sufficient evidence
has not been presented as its immediate requirement. 2016 was a particularly voluminous one
in terms of rain with little to no flooding in the immediate area. Thank you for your attention
and understanding.

Konrad Knutsen
Vice President
West Region Research Lead
CA License #01998499 

Direct: 510-267-6039 
Mobile: 510-612-8340 
Fax: 916-446-0024 
konrad.knutsen@cushwake.com  

400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1800
Sacramento, CA 95814 | USA 
www.cushmanwakefield.com  
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Letter I34 Response  

June 6, 2018  

Konrad Knutsen 

 

I34-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I35 Comment   

 



June 5, 2018 

Comment on the McKinley Park Water Vault Draft EIR 

Section 5.5.4.9   Land Use and Planning 

Cumulative Effect of Current and Future Projects 

While the water vault may act to lessen the effects of storm water runoff in the blocks surrounding 

McKinley Park in a 10 year storm event, it will have little or no impact on the other neighborhoods of 

East Sacramento or the Central City. However, we are all being required to help pay for it. If the city 

doesn’t build the vault, it could be fined and development could be halted. Development is what got us 

into this situation. Homes and pavement have increased runoff, and in severe storms the 100 year old 

system is overwhelmed. The effect of current and proposed development in the combined sewer/storm 

drain system will increase runoff and impact hydrology and water quality. 

Climate change experts are predicting that rainy seasons will no longer be reliable. Drought will be 

mixed with storms of unusual severity. These storms could be 100 or 200 or more year storms in any 

given rainy season. Every neighborhood in the combined sewer/storm drain system will be vulnerable to 

flooding.  For example, new neighborhoods are being developed in East Sacramento which will mean 

more houses and pavement. Due to increasing real estate values, existing neighborhoods are also seeing 

teardowns of small existing homes, and new homes being built that are larger than the ones they 

replace. R1 design guidelines now allow build out to 50% lot coverage. These things will all increase 

runoff. In a severe storm event, the system will be overwhelmed.  

The city should be acting to find ways to decrease runoff from homes and driveways. If the city had 

planned for climate change and the possibility of increased flooding, it would have required new homes 

in these developments to have individual water vaults to reduce runoff and prevent the system from 

being inundated in a storm event. These requirements exist in other cities (Newton, MA for instance). 

Many of the new homes have not been built yet. There is still opportunity to require these systems or 

offer them to new home buyers. 

Another potential way to lessen the effects of runoff in storms of the future would be to reduce the 

allowable lot coverage in the area of the combined sewer/storm drain system. It could be reduced from 

the current 50% back to the former requirement of no more than 41%. Homeowners who want to 

increase the lot coverage in an existing neighborhood would have to build an individual water vault on 

their property to hold the increased runoff from a larger roof or more hardscape. An initiative on the 

June ballot, if it passes, would exempt these systems from a property tax increase.  

There is a better way to reduce runoff than the construction of the water vault that cost tens of millions 

of dollars and benefit only a few.  

Kate Lenox 

4823 C St.  

Sacramento, 95819 
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Letter I35 Response  

June 5, 2018  

Kate Lenox 

 

I35-1 The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives).  
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From: Kathleen McLean
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Fwd: response to DEIR
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 4:15:32 PM
Attachments: response to DEIR City JUNE 2018.pages

Scott, It has come to my attention that you may not be able to open my Pages document if you
have a PC. I am therefore pasting my response to the DEIR in this email.
thank you,
Kathleen McLean

June  3, 2018

Scott Johnson
City of Sacramento
300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811

Response to Draft Environmental Impact Report
April 2018
McKinley Water Vault

Dear Mr. Johnson:

This response is to inform you of my concerns regarding the accuracy and completeness of the Draft EIR completed by Stantec
Consulting Services Inc. These concerns will cover areas concerning the decision to construct a Vault, Construction and Operation.

It is noted in the DEIR that there has been a process giving citizens in the proposed construction area a chance to respond. The method of
this process is to be questioned. There was no opportunity at the two meetings for citizen interaction. The meetings were highly
structured without opportunity for neighbors to speak with the City and Stance as a group.  The appendix section of the DEIR with
Citizen comments is a case in point. People were given the opportunity to respond with concerns, only on a one-on-one basis. Will you
discuss the chosen method which limited interaction among neighbors with representatives of the City and Stantec?

When questioned about separating the sewer and rainwater the City and also Stantec has responded with 22 year old information. No
effort has been made to update citizens with new information. Construction materials and methods have changed significantly within this
22 year period. When the questioned about feasibility of separating Sacramento’s system, the City has consistantly treated this issue
quickly and immediately cast it aside citing the old information. Since it has been charged that the citizens would find the cost prohibitive
and the disruptions to life style impossible to live with during construction, please research, using current construction costs  and
considering current best practices, the separation of stormwater from sewerage before continuing with the Vault Project. Citizens should
be given a chance to learn and understand the benefits of ONE fix as opposed to the “band aid” fix of a Vault under McKinley Park.

The DEIR never  addressed the chosen size of the vault. It is given as a “fait a complie” that the McKinley Park Vault will be 300-feet
wide and 350 feet long with the ability to hold 700,000 to 1,000,000- cubic feet of rain and sewer runoff during a large storm.

 Other vaults in Sacramento are much smaller.  The decision to build one large vault of the size proposed was not considered by citizens.
I has always been a  “given”. The size and duration of this construction project may be considered to be the environmentally superior
alternative, but only in the light of the report’s biases. 

Since this issue was not adequately discussed in the DEIR, it is necessary for you to explain why this size was chosen, rather than several
smaller vaults as decided with other neighborhoods.

Construction of the Vault, a two year project, will cause major disruptions to persons living in and around McKinley Park, especially
those on 33rd Street.  The DEIR has described the excavation of soil, dust, and number of trucks passing through our streets and in the
neighborhood. All disruptions have been dismissed as “less than significant with mitigation”. The rationale has been that the situation is
temporary. 

Two years is not less than significant, because there is no way  to mitigate the disruptions to quality of life. Please address if the Vault
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were a smaller project how large the excavation hole would be, how long such disruptions would take and the number of trucks that
would travel with dirt daily.

Trees, plants, squirrels, birds and bats will be disrupted, even with the mitigation measures put in place. The efforts to protect all noted
biology is imperative but, none the less, all will be disrupted. 

If the Vault is constructed, there is still concern with odors. During the summer months, Sacramento sewers smell badly.  The DEIR does
little to assuage the fears neighbors have that this lovely historical area will be permeated with horrible odors, especially during the
summer months.

I would hope the issues I have raised will motivate the City to consider other alternatives to a large vault in McKinley Park.

Sincerely,
Kathleen M. McLean

Begin forwarded message:

From: Kathleen McLean <kmarymclean@gmail.com>
Subject: response to DEIR
Date: June 5, 2018 at 7:20:29 PM PDT
To: srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org

Dear Scott,
Here is my response to the DEIR. It is attached to this email.
Thank you,
Kathleen M. McLean

I36-2

mailto:kmarymclean@gmail.com
mailto:srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org
zpope
Line

zpope
Line

zpope
Line

zpope
Typewritten Text
I36-5

zpope
Typewritten Text
I36-6



I36-3

zpope
Line

zpope
Typewritten Text
I36-7



MCKINLEY WATER VAULT PROJECT  

Comments and Responses  

September 2018 

 3.122 

  

Letter I36 Response  

June 6, 2018  

Kathleen M. McLean  

 

I36-1 The City will take into consideration comments regarding the public review time and method. However, 
the City allowed adequate public involvement, noticing, and review time on the DEIR in order to receive 
and evaluate public reactions to environmental issues related to the City’s activities in accordance with 
the CEQA Guidelines (See Sections 15086, 15087, 15088, and 15105).  

I36-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed.  

I36-3 The size of the McKinley Water Vault was chosen based on extensive studies and modeling of flooding 
within the Project area. Several smaller vaults would likely have greater construction impacts, would not 
be as efficient, and would likely have a greater cost.  

I36-4 The impacts in relation to noise, air quality, and traffic are discussed adequately in the DEIR. 
Additionally, adequate mitigation measures are included within the proposed Project to reduce potential 
impacts to a less than significant level. Construction impacts would be temporary and would not be a 
permanent feature of the McKinley Park area.  

I36-5 Impacts to biological resources are adequately discussed and mitigated for in Section 3.3 (Biological 
Resources) of the DEIR. No further response is required.  

I36-6 The commenter is referred to Section 2.2.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) of the DEIR, specifically under 
Impact AIR-5, which discusses odor impacts of the proposed Project. The odor control facility would 
adequately address any odors vented from the McKinley Water Vault.   

I36-7 The comment is a duplicate of comments I36-1 through I36-6. Therefore, the comment is referred to the 
responses under I36-1 through I36-6 above. 
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Letter I37 Comment  

 



From: kathy purcell
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: EIR McKinley Park Vault
Date: Tuesday, June 5, 2018 6:07:33 PM

I am writing to tell you how disgusting this project is....MANY months of spewing dirt that will spread for
blocks and blocks. Who knows what is hiding in that dirt? How will the city explain the dirt going into
houses and polluting the air inside and out? I have, like so many people, a family member who could not
live with more pollution. Is the city planning to pay for filtration units in our homes or for the hospital visits
from breathing problems?

For people living across from the park, it will be a filthy, noisy, constant nightmare for all the months the
unnecessary work is being done. This is an assault on the neighborhood. This enormous septic tank
(don't sanitize the project by calling it a vault) belongs in an unoccupied area, like the rail yard, instead of
a quiet neighborhood and an historic city park.

This stop gap measure is "throwing good money after bad." If the city can give millions to a basketball
team, they can afford to redo the entire sewer system and create a new sanitation facility. It would also be
a long, dirty process but it would be done and over. The planned septic tank is disruptive waste of
money!!! Since they will be using our tax money, I think most people would rather pay for a permanent
solution, not a local cess pool. 

Again.."Throwing good money after bad" is just wasteful, and I'll say it,  stupid. What a terrible idea.

Kathy Purcell
347 Santa Ynez Way
Sacramento, CA 95816
(916) 457-0138

I37-1

mailto:forkatrinka@sbcglobal.net
mailto:SRJohnson@cityofsacramento.org
zpope
Line

zpope
Typewritten Text
I37-1

zpope
Line

zpope
Typewritten Text
I37-2

zpope
Typewritten Text
Letter I37

zpope
Rectangle



MCKINLEY WATER VAULT PROJECT  

Comments and Responses  

September 2018 

 3.124 

  

Letter I37 Response  

June 5, 2018  

Kathy Purcell 

 

I37-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The commenter is referred to 
Section 3.2 (Air Quality) and specifically, Section 3.2.4 (Mitigation Measures) which includes Mitigation 
Measure AIR-1 (Prepare a Construction Emission and Dust Control Plan). As discussed in the impact 
analysis, this mitigation measure would adequately mitigate any potential impacts related to dust 
control.  

I37-2 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I38 Comment  

 



From: Kris Snow
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park
Date: Tuesday, June 5, 2018 5:41:16 PM

As an Asthma sufferer the thought of this plan being implemented is extremely scary to me.  McKinley Park is a
beautiful amazing place to visit, relax, have weddings, baseball games and so on. This would be an extreme eyesore
in the Park let alone the long lasting affects of installation of this vault. The area cannot handle the type of traffic
congestion and smells that you not be able to control. I really don’t want to use my hard earned tax dollars to assist
in paying for this being the City has limited funds to pay for this! 

This is plain and simple a bad idea!!

207 40th Street
Sacramento, CA 95819

Sent from my iPhone Thanks - Kris Snow 
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Letter I38 Response  

June 5, 2018 

Kris Snow 

 

I38-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I39 Comment  



From: Ward Tabor
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Water Vault
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 5:15:23 PM

As a long time East Sac resident, I strongly oppose the placement of the sewer vault in the park.  How about in the
old dump site near Sutter’s Landing?  Or In McKinley Village which made this vault necessary in the first place.  Or
Caesar Chavez Park or Winn Park.  Those parks do not have a pool and baseball field and are less popular so less
impact and disruption for recreation. The traffic, trucks, dirt, noise, smell, asthma for this project are extreme and
significant.  McKinley Park is NOT the place for this sewer trap.  Please consider other locations.  Is this the only
solution to our shared sewer system??? Is this just a temporary fix (bandaid) for a bigger issue???? Let’s do this
right and consider other alternatives.

Thanks

Karen Tabor
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Letter I39 Response  

June 4, 2018  

Karen Tabor  

I39-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The commenter is referred the 
Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives analysis is discussed.  
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Letter I40 Comment  

 



From: Lynell Heaps
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: NO MCKINLEY PARK WATER/SEWER VAULT PROJECT. NEGATIVE E.I.R. FOR EAST SACRAMENTO
Date: Saturday, June 2, 2018 11:32:28 AM

Dear Mr. Johnson:

Thank you for giving us McKinley Park neighbors a few days to respond to the EIR on the above City
Project.   

I AM APPALLED that you and your planners think that East Sacramento would tolerate such a massive
sewage
project at all, much less doing it by gutting our beloved baseball field and a huge chunk of McKinley Park
to create 
our own friendly neighborhood sewage dump.

Why would you think East Sacramento residents would want to breathe fouled air reeking of chemicals
and gas being vented
from untreated sewage???   And why would you think we residents are willingly going to pay for such a
ridiculous project that will make our
daily life a stinky, foul affair.  And then, additional insults to our life is the vault may run over onto our
properties and coat our
lawns, walkways and yards with sewage filth and disease organisms!!!  How stupid do you think East
Sacramento residents are?  

If you want to assess residents for FIXING THE CURRENT SEWAGE SYSTEM TO MAKE IT WORK
CORRECTLY, then
yes.   BUT THIS OUTRAGEOUS INSULTING AND LUDICROUS SEWAGE VAULT PROJECT - WE
WILL NOT TOLERATE 

Lynell Heaps  (916) 457-1005
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Letter I40 Response  

June 2, 2018 

Lynell Heaps 

I40-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 

I40-2 The commenter is referred to Section 2.3.5 (Odor Control) of the DEIR which goes into detail on how 
the odor control would work for the proposed Project including where the odor control facilities would be 
located, how the granular activated carbon (GAC) works, and what is included in the odor control facility. 
The odor control facility would adequately address any odors vented from the McKinley Water Vault. 
The odor control facility would be located below ground and no odor vent stack would be included as 
part of the proposed Project. 
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Letter I41 Comment  



From: lsheingold@aol.com
To: Scott Johnson; Darrell Steinberg
Subject: McKinley Water Vault EIR Comment
Date: Tuesday, May 29, 2018 11:09:20 AM
Attachments: McKinley Park Water Vault Comments.docx

Please see attached. Also copied below. Thank you for your attention. Larry and Judy Sheingold 

Date:   May 28, 2018
To:      Scott R. Johnson
From: Larry and Judy Sheingold

McKinley Park Residents since 1973
 
Re:       McKinley Park Water Vault EIR
 
Since when is not awful the same as acceptable? When did an impact that’s “less than
cumulatively considerable” or “less than significant” become a rationale to proceed with a
project that will harm a neighborhood’s quality of life for years?
 
The city’s neighborhood calming project was supposed to be a statement about preserving and
enhancing our micro-communities. And yet, the McKinley Park Water Vault EIR suggests that
neighborhood consequences are OK if they are not really, really negative.
 
Take the traffic calming project’s reconfigured lanes on H Street approaching the freeway on-
ramp. City studies said it wouldn’t create stagnation during the morning commute. But it has. 
 
The city’s McKinley Village study said the project wouldn’t increase traffic in our
neighborhood. But it has. 
 
City studies said hospital expansion wasn’t supposed to increase traffic. But it has.
 
Now this EIR says that (beyond the new traffic created by your approved Sutter Memorial
development, hospital expansion, McKinley Village construction and the H and J Street and
McKinley Blvd bottlenecks), 150 trucks per day entering and exiting the sewage storage site,
adjacent to two freeway onramps and offramps, is no big deal as long as you tell us in advance
when this will result in the lane closures you foresee being needed.
 
This is not traffic calming. This is not neighborhood calming. This is not putting McKinley
Park’s needs first. 
 
Rather, this is expedience that rationalizes attacking a beloved neighborhood park instead of
working harder to find ways to use undeveloped land or other less impactful sites.
 
This is finding serious clean air impacts to young and old who live in the area and walk around
the park acceptable and overlooking the removal of recreational opportunities that keep kids
out of trouble.
 
This is disregarding the extended post-construction impacts by categorizing them as not
important enough to decision-makers.
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Date: 	May 28, 2018

To: 	Scott R. Johnson

From: 	Larry and Judy Sheingold

McKinley Park Residents since 1973



Re: 	McKinley Park Water Vault EIR



Since when is not awful the same as acceptable? When did an impact that’s “less than cumulatively considerable” or “less than significant” become a rationale to proceed with a project that will harm a neighborhood’s quality of life for years?



The city’s neighborhood calming project was supposed to be a statement about preserving and enhancing our micro-communities. And yet, the McKinley Park Water Vault EIR suggests that neighborhood consequences are OK if they are not really, really negative.



Take the traffic calming project’s reconfigured lanes on H Street approaching the freeway on-ramp. City studies said it wouldn’t create stagnation during the morning commute. But it has. 



The city’s McKinley Village study said the project wouldn’t increase traffic in our neighborhood. But it has. 



City studies said hospital expansion wasn’t supposed to increase traffic. But it has.



Now this EIR says that (beyond the new traffic created by your approved Sutter Memorial development, hospital expansion, McKinley Village construction and the H and J Street and McKinley Blvd bottlenecks), 150 trucks per day entering and exiting the sewage storage site, adjacent to two freeway onramps and offramps, is no big deal as long as you tell us in advance when this will result in the lane closures you foresee being needed.



This is not traffic calming. This is not neighborhood calming. This is not putting McKinley Park’s needs first. 



Rather, this is expedience that rationalizes attacking a beloved neighborhood park instead of working harder to find ways to use undeveloped land or other less impactful sites.



This is finding serious clean air impacts to young and old who live in the area and walk around the park acceptable and overlooking the removal of recreational opportunities that keep kids out of trouble.



This is disregarding the extended post-construction impacts by categorizing them as not important enough to decision-makers.



This is disregarding the impacts to wildlife that use the pond and park grounds. 





A less slanted EIR would have identified the dangers as “significant impact without full mitigation” rather than “less than significant with mitigation” since there is nothing but Stantec Consulting’s assumption that their suggested mitigation actions, which allowed them to downgrade the seriousness of anticipated impacts, will be timely and fully implemented. 



McKinley Park is more than the name of our neighborhood. It is the center of neighborhood life. Putting a 40-foot deep sewage collection tank in the middle of it amounts to significant, cumulatively considerable disregard for our quality of life, even if all the proposed mitigation is performed.

 

People bike in our neighborhood. They walk and jog here. They swim in our public pool, picnic in the park and play games and listen to concerts on the ball field. They attend events at the library and the arts center. And they drive to and from work on the two main roads bordering the park. 



No one can claim their quality of life won’t be hurt by your sewage project. But “hurt” doesn’t seem to be a sufficient deterrent. Instead, the EIR says, in your opinion, we won’t be hurt enough to pursue alternatives. 



[bookmark: _GoBack]That’s what we have heard year after year, project after project. Meanwhile, McKinley Park is being changed, little by little, decision by decision into a less special, less cohesive, less calm micro-community. The water vault will exacerbate that. 
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This is disregarding the impacts to wildlife that use the pond and park grounds.  
 
A less slanted EIR would have identified the dangers as “significant impact without full
mitigation” rather than “less than significant with mitigation” since there is nothing but
Stantec Consulting’s assumption that their suggested mitigation actions, which allowed them
to downgrade the seriousness of anticipated impacts, will be timely and fully implemented. 
 
McKinley Park is more than the name of our neighborhood. It is the center of neighborhood
life. Putting a 40-foot deep sewage collection tank in the middle of it amounts to significant,
cumulatively considerable disregard for our quality of life, even if all the proposed mitigation
is performed.
 
People bike in our neighborhood. They walk and jog here. They swim in our public pool,
picnic in the park and play games and listen to concerts on the ball field. They attend events at
the library and the arts center. And they drive to and from work on the two main roads
bordering the park. 
 
No one can claim their quality of life won’t be hurt by your sewage project. But “hurt” doesn’t
seem to be a sufficient deterrent. Instead, the EIR says, in your opinion, we won’t be hurt
enough to pursue alternatives. 
 
That’s what we have heard year after year, project after project. Meanwhile, McKinley Park is
being changed, little by little, decision by decision into a less special, less cohesive, less calm
micro-community. The water vault will exacerbate that. 
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Date:  May 28, 2018 
To:  Scott R. Johnson 
From:  Larry and Judy Sheingold 

McKinley Park Residents since 1973 
 
Re:  McKinley Park Water Vault EIR 
 
Since when is not awful the same as acceptable? When did an impact that’s “less than 
cumulatively considerable” or “less than significant” become a rationale to proceed with 
a project that will harm a neighborhood’s quality of life for years? 
 
The city’s neighborhood calming project was supposed to be a statement about 
preserving and enhancing our micro-communities. And yet, the McKinley Park Water 
Vault EIR suggests that neighborhood consequences are OK if they are not really, really 
negative. 
 
Take the traffic calming project’s reconfigured lanes on H Street approaching the freeway 
on-ramp. City studies said it wouldn’t create stagnation during the morning commute. 
But it has.  
 
The city’s McKinley Village study said the project wouldn’t increase traffic in our 
neighborhood. But it has.  
 
City studies said hospital expansion wasn’t supposed to increase traffic. But it has. 
 
Now this EIR says that (beyond the new traffic created by your approved Sutter 
Memorial development, hospital expansion, McKinley Village construction and the H 
and J Street and McKinley Blvd bottlenecks), 150 trucks per day entering and exiting the 
sewage storage site, adjacent to two freeway onramps and offramps, is no big deal as 
long as you tell us in advance when this will result in the lane closures you foresee being 
needed. 
 
This is not traffic calming. This is not neighborhood calming. This is not putting 
McKinley Park’s needs first.  
 
Rather, this is expedience that rationalizes attacking a beloved neighborhood park instead 
of working harder to find ways to use undeveloped land or other less impactful sites. 
 
This is finding serious clean air impacts to young and old who live in the area and walk 
around the park acceptable and overlooking the removal of recreational opportunities that 
keep kids out of trouble. 
 
This is disregarding the extended post-construction impacts by categorizing them as not 
important enough to decision-makers. 
 
This is disregarding the impacts to wildlife that use the pond and park grounds.  
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A less slanted EIR would have identified the dangers as “significant impact without full 
mitigation” rather than “less than significant with mitigation” since there is nothing but 
Stantec Consulting’s assumption that their suggested mitigation actions, which allowed 
them to downgrade the seriousness of anticipated impacts, will be timely and fully 
implemented.  
 
McKinley Park is more than the name of our neighborhood. It is the center of 
neighborhood life. Putting a 40-foot deep sewage collection tank in the middle of it 
amounts to significant, cumulatively considerable disregard for our quality of life, even if 
all the proposed mitigation is performed. 
  
People bike in our neighborhood. They walk and jog here. They swim in our public pool, 
picnic in the park and play games and listen to concerts on the ball field. They attend 
events at the library and the arts center. And they drive to and from work on the two main 
roads bordering the park.  
 
No one can claim their quality of life won’t be hurt by your sewage project. But “hurt” 
doesn’t seem to be a sufficient deterrent. Instead, the EIR says, in your opinion, we won’t 
be hurt enough to pursue alternatives.  
 
That’s what we have heard year after year, project after project. Meanwhile, McKinley 
Park is being changed, little by little, decision by decision into a less special, less 
cohesive, less calm micro-community. The water vault will exacerbate that.  
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Letter I41 Response  

May 29, 2018 

Larry and Judy Sheingold 

 

I41-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 

I41-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed.  

I41-3 The commenter is referred to Section 3.2 (Air Quality) of the DEIR and Master Response-8 (Air Quality).  

I41-4 Post-construction impacts are adequately discussed throughout the DEIR (Chapter 3.0) as operational 
impacts.  

I41-5 The commenter is referred to Section 3.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR which adequately 
discusses potential impacts to biological resources.  

I41-6 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 

I41-7 The commenter’s use of the Park is noted; however, the comment does not address the adequacy of 
the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required.  

I41-8 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is necessary 

I41-9 The comment is a duplicate of comments I41-1 through I41-8. Therefore, the comment is referred to the 
responses under I41-1 through I41-8 above.  
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Letter I42 Comment  

 



From: Lynette Fornasero
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: (E.I.R.) MCKINLEY PARK WATER/SEWER VAULT PROJECT
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 4:27:48 PM

Dear Scott,
    I am opposed to the construction of the
McKinley park water/sewer vault project for these reasons:
    Location
     Size
    Purpose
    Construction issues
     Which will impact and disrupt activities affecting family gatherings, weddings, baseball, concerts in the park,
running, jogging, walking, yoga, strolling in the Rose
Garden, tennis , walking dogs , swimming
May be affected by poor air quality and airborne construction dust falling in pool.
   Construction sight trucks are a real concern... up to 150!!!!!! Traffic concerns
Post construction issues regarding sewer odors, noxious off-gassing of chemicals and deodorants used to quell odors
released through a large stack that vents above ground into the park and neighborhoods!
    I say NO NO NO to this project
        A very concerned East Sacramento
Resident,
      Respectfully yours,
          Lynette Kleinfall
            708 San Miguel Way
            Sacramento, Ca. 95819

Sent from my iPhone
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Letter I42 Response  

June 4, 2018  

Lynette Kleinfall 

 

I42-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 

I42-2 The commenter is referred to Section 3.2 (Air Quality) and specifically, Section 3.2.4 (Mitigation 
Measures) which includes Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (Prepare a Construction Emission and Dust Control 
Plan). As discussed in the impact analysis, this mitigation measure would adequately mitigate any 
potential impacts related to dust control.  

I42-3 The commenter’s traffic concerns are acknowledged; however, traffic related impacts were adequately 
discussed in the DEIR in Section 3.13 (Transportation and Traffic).    

I42-4 The commenter is referred to Section 2.3.5 (Odor Control) of the DEIR which goes into detail on how 
the odor control would work for the proposed Project including where the odor control facilities would be 
located, how the granular activated carbon (GAC) works, and what is included in the odor control facility. 
The odor control facility would adequately address any odors vented from the McKinley Water Vault. 
The odor control facility would be located below ground and no odor vent stack would be included as 
part of the proposed Project. 
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Letter I43 Comment  



From: Linda Paris
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Vault
Date: Sunday, May 27, 2018 11:12:17 AM

Dear Mr. Johnson and City Planners,
This note is regarding the the Mckinley Park Water Vault Sewer
Proposal. 
I hope that when doing your research you looked at all
possibilities rather than focused on a few. Sometimes people are
blind to other solutions by what they already know. I also hope
there hasn’t been any “under the table” financial and construction
shenanigans that influenced your decision of the current proposed
solution. I expect that if this is the best decision then there will be
an open bidding for the job.

There are other ways to mitigate runoff that clog our sewers. For
example: instead of streets, driveways and parking lots being
paved in concrete why not encourage or require the use  of a
permeable paving material that allows water to drain back into
the ground rather than the sewers. 

I realize that you are trying to solve a serious problem logistically
and financially. We trust that you are researching all possible
solutions with an open mind, that the solution and construction
bid will be open and transparent so that all who submit proposals
are considered.

Thank you for your time.
linda paris
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Letter I43 Response  

May 27, 2018  

Linda Paris  

I43-1 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed.  
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Letter I44 Comment 



From: marion chargin
To: Scott Johnson
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 9:14:43 AM

do not do the water vault at McKinley park !!!!!
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Letter I44 Response  

June 4, 2018  

Carion Chargin  

I44-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I45 Comment  



From: Michael DeSerio
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Vault excavation
Date: Thursday, May 31, 2018 2:22:21 PM

Scot Johnson,
The best park in Sacramento, McKinley Park, is going to be torn up and used as a sewer holding tank? For the next
two and half years our beautiful part of town will be a disruptive construction zone.  Have you guys gone crazy?

Concerned resident,
Michael DeSerio
Sent from my iPad
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Letter I45 Response  

May 31, 2018  

Michael DeSerio 

 

I45-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I46 Comment  

 



From: Mike Greene
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Comment on McKinley Park Draft Environmental Impact Report
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 4:43:12 PM
Importance: High

 
 
June 6, 2018
 
Mr. Scott Johnson
City of Sacramento
 
The Vault doesn’t address the CAUSE of the problem of our neighborhood streets flooding with
sewer water;
it address one of EFFECTS of the problem.
 
The CAUSE of the problem of our neighborhood streets flooding with sewer water is our combined
surface
and sewage water disposal system.
 
Because the EIR does not evaluate the separation of the two systems as an alternative to the Vault
the Report
should be rejected.
 
Michael Greene
3701 McKinley Blvd
Sacramento, CA 95816
1-916-849-1570
cdsconsulting@surewest.net
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Letter I46 Response  

June 6, 2018  

Michael Greene 

I46-1 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed. 
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Letter I47 Comment  



QUESTIONS FOR THE DEIR FOR THE PROPOSED 
MCKINLEY PARK WATER/SEWER VAULT 
(To Scott Johnson, City of Sacramento Environmental 
planner) 

Dear Mr. Johnson, 
The proposed project of the McKinley Water Vault is 
stated to be necessary to stop the event of flash flooding 
in the areas surrounding the park. I live in that area on 
34th near Park Way. I have witnessed several incidents of 
street flooding over the last 30 years and I have a few 
questions regarding the both the safety of neighbors and 
park visitors and the practicality of the McKinley Water 
Vault Project. 

1. 
I would like to point out that some of the worst flooding in 
McKinley Park appears to be both on McKinley Blvd. & 
35th street and on 34th & Park Way. and that on the city's 
before and after maps, it appears that after the Vault is 
built, 34th & Park Way will still have significant flooding 
and that flooding will be "reduced" not stopped. Is 
this acurrate? As an active witness to the occasional 
flooding, I have spoken in-person to the city staffers who 
show up to attempt to determine which turbine had failed 
during flooding. They have shown me the locations of the 
turbines and I have watched and taken photos as they 
opened up the street at 35th and H street to repair the 
turbine. Neighbors have watched them working on the 
35th and H street turbine and were told by City staffers 
that this was the source of the flooding. The flood photos 
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the City shows as proof the Vault is needed are photos 
taken of flooding that was caused by the failure of the 
City's turbine at 35th and H st., during a rainstorm, 
leaving us all vulnerable to flooding. Over the last 40 
years, when we get flooding, it 's usually the turbines not 
moving sewage/water through the combined system. In 
fact an internet search will turn up the Sac Bee articles 
and KCRA T.V. News stories about Mayor Serna being 
criticized for not ordering the Emergency Turbines to be 
turned on during a serious storm in the 90's. We have 
also been told that the turbines have been cut off due to 
power outages. Neighbors have watched them working on 
the 35th and H street turbine and were told by City staffers 
that this was the source of the flooding. If this is the way 
the City of Sac maintains these turbines that actually 
move the sludge and water through the system, and if 
this is how will the city maintain the Vault? Are the 
turbines all functioning? Are there Emergency 
turbines in place? What are the emergency 
procedures the city will have in place for power 
outages or system/equipment malfunction of the 
Vault? Has the city of Sacramento studied the past 
turbine failures as a source of the flooding? If not, I 
would like to request a study be done. 

2. 
The placement of the McKinley Water Vault is directly on 
top of the widest section of Burns Slough, a navigable 
water way that was filled in when the neighborhood was 
built. The water that soaks the park during a serious rain 
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storm comes to the surface producing a large marsh-like 
area across "George Butter Cole" Ball field. Is this a good 
choice for the McKinley Park Water Vault placement? 
How will this intruding seasonal marsh affect the 
function of the vault ? Will the Vault's 2.5 acre 
footprint interrupt the rain and marsh water from 
going into the ground, recharging the Aquifer and 
then create more run-off water flowing into the streets 
and then to the combined system only to wind up in 
the vault compounding the problem? How will the City 
prevent this from happening? Has a study been done? 
If not, I would like to request a study be done. 

3. 
What kind of operating system will the City of 
Sacramento use to run the Vault? The city is currently 
installing a 5 G network into our neighborhoods. Will 
the City be using the 5 G network in the operation of 
the McKinley Park Water Vault? If so, where will ALL 
of the 5G equipment be located? If not what type of 
communication system will used in the operation of 
the McKinley Park Water Vault? 
Has the effects of Electro Magnetic Frequencies from 
the Vault ben studied? If not, I would like to request a 
study be done. 

4. 
The McKinley Park Water Vault is a complex wastewater 
collection with procedures and requirements for safely 
handling hazardous and toxic materials. What are 
the safe sewer collection procedures that will be in 
place to protect the health and safety of neighboring 
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homes and their inhabitants, park visitors, employees, 
and the general public, for careful application of safe 
sewer collection? 
What are the methods, products, practices and 
chemistry that will be used in treating the bio mass 
inside the vault while waiting for it to be moved into 
the combined system? What are the methods, 
products, and chemistry that will be used in the 
venting of air/gasses from the McKinley Park Water 
Vault. What location will the air/gasses vents be 
in? How far away from homes will the vents be? 
What are the methods, products, practices and 
chemistry that will be used in treating the oder from 
the Vault? McKinley Park neighbor hoods are already 
breathing in the air from the Land Fill deodorizers from the 
Old City Dump. Has the city or anyone else studied 
what the synergistic effects of the Land Fill 
Deodorizers, McKinley Park Water Vault methods, 
products, practices and chemistry combined with the 
metals and other chemistry in automobile exhaust 
from the close by freeways on both adults, children 
and pets? Will fungicides be used? 
If not, I would like to request a study be done. 

5. 
According to Mercy Hospital's operations department, 
Mercy Hospitals liquid waste goes into our combined 
sewer system. Has the City of Sacramento studied the 
heath effects on neighbors, park users, and 
employees from the airborne or waterborne micro
toxins, or other contaminants that are in both our 
combined system and the The McKinley Park Water 
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Vault? 
If not, I would like to request a study be done. 

Sincerely, 
Melinda Johnson 
916+248-3569 

I47-5

zpope
Line



MCKINLEY WATER VAULT PROJECT  

Comments and Responses  

September 2018 

 3.144 

  

Letter I47 Response  

Melinda Johnson 

 

I47-1 The commenter’s questions regarding the proposed Project are acknowledged and addressed in the 
subsequent responses below.  

I47-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives). 

I47-3 As described in Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflows), the McKinley Water Vault would be built 
in accordance with federal and state standards, therefore limiting any potential interaction between the 
contents of the McKinley Water Vault and the groundwater. The groundwater would not be affected by 
any of the contents within the structure nor would any of the contents in the structure be affected by 
infiltration from the groundwater surrounding the McKinley Water Vault. Any moisture in the soils above 
the McKinley Water Vault would flow over the top of the McKinley Water Vault and then down the sides, 
returning to the natural groundwater flows within the region.  

I47-4 The commenter is referred to Section 2.3.4 (Electrical and Control Facilities) of the DEIR which explains 
that Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) controls would be utilized for the remote 
proposed Project operations. The City’s SCADA control system will be connected to the Vault controls 
through an underground fiber optics line. 

I47-5 The commenter is referred to Section 3.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) which discusses the 
potential hazards associated with the proposed Project.  

I47-6 The commenter is referred to Section 2.3.5 (Odor Control) of the DEIR which provides information on 
how the odor control would work for the proposed Project including where the odor control facilities 
would be located, how the granular activated carbon (GAC) works, and what is included in the odor 
control facility. The odor control facility would adequately address any odors vented from the McKinley 
Water Vault. The odor control facility would be located below ground and no odor vent stack would be 
included as part of the proposed Project. 

I47-7 The contents of the combined sewer system are considered existing conditions of the area. The 
proposed Project would not alter or change the level or amounts of the contaminants within the 
combined sewer system flows. Additionally, as discussed in Section 2.3.1 (Offline Storage Facility) of 
the DEIR, any flows within the McKinley Water Vault would be stored temporarily and would be diluted 
with high proportions of stormwater, therefore any contaminants present within the combined sewer 
system would be temporarily stored within the McKinley Water Vault and would then be released back 
into the combined sewer system and transported for treatment. 
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Letter I48 Comment  



From: Michelle McFetridge
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Water Vault
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 10:00:02 AM

I oppose the water vault. There must be a better way.

Sincerely,
Michelle McFetridge
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Letter I48 Response  

June 4, 2018  

Michelle McFetridge  

I48-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I49 Comment  



From: Margarette Schwartz
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Water sewer vault
Date: Tuesday, May 29, 2018 10:44:47 AM

My concern is odor prevention after installation. Who will control it and pay for it?

Sent from my iPhone
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Letter I49 Response 

 May 29, 2018  

Margarette Schwartz 

I49-1 The commenter is referred to Section 2.3.5 (Odor Control) of the DEIR which provides information on 
how the odor control would work for the proposed Project including where the odor control facilities 
would be located, how the granular activated carbon (GAC) works, and what is included in the odor 
control facility. The odor control facility would be located below ground and no odor vent stack would be 
included as part of the proposed Project.  

Additionally, the commenter is referred to Section 2.5 (Operations and Maintenance) of the DEIR. 
Specifically, Section 2.5.2 (Maintenance) of the DEIR states, “It is expected that the carbon media would 
be replaced approximately every five-years, or as needed based on media testing”. The City would 
operate and maintain the McKinley Water Vault, including the odor control facilities which would be 
included under the budget for operations of the combined sewer system within the City.  
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Letter I50 Comment  



From: Martha Sward
To: Scott Johnson
Cc: Jeff S. Harris
Subject: Proposed McKinley Park Water and Sewage Vault
Date: Wednesday, May 16, 2018 5:53:03 PM

Hi Scott,   I wanted to mention a few concerns I have in reading the Draft EIR regarding the proposed water and
sewage vault at McKinley Park.  I have attended a community meeting about it and took the recent tour of two other
vaults in the city. I appreciated the information I gained at both forums.
       My husband and I have lived on 35th Street, between H. Street and Park Way Ave for the past 35 years. When
our two kids were young our family frequently used the park.  My husband and I use it still 4 or 5 times a week.   I
have mixed feelings about a vault. I believe it would be helpful in alleviating the problem we experience in the
McKinley Park area with flooding and sewage overflow and with discharge of tainted water into the Sacramento
River.  On the other hand, I am very concerned about the possible degradation of the park and the neighborhood
from both short-term and long-term effects of a vault.
       My major concerns (aside from the noise, traffic, dust, air pollution, disruption, and loss of the park as a usable
entity during any construction) have to do with what the park will look and feel like after a vault might be
constructed.  The park has a lush, natural, old-time feel to it now that I fear may be lost after construction.  The
Draft EIR mentions replacing trees (in section 2.4-1) that might be removed during construction, but that mitigation
sounds vague and anemic to me.  McKinley Park has already lost a substantial number of mature trees in the past
few years—majestic elms by the baseball batting area and the picnic area as well as the lovely chestnut (I believe it
was) behind the nursery school area by the rose garden.  I learned at that time from having communicated by email
with the head of the city parks department when I suggested that new, large, shade trees be planted in those areas,
that the parks department wasn’t going to replace them because there was a likely huge construction project that was
anticipated for the baseball diamond area.  If this project goes forward, I believe it is necessary to plant a generous
number of new trees (and large ones that would be worthy of McKinley Park) that would be much greater than the
number of trees that the park may still lose during any building. I fear, too, with the removal of the current picnic
benches and the proposed “shade structures”, that that entire area may very likely be generously supplied with
cement as well as hot and ugly shade structures which will tarnish the look of the park.  I would like a strong
commitment from the city regarding aesthetics that they would limit the amount of new cement around the picnic
area and would plant trees that would be tall and stately and would provide the shade that is required there.  New
parks can have a very stingy, at best "country-club" kind of landscaping made up of small trees (like crepe myrtles)
that manage to look ineffably half-hearted and ultimately depressing. There is a huge difference in the look and feel
of a park where real lovers of trees and nature do the design and planting compared to many new parks where you
can tell that no matter how much time passes, the parks will always look like a sad afterthought (e.g., see many
parks in Davis).
       As for possibly replacing the baseball diamond with a soccer field, I believe that will take away from the feel
that McKinley Park generates.  While that baseball diamond may not host regular, scheduled games by some
organization or other, I have seen it used informally and happily by many, many people over the past 35 years.  It
reflects McKinley Park’s past and adds a dimension in keeping with the age and origin of the park.
       On a last note, I see that the Draft EIR mentions constructing a new bathroom if it’s “feasible”.  Will it only be
built if it’s “feasible”?  I was under the impression that a new bathroom was touted as a “bonus” to the park and
neighborhood if a vault was build.  I know that it was mentioned that if a bathroom would be built, it would be done
in a style that would fit the historic look of the park.  I would hope so, since there are few things uglier than a public
bathroom built on the cheap!
       Thank you for considering my thoughts about the vault and thank you for the time and effort put into proposing
something to alleviate the flooding and sewage overflows that occur in this part of town.
                                                                                                   —Martha Sward and John Farrell
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Letter I50 Response  

May 16, 2018  

Martha Sward and John Farrell 

I50-1 The commenter’s concern regarding the proposed Project is acknowledged.   

I50-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 (Tree) regarding impacts to trees as well as Section 
2.3.7 (Park Restoration and Potential Park Enhancements) of the DEIR which discusses post-
construction Park enhancements including the picnic areas, ball fields, and pathways within the Park.    

I50-3 The commenter is referred to Master Response-7 (Recreation) regarding impacts to recreational 
facilities within McKinley Park 

I50-4 The restrooms would be built as part of the proposed Project.  
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Letter I51 Comment  



From: Dr Nancy Kalish
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Water Project
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 12:13:34 PM

I have lived on McKinley Blvd for 40 years. I am now a senior citizen - with bad asthma!
What am I supposed to do? Move out?

I moved into an established neighborhood — houses have been here since the 1930's -- and 
never anticipated 2 years of air pollution. 

The noise will be unbearable. The loss of the park where my dog (and children) walks daily. 
The loss of quiet at the library. The mess over by the rose garden and loss of it as a [place of 
solitude and special events.

DON'T DO THIS!!

Nancy Kalish

Nancy Kalish, Ph.D.
----------------------------------------------
Professor Emeritus of Psychology
California State University, Sacramento

www.Lostlovers.com
https://tinyurl.com/Chou-Chou-Book
---------------------------------------------

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: THIS EMAIL, AND DOCUMENTS, FILES, OR PREVIOUS EMAIL MESSAGES ATTACHED TO IT, ARE 
SOLELY FOR THE INDIVIDUAL NAMED ON THIS EMAIL. ANY DISCLOSURE, COPYING, OR DISTRIBUTION, OR USE OF ANY 
INFORMATION CONTAINED IN OR ATTACHED TO THIS TRANSMISSION, IS PROHIBITED. 
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Letter I51 Response 

June 4, 2018  

Nancy Kalish, Ph.D. 

I51-1 The commenter is referred to Section 3.2 (Air Quality) and specifically, Section 3.2.4 (Mitigation 
Measures) which includes Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (Prepare a Construction Emission and Dust Control 
Plan). As discussed in the impact analysis, this mitigation measure would adequately mitigate any 
potential impacts related to dust control.  

I51-2 The commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed Project are acknowledged. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I52 Comment 

 



From: Nelson Price
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park
Date: Sunday, June 3, 2018 9:35:30 PM

Good Evening Scott,
 
I’m writing to you with major concerns regarding the McKinley Park vault proposal.  We’ve
had many improvements over the last number of years:

Playground rebuilt
Pond restored
Trees replaced
Rose garden renovated
Pool area enhanced
Picnic areas expanded (way too much).

These investments in McKinley Park add to the parks historic character and are loved by
the families they serve.
 
Please do not move forward with the vault that will decimate the integrity of one of our
most precious parks, short term and long term.  McKinley Park is where people enjoy being
out in nature and celebrating joyful times with family and friends.
 
Please do not touch George “Butter” Cole’s baseball field. 
 
Thank you.
Marlene Schmelling
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Letter I52 Response 

June 3, 2018  

Nelson Price  

I52-1 The commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed Project are acknowledged. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I53 Comment  

 



From: P CIANI
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Mckinley Park Water Vault
Date: Thursday, May 31, 2018 1:44:37 PM

Dear Mr Johnson,

I am totally opposed this project.  It is not safe for our neighborhood.  The EIR is very frightening!  This is
not safe for our neighborhood or community.  Mixing sewage and water and storing it in a park is not
acceptable.  Please explore alternative locations.

 This park is currently in horrible condition and happens to be the most over utilized park in Sacramento.
Spend money on repairing the irrigation systems. Hire more gardeners and make this park beautiful. 
Don't destroy it further with tank of sewage and toxins under the ball park!

Please advise.

Sincerely, 

Paul Ciani
630 39th Street
95816
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Letter I53 Response  

May 31, 2018  

Paul Ciani 

 

I53-1 The commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed Project are acknowledged. The contents within the 
combined sewer system are considered existing conditions of the area. The proposed Project would not 
alter or change the level or amounts of the contaminants within the combined sewer system flows.  

I53-2 The commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed Project are acknowledged. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I54 Comment  



From: Peggi Martin
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: water vault at McKinley Park
Date: Monday, May 28, 2018 10:22:59 PM

Hello.
I wish to voice my objection to locating the water vault in McKinley Park.  The park is a
heavily used community resource, serving not just East Sac residents, but many people from
across the city.  The long construction process would severely impact the use of the park with
on-going noise pollution, heavy traffic congestion, continuous dust and fowl smell pollution,
and the loss of much used natural green space.  This park is a precious resource and I believe it
should be preserved for maximum use by the community.  I believe there must be other
locations that are better suited for the water vault project.

Thank you for your consideration. 

Peggi Martin
916.698.3211
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Letter I54 Response  

May 28, 2018 

Peggi Martin 

 

I54-1 The commenter’s disapproval regarding the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I55 Comment  

 



From: rick feher
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: MWV proposed project DEIR public review comments 
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 4:14:57 PM

Scott Johnson
Associate Planner
City of Sacramento
Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811

Scott Johnson,

Thank you for your help and for coordinating the many details.

Please include the following as public review for the MWV proposed project DEIR.

Rick Feher

*     *     *

Sewer Separation

Below is copied the section 4.1.3.1, which summarily sets aside sewer and stormwater separation 
as an alternative.

<< 4.1.3.1 Separate Sewer and Stormwater Systems

<< This alternative would include the design, funding and construction of a new sanitary sewer 
and storm water system in the City’s Combined Sewer System Service Area (CSSSA). The City, 
in conjunction with HDR Engineering, conducted numerous studies and evaluated this alternative 
in the 1990’s. Based on the findings, the City decided that separating was not feasible for four 
primary reasons: (1) the design and construction of such a system would require funding far 
beyond the levels that are supported by the existing sewer rates, and it would require a new 
agreement with regulatory authorities; (2) construction of a new system would require several 
decades of construction in the City (including streets in East Sacramento) and would have 
substantial construction impacts (e.g., construction noise and vibration, traffic and transportation, 
air quality); ; (3) the disposal of existing infrastructure that are in functioning order, and energy 
devoted to the construction project could be viewed as wasteful uses of energy and resources; 
and (4) storm drainage would no longer be treated and would result in an adverse water quality 
impact to receiving waters.

<< The City prepared the Combined Sewer System Improvement Plan (CSSIP) to enhance the 
combined sewer system in lieu of separation. The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (CVRWQCB) reviewed and approved the CSSIP in 1995. For these reasons, The City has 
concluded that this alternative is not feasible and it is not evaluated further in the EIR. >>

analysis and comment
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Section 4.1.3.1 is a discussion of a proposed alternative, one that was eliminated for further 
consideration. This reviewer finds the alternative of separating stormwater and sanitary sewer to 
be the preferred alternative of those considered in the DEIR, and this view is informed and 
strengthened by US EPA (Combined Sewer Overflow Management Fact Sheet: Sewer Separation 
— https://www3.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/sepa.pdf ) and is reinforced by other guidance provided by 
US EPA and other public agencies and nongovernmental organizations.

Sacramento today has a separate stormwater system in most of the city’s territory. Separate 
sanitary sewers and stormwater systems are typical of cities that built their basic service 
infrastructures in the 20th century.

4.1.3.1 states that sewer separation was studied and evaluated in the 1990s by the City of 
Sacramento in conjunction with its consultant. There were four reasons given for concluding that 
this path (separation of the combined systems) was infeasible. “(1) the design and construction 
would require funding far beyond the levels that are [sic] supported by the [then] existing sewer 
rates, and it would require a new agreement with regulatory authorities.” This discussion confuses 
then and now with respect to rates. It also states that a new agreement with regulators is a 
contributing factor to infeasibility. In fact, regulatory agreements are revised and renewed over 
time and with additions or modifications to infrastructure.

The second of four statements about infeasibility is that “several decades of construction” would 
be required and would have substantial impacts. Construction and upgrading of elements of the 
combined system is current and ongoing, as are the impacts. Portions of the combined system 
have been replaced and undoubtedly there are more needs in this area. I have observed firsthand 
the condition of some of the early sewer infrastructure and suspect that infiltration may continue to 
contribute to surcharge in the system. Parts of the system which are recently replaced or on the 
renovation schedule, and parts which are proven to be in excellent serviceable condition, would 
continue in use on the sewer side of the separated system once separation was complete. (One 
would not have to discard the totality of today’s improvements of the combined system in 
designing separation.) Of course there will be waste, as the system is complex and a redesign will 
also be a complicated and clever puzzle. There is always waste in digging up streets, again and 
again. This is, however, used as part of the third statement on infeasibility. Also in part three it is 
said that “energy devoted to the construction project could be viewed as wasteful uses of energy 
and resources.” Why, if separate sanitary sewer and stormwater systems would bring these 
utilities up to the present in terms of reliability, sanitation, public health and safety, and sewage 
overflows due to stormwater?

The fourth and last statement of infeasibility is important: “(4) storm drainage would no longer be 
treated and would result in an adverse water quality impact to receiving waters.” However, not all 
stormwater has the luxury of being treated. Some natural runoff finds its way into Sacramento’s 
combined system, by design, through grated inlets, or by infiltration through cracks and broken 
connections underground. And the amount that is not treated is vastly larger. Untreated 
stormwater includes nearly all of the water that falls naturally on land and is absorbed into the 
ground, water that follows natural patterns of the watershed, eventually joining waters in larger 
and larger flows. To protect these waters, conscious behavior is required. At the level of the 
individual, we are protecting our water with everything from design decisions, good sense in 
maintaining and using resources, and choices made in daily activities. Our environment is 
protected not only by the good work of city and county utilities personnel who build, maintain and 
operate systems for our daily needs and according to the best practices. Each of us, individually, 
can learn and be aware of what the consequences of our upstream activities will be, downstream, 
for all of us.

Separating sewer and stormwater systems cannot be discarded as an alternative. Although sewer 
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separation is not a single project site nor contract, its benefits are superior as part of a complete 
long-term solution to preventing pollution and flooding. In the present era, comprehensive 
programs that value point-source elimination and public education are given ever-greater weight 
by water boards, US EPA and conservation organizations. Acknowledged as important for water 
protection and public health, they often also help fulfill requirements of NPDES permitting.

Burns Slough

Burns Slough, as it traverses McKinley Park, is the site of the proposed project. This is a 
coincidence determined by prior use of the slough to divert drainage (then serving “civilization”) in 
the earliest years of the city. Eventually some of the significant features of Sacramento’s 
combined sewer system were associated with this geography.

My interest in this area stems from observing life along the slough since the 1980s, and detailed 
experience with the 33-inch concrete sewer main which was placed into a portion of Burns Slough 
in about 1915. It was abandoned in place in about 2007.

It is an important issue, worthy of emphasis, that Burns Slough and other geographical features 
do not simply disappear when humans attempt to bury them in the past. Often the past is 
forgotten and presumed to have little relationship or continuity with the present. In large 
infrastructure and development projects, consequences of geography and history may not be 
encountered until late in planning or early in construction. Please refer to pp. 60-65 (pdf pages) in 
the public comment section of the Appendices of this DEIR. The maps and an illustration of 
Sutter’s Fort there are meant to convey the scale and character of Burns Slough. It is my 
observation, and exploratory analyses might confirm, that Burns Slough persists, continues to 
provide a riparian corridor for trees, and could pose significant design and construction 
challenges.

*     *     *
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Letter I55 Response  

June 6, 2018  

Rick Feher  

 

I55-1 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed.  

I55-2 As described in Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflows), the proposed Project would be built in 
accordance with federal and state standards and would limit any potential interaction between the 
contents of the McKinley Water Vault and the groundwater. The groundwater would not be affected by 
any of the contents within the structure nor would any of the contents in the structure be affected by 
infiltration from the groundwater surrounding the offline storage facility. Any moisture in the soils above 
the offline storage facility would flow over the top of the offline storage facility and then down the sides, 
returning to the natural groundwater flows within the region. 
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Letter I56 Comment   



From: Rosemary Miller
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park Sewer
Date: Tuesday, June 5, 2018 12:05:19 PM

Scott Johnson,

I have no hope of my concern regarding the McKinley Park sewer plan getting any attention whatsoever. I am sure it
is already a done deal. But having read the environmental impact report I am horrified that this could be allowed to
happen in a park as beautiful and historic as McKinley.  I realize that the city sewer system needs to be upgraded,
but why it couldn’t be split into two smaller systems would seem to be the more sensible thing to do,  However, it
also would be more expensive.  Thus, no matter what this project does to the environment and to the destruction of
the park is of little consequence.  And I am sure that the movers and shakers in the city are finding a way to gain
financial feed-back as well as patting themselves on the back as they publicize their “good deed” — just as they did
when they built McKinley Park Village.  Which, by the way, what happened to the “affordable housing” there? The
connected.Cecly Hastings (who is also a backer of the sewer project which would eliminate the barbecue/picnic area
across the street from her house and thus decrease the “rabble” that is so offensive to her) runs yet one more story in
her East Sac publication glorifying Phil Angelides and his “downsized new residence” in McKinley Village. Once
again, meetings are held to fool us into actually hoping that our voice may have some effect. But, as so many people
have told me, you can’t fight it.  But at least I can go on record and feel that I have tried to do something to protect
our environment and the health of my neighbors. 

Rosemary Miller
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Letter I56 Response  

June 5, 2018  

Rosemary Miller  

 

I56-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I57 Comment  



From: RM Yoshihara
To: Scott Johnson
Cc: Jeff S. Harris
Subject: Comments re. McKinley Water Vault Draft EIR
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 10:13:12 AM

Mr: Johnson:  Please accept my draft EIR comments for the McKinley Water Vault.  The report understates the
adverse effects the project will have on an historic neighborhood and community center that belongs to the entire
city and not the neighborhood.  In spite of all the well-reasoned commentary received at scoping the project
continues on course undeterred.

How can a project of this magnitude and cost offer a “reduction” of 10-year storm outflows as an outcome? 
Unquantified, a hole dug in my back yard would accomplish the same.  It would be helpful to know more about
what was stated in the Basis of Design report for the benefit of anyone who has no idea what that storm load
amounts to (me).  Our good neighbors deserve assurance that after suffering through an unimaginable construction
process they will not have raw sewage in their yards.

Project alternatives are rarely taken seriously when you’re trying to sell your project.  The project proposal is
designed to fail.  It’s a single-facility solution with little redundancy concentrating all resources in a single point of
failure.  Why there can’t be a combination of several smaller tanks in diverse locations WITH linear storage doesn’t
appear to be an option.  It could be accomplished with smaller projects widening the range of possible locations.  A
Cease and Desist order isn’t a bad thing where long-range strategies are lacking.

Thank you

RM Yoshihara
East Sacramento
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Letter I57 Response  

June 4, 2018  

RM Yoshihara 

I57-1 The commenter is referred to Master Response-6 (Cultural Resources) regarding the adequacy of the 
cultural analysis.  

I57-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 (Project Purpose and Objectives).  

I57-3 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed. 
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Letter I58 Comment  



From: Sandi Brown
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: FW: Water Vault
Date: Tuesday, June 5, 2018 10:04:36 AM

 

From: Sandi Brown
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2018 10:09 AM
To: sacramento.org
Subject: Water Vault

I am totally opposed to a water vault being put in McKinley Park. The sewer system is impart burdened
because of the creation of McKinley Village. The Planning Commission should have taken this into
consideration before okaying this project.
 
McKinley Park should be protected just like historical buildings are protected. Many of us have lived in
this area our entire lives and have many happy memories of baseball games, family gatherings, and
concerts in the Park.
 
Find another place to destroy and leave the park as it is!!!!
Let the developers of McKinley Village assume any cost associated with the project.
 
Sandra Brown
resident of San Miguel Way
******* CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE *******

This e-mail message and all attachments transmitted with it may contain legally privileged and
confidential information intended solely for the use of the addressee. If the reader of this
message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any reading, dissemination,
distribution, copying, or other use of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this
message from your system. Thank you.
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Letter I58 Response  

June 5, 2018 

Sandra Brown 

 

I58-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I59 Comment  



From: Sandi Brown
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: FW: Water Vault
Date: Tuesday, June 5, 2018 10:05:08 AM

 

From: Sandi Brown
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2018 12:02 PM
To: srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: FW: Water Vault

 

From: Sandi Brown
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2018 10:09 AM
To: sacramento.org
Subject: Water Vault

I am totally opposed to a water vault being put in McKinley Park. The sewer system is impart burdened
because of the creation of McKinley Village. The Planning Commission should have taken this into
consideration before okaying this project.
 
McKinley Park should be protected just like historical buildings are protected. Many of us have lived in
this area our entire lives and have many happy memories of baseball games, family gatherings, and
concerts in the Park.
 
Find another place to destroy and leave the park as it is!!!!
Let the developers of McKinley Village assume any cost associated with the project.
 
Sandra Brown
resident of San Miguel Way
******* CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE *******

This e-mail message and all attachments transmitted with it may contain legally privileged and
confidential information intended solely for the use of the addressee. If the reader of this
message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any reading, dissemination,
distribution, copying, or other use of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this
message from your system. Thank you.
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Letter I59 Response  

June 5, 2018 

Sandra Brown 

 

I59-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I60 Comment  
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Letter I60 Response  

June 4, 2018  

Stan Cubanski 

 

I60-1 The commenter’s approval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I61 Comment  



From: Susan Paolinelli
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: FW: Please do not consider this
Date: Tuesday, June 5, 2018 7:38:18 AM

I am against it and all of the side effects the neighborhood will have to endure!   Concerned East
Sacramento Resident and Tax payer.
 

From: Susan Paolinelli <spaolinelli@att.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 5, 2018 7:36 AM
To: 'Scott Johnson' <SRJohnson@cityofsacramento.org>
Subject: RE: Please do not consider this
 
Yes it is!
 

From: Scott Johnson <SRJohnson@cityofsacramento.org> 
Sent: Monday, June 4, 2018 3:52 PM
To: Susan Paolinelli <spaolinelli@att.net>
Subject: RE: Please do not consider this
 
Dear Ms. Paolinelli:
Is your email regarding the McKinley Water Vault Project?
 
Thank you,
 
Scott Johnson
City of Sacramento
Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA  95811
(916) 808-5842
srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org
 

From: Susan Paolinelli <spaolinelli@att.net> 
Sent: Monday, June 4, 2018 3:50 PM
To: Scott Johnson <SRJohnson@cityofsacramento.org>
Subject: Please do not consider this
 
Please do not consider this.   This City has lied to us on numerous occasions.   Traffic is terrible now
in East Sac.   I live off of Elvas by the Canteen.   They start in with all of their ruckus at 3:00am and
they need to put up a Concrete Sound wall to block all of their noise.    I have lived here all of my life.
Gone to school in the area and cannot believe was has happened to a very livable community before
all of the neighborhood calming projects and all of the studies to reduce traffic.   Only to make things
worse.    No one will listen to us,   The next generation will pay the price.    Time to Move.   Traffice
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congestion and smelly air and this city council does not care.  East Area resident for 60 years.
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Letter I61 Response  

June 5, 2018  

Susan Paolinelli  

I61-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I62 Comment  



From: Sue Stauffer
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Water Vault
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 2:44:20 PM

Dear Scott–

I am writing in response to the pink flyer that was sent out by your or office.
I am a resident of the McKinley Park area and have been since 1983.

After reading all the details about the Water Vault, I still haven't heard why it is planned to go
in our beautiful neighborhood park?  The possible problems that could occur are devastating to
the health, property values and traffic for those of us that live there.  

A better location for this project could be over at the Mercy Annex at C street and Elvis. 
There is nothing going on there and certainly would not impact as many people as this
McKinley Park location would.

My question is: why has this come up now when this run off/sewer storage should have been
dealt with and planned for before the McKinley Village area was built.  That was always the
over flow area from storms.

I hope that the final decision for this is a good one for all of us who live in the area.  I will
look forward to your next correspondence.

Susan Stauffer
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Letter I62 Response   

June 4, 2018  

Susan Stauffer 

I62-1 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed.  
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Letter I63 Comment  



From: Susan Tiesing
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Vault concerns 
Date: Monday, June 4, 2018 7:03:28 AM

Good morning Mr. Johnson,

I am against building the vault in McKinley Park. I believe it will harm our classic, well
used park and not meet EPA regulations and provide a safe environment.The
sewer/water vault proposal is a complicated, temporary, expensive band-aid-fix,
which does little to address the long-term infrastructure needs of the City’s sewer and
waste water system. There is no easy solution to this problem, but Sacramento must
take a long-term approach, incorporating green technologies
and innovation to modernize. 

If the vault is something the city won't move away from, then the city must consider
the impact the size of this project will have on the East Sacramento neighborhood
and consider breaking the vault into smaller units, placed in multiple locations, such
as McKinley Village and Stanford Park.

What we’re doing now is leaving our descendants a big mess. This is not a legacy we
can be proud of.

Please do the right thing.

Susan Tiesing
916 505-9663
Homeowner
724 37th Street
95816
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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Letter I63 Response  

June 4, 2018 

Susan Tiesing 

 

I63-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives analysis is discussed.  
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Letter I64 Comment  



From: sean trask
To: Scott Johnson
Cc: Jeff S. Harris
Subject: Support for McKinley Water Vault Project
Date: Sunday, June 3, 2018 7:29:30 AM

Dear Mr. Johnson:
I have reviewed the EIR for the McKinley Water Vault project and have no comments or suggestions and
support moving forward.  I am a lifelong resident of Sacramento and visit this park frequently.  This
project will enhance the area's flood control efforts as well as provide improvements to the Park. The only
downside is the two year construction period, but the benefits received are worth the wait and disruption. 
Thank you, 
Sean Trask
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Letter I64 Response  

June 3, 2018  

Sean Trask 

I64-1 The commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed Project are acknowledged. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I65 Comment  



From: Sheila Wolfe
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: McKinley Park Vault
Date: Wednesday, May 30, 2018 1:23:12 PM

Dear Mr Johnson
I am sending this email on behalf of my husband and I who live at 593 33rd St., Sacramento
95816-the area that will have the most disruption regarding the McKinley Park water vault
proposal.

I am emailing to voice a strong NO vote for the plan as it is currently proposed. 

 Please note, we are also dismayed with the process used to engage and inform the residents
that will be most significantly impact by this proposal. Even when attending community
meetings, we had the distinct feeling that the decision was made prior to having public input.
This was evidenced by the permanent signs and name tags displayed throughout our
neighborhood depicting a  Morton-salt like little girl playing in the rain and giving the
impression that all was beautiful.  Why did they call it the McKinley park water vault rather
than the Sacramento water vault exploration meeting?  How did McKinley park actually
compare with the possibility of putting the vault at the McKinley village site? 

We are also concerned with the dirt and the noise caused by the vault. The timeframe has
expanded now to two years and the hours of operation will definitely impact daily life cycles
and activities.   More specifically the noise levels noted in the EIR do sound loud to me and
quite continuously present.  How will the problems of noise be addressed and monitored
throughout the construction? Who will be identified as monitoring that situation and what are
the consequences of exceeding the limits?

We are also very concerned about the access to our home both for our daily parking and for
our family and friends. It never really was clear how this would be addressed in the EIR. How
will the parking and access to our home be addressed?

There is also the question of dirt and Debris caused by the construction. This places an
additional burden on homeowners in the area and 
will have a negative impact on the value of our home during this construction. And perhaps
beyond. How will the dirt and debris be contained?

This leads to our final point.  The language and resources related to restoring  the Park are
vague.  Funds for restoration and development an actual plan for improving and restoring the
park is not addressed. 

I hope these concerns will be reviewed and there will be a delay in the project to address them 

Sincerely
Sheila Wolfe and Chris Drouin

-- 
Sheila Wolfe (916)955-1587 c
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Letter I65 Response  

May 30, 2018  

Sheila Wolfe and Chris Drouin 

 

I65-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required.  

I65-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-9 (Noise and Vibration).  

I65-3 The commenter is referred to Section 3.13.3.2 (Project Impact Analysis) under Impact TRANS-6 of the 
DEIR where impacts to parking are discussed. Additionally, the commenter is referred to Section 3.13 
(Traffic and Transportation) of the DEIR which discusses construction related traffic impacts and 
proposed mitigation. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will enforce the 
mitigation measures outline in the DEIR, including Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 (Prepare and 
Implement a Traffic and Pedestrian Control Plan). 

I65-4 The commenter is referred to Section 3.2 (Air Quality) and specifically, Section 3.2.4 (Mitigation 
Measures) which includes Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (Prepare a Construction Emission and Dust Control 
Plan). As discussed in the impact analysis, this mitigation measure would adequately mitigate any 
potential impacts related to dust control.  

I65-5 The commenter is referred to Section 2.3.7 (Park Restoration and Potential Enhancements) of the 
DEIR, which discusses the potential Park enhancements that would be included as part of the proposed 
Project. A discussion on funds is outside of the scope of CEQA. No further response is required. 
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Letter I66 Comment   
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Letter I66 Response  

May 29, 2018  

Terry Kastanis 

 

I66-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives analysis is discussed.  
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Letter I67 Comment  



From: marentis@gmail.com
To: James C. Yorita; Scott Johnson
Cc: Jeff S. Harris; McKinleyWaterVault
Subject: Written comments for the draft EIR for the proposed McKinley Septic Tank
Date: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 12:02:53 PM

Mr Yorita, Johnson and Councilman Harris,
 
This email is in response to the query for written questions about the proposed septic tank draft EIR
at McKinley Park.
 
Thank you for your prior email. I have taken a look at the EIR and have multiple additional questions
and concerns. I am not convinced that design proposed takes into account realistic design
parameters and limitations. I also think it has a significant exposure and risk involved that is not
addressed.
 
One limitation is the level of the water table. The ground water comes up to 12 to 16 feet below
ground based on historical levels of wells in midtown. I was trying to find a cross-section image of
the project on the environmental impact report, and the information provided is top-view only. How
deep is the tank, how deep does it go into the ground and how many feet of ground above it? If the
septic tank is constructed deep, then when the water levels peek and the tank is full, which happens
at the same time, it would be storing  sewage into the water table.
 
A second limitation is cracking of the floor of the tank under static load of a million gallons as well as
dynamic changes. How many inches of concrete are allocated for the floor? If the septic tank is a 300
 x 255 feet wide as proposed, with maybe half a foot of concrete at the floor, the floor becomes a
thin cantilever membrane that can crack and break with the first minor displacement of soil around
or beneath it such as a tree root. If there is more major soil displacement such as a minor
earthquake the effect is more pronounced.
 
Do you have designs and analysis how the proposed design of a 300 x 255 x ½ foot large thin
membrane will behave under a static and a dynamic scenario? Have you modelled the floor of the
tank as a membrane and run a simulation for cracks with minor displacement? Can you provide a
value of displacement at the center of the tank before the floor cracks? To put it in layman terms,
the concrete of a tennis court or a driveway that is not under stress above it cracks after a few years.
The proposed design is under repetitive stress up to 1 million gallons of water, is x2-3 larger than the
tennis courts, and is not expected to crack. I think you will find that the adequate thickness of
concrete on the floor is cost-prohibitive for the proposed surface area.
 
Another operational consideration is there is no plan for the mountain of dirt to be excavated. The
proposed top view takes up the entire open space of the park. You probably need 1/3 of the area of
the septic tank for the ground that will be dug up. Where has the proposed design accounted for
that? Are you going to take the dirt offsite with trucks moving in and out of the park daily, or take up
another section of the park?
 
The design depth and area are limited by all these factors, but the proposed design is something
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significantly larger that ignores realistic, common sense design parameters. It just seems like the
goal is to optimize to make a tank as big as possible while ignoring multiple other factors. How did
the size of the vault get decided on?
 
Another major problem with the proposed design is the underlying assumption that if it the bottom
does not crack, the material will also not leak. There is a statics problem (thin membrane under
water pressure), a dynamics problem (displacement of soil, earthquake) and a material sciences
problem. When the question was asked to Councilman Harris in the meeting and the answer was the
engineers assure him it will not leak. This is not an adequate explanation by any stretch. Anybody
who has experience with septic tanks or other barriers will tell you there is no barrier that does not
leak at some point. What concrete are you using? How will you reinforce and seal it?
 
The  project timeline for the McKinley pond was 2 months and it took a year and a half to complete.
If the proposed timeline for the septic tank is 3 years, are you actually proposing to deprive citizen of
a park that is heavily utilized and enjoyed for what will probably become 5 years?
 
Thank you for the assurance that McKinley village has its own separate waste water and storm
drainage system. I am still not clear on your answer though, because in one line you say that
McKinley village is  not connected to the CSS, and in the immediately next sentence you say waters
from McKinley Village is gradually pumped into the CSS.
 
Can you specifically clarify where McKinley Village waters combine and pump into the CSS? Is there
any connection, even an overflow valve between the two systems? Can you provide assurances that
a few years down the road a pipe cannot be put in, or a valve turned  on that connects the two if
they are not already linked?
 
If any connection between the two systems exists, immediately the argument that the septic tank
will be used once every ten years is invalid. The tank becomes a permanent septic tank to drain the
lower levels of McKinley Village every year and stores sewage continuously.
 
Combined with the statics, dynamics, and materials problems of the floor of the tank I am pretty
sure the proposed design is that of an environmental ticking bomb. I look forward to your responses
towards the opposite.
 
Sincerely,
 
Theodore Marentis
 
 
 

From: James C. Yorita <JYorita@cityofsacramento.org> 
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2017 12:10 PM
To: marentis@gmail.com
Cc: Jeff S. Harris <JSHarris@cityofsacramento.org>
Subject: RE: Combined Sewer System Separation Opportunity
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Mr. Marentis,
 
We are working on updates to the McKinley Water Vault website to help the community better
understand how the City’s combined sewer system (CSS) works and why the Vault is not connected
to McKinley Village.  We are also summarizing the reports and council resolutions from the 90’s to
help the community understand why the system was not separated in the 90’s.  We hope to have
the website updated by the end of January.
 
I will explain how the CSS works to answer most of your questions.  During dry weather, the CSS
sends all combined wastewater (storm drainage and wastewater) to the Sacramento County
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SCRWTP) for treatment.  The City can send up to 60 million
gallons per day (mgd) of combined wastewater to the County treatment facility.  During dry weather,
the City typically sends around 25 mgd to SCRWTP. During small storms when the City exceeds 60
mgd of combined wastewater, the City sends the flows to the City’s two combined wastewater
treatment facilities, where it is stored and metered back into the CSS after the storm event. For
larger storms, If needed, the City is allowed to treat the combined wastewater (primary treatment)
and discharge the primary treated water to the Sacramento River.  The City doesn’t ever discharge
primary treated combined wastewater to the American River and was not fined for the E. Coli levels
in the American River during the summer of 2017.     
 
I will explain the wastewater and drainage systems in McKinley Village to answer your
remaining questions.  McKinley Village has separate wastewater and storm drainage systems.  Their
storm drainage system has been designed to handle a 100-year storm event when it is completed,
and their storm drainage will not impact the CSS since the system does not connect to the CSS.  
Their wastewater also will not impact the CSS as it is retained onsite and gradually pumped into the
combined system when system capacity is available.
 
Thanks,
 
James Yorita, P.E.
Associate Engineer
Dept. of Utilities
City of Sacramento
916-808-1911
 
 
 

From: marentis@gmail.com [mailto:marentis@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, October 28, 2017 12:30 PM
To: James C. Yorita <JYorita@cityofsacramento.org>
Cc: Jeff S. Harris <JSHarris@cityofsacramento.org>
Subject: RE: Combined Sewer System Separation Opportunity
 
Mr Yorita,
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Thank you very much for your email and additional information on the water treatment
improvements.
 
It was in the news a lot that early this year the river E. Coli levels became critical. The proposed
explanation was the homeless people camps got flooded and the homeless people produced the
excess E. Coli. Has it been definitively proven that the E. Coli came from the homeless camps and not
the overflow from the mixed sewage and rain water system? Did we not get fined for that, or is the
case being reviewed?
 
Would it be possible for you to share the original analysis from 1990?
 
In the presentation there is a the point that there is a lot of flooding around McKinley Village and
interesting maps and snapshots of our area in an effort to demonstrate the need East Sacramento
has for the project. I wanted to share two other maps and ask for your professional opinion.
 
Attached please find from the City of Sacramento website a map of ultimate flood depths, as well as
an aerial map of the neighboring McKinley Village development. Clearly the Village has a very
different flooding profile compared to the remaining of East Sacramento. East sac would be exposed
to the minimum flooding of 5 -10 feet while McKinley village the maximum flooding of more than 25
feet. Just this winter there were four distinct lakes in the development area and about 1/3 of the
village was submerged under water.
 
It would seem that a project magnitude should be proportionate to the need, and the Village clearly
has the greatest need for infrastructure to prevent flooding. Has enough been done to ensure the
drainage of all the Villages lakes that form every year based on historical satellite imagery?
 
Mixing all the rain water from the village lakes with sewage, syphoning and storing it at McKinley
Park just does not seem like the proper thing to do. In the presentation there is a claim that if built,
the septic tank would be mostly empty and used once every ten years. How would that be the case if
the Village floods every year and has to syphon water? Are the two systems not connected?
 
Thank you very much for your time and I look forward to more information.
 
Sincerely,
 
Theo Marentis
 
 

From: James C. Yorita [mailto:JYorita@cityofsacramento.org] 
Sent: Friday, October 6, 2017 3:38 PM
To: marentis@gmail.com
Cc: Jeff S. Harris <JSHarris@cityofsacramento.org>
Subject: Re: Combined Sewer System Separation Opportunity
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Mr. Marentis,
I appreciate the opportunity to address your concerns and some of the misinformation that
has been spread about the project.
 
In the early 90’s there were problems with flooding during storm events in the combined
sewer system (CSS). On June 22, 1990, the City was issued a Cease and Desist order because
of flooding in the streets of the (CSS), and overflows (untreated water being released to the
river). Since then, the City has implemented the CSS Improvement Project which has resulted
in a significant decrease in the amount of flooding in the combined system and untreated
combined wastewater that is discharged to the river (see attached pdf).  In fact, the City has
only been assessed 2 penalties related to operation of the CSS for $6,000 in the last 10 years.  
 
While constructing a separate sewer system in the CSS was an initial recommendation to
Council to address the Cease and Desist order, it soon became apparent that there were
significant problems with it including:
 

1. It did not address flooding in the combined sewer system.
2. Constructing a separate sewer system and solving the flooding problems in the

combined system was prohibitively expensive and would result in significant rate
increases. (Based on the 1992 technical report that was completed by HDR, this would
cost almost $2.5 billion in today’s dollars.)

3. There would be significant construction impacts throughout the combined system for
many years.

4. It would not address flooding for areas outside the combined system.
5. Since separated storm drainage would not be treated, there would be an adverse water

quality impact.
 
The City operates the combined sewer system in compliance with the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. In a typical year, approximately 97% of the
drainage, by volume, from the CSS is treated providing a water quality benefit to the
Sacramento River. This is water that, if the system was separated, would go directly,
untreated, to the river.  San Francisco is also improving their combined sewer system and
recognizes the water quality benefits of treating storm water runoff prior to releasing to the
water ways (http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=398). The McKinley Water Vault is part of our
management plan to temporarily store wastewater, reduce flooding and outflows in the
combined sewer system, and improve storm water runoff water quality.
 
Thanks,
 
James Yorita, P.E.
Associate Engineer
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Dept. of Utilities
City of Sacramento
916-808-1911
 
 
From: Theodore Cosmo Marentis <marentis@gmail.com>
Date: September 22, 2017 at 10:07:40 AM PDT
To: jsharris@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: Combined Sewer System Separation Opportunity
Reply-To: marentis@comcast.net

Councilmember Jeff Harris,

Thank you for providing a perspective regarding the combined sewer system overflow problems the
city faces.

I was in the audience with a cautiously pessimistic outlook on the temporizing vault project. As the
meeting progressed I found it hard not to be swayed by the negative feedback and concerned
emotions the audience was expressing. Maybe some of the more environmentally focused questions
were not expressing in the best form possible, but there was definite palpable, multifaceted, and
probably grounded concern about the proposed project.

Personally I have never lived in a community that breaks the law, in this case State law, so repeatedly
and has to pay fines so many times. It is a good thing that we are in the process of finding ways to
prevent the city from breaking the law.

I was surprised to find out the initial recommendation in the early 1990s was to separate the sewage
from the waste water, but somehow we went the other way, and now we find ourselves $100m in
infrastructure down the rabbit hole when the initial analysis and recommendation was in the
opposite direction. Somehow I doubt that if the initial recommendation was followed we would find
our city in the position of illegality it is in.

Extrapolating 20 years in the future, with the anticipated population density growth, with an
additional $200m in sewer system septic tanks, we are probably still going to be breaking State law
and dumping or leaching waste in the waterways.

I found the question of the gentleman in the audience appropriate about the cost to separate the
combined system and was surprised to find out there was no answer. I was even more surprised to
find out that since the early 1990s nobody has provided an updated analysis on the leading proposal
to solve the problem.

The urban planning question to add to the analysis is how far can Sacramento grow to achieve the
necessary and projected population density growth of a big city on a combined sewer system
without additional infrastructure cost? As the city grows vertically what is the end- point? A septic
tank under every home and mid- rise with a water table of 10 feet? Intuitively this does not make a
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lot of sense.

The positive from the meeting is there is an additional $200m working capital for the sewage
system. I think this constitutes an opportunity.

The mayor has outlined plans to develop the waterfront, the same waterfront that the sewage
system is polluting. The mayor's approach is one of financial engineering: 1-2 cents in property taxes
per home used to issue a bond, used to draw private financing totaling $3-5b.

The proposal is to approach the mayor and see if the separation of the combined sewage system
could be part of the infrastructure and financial engineering for the waterfront development that is
being planned.

Sincerely,

Theodore Marentis
3301 McKinley
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Letter I67 Response   

May 1, 2018 

Theodore Marentis 

 

I67-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR, and therefore, no further response is necessary.  

I67-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) which discusses the depth of the 
offline storage facility. Additionally, as described in Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflows), the 
proposed Project would be built in accordance with federal and state standards, therefore limiting any 
potential interaction between the contents of the offline storage facility and the groundwater. 
Groundwater would not be affected by any of the contents within the structure nor would any of the 
contents in the structure be affected by infiltration from groundwater that may surround  the offline 
storage facility. Any moisture in the soils above the offline storage facility would flow over the top of the 
offline storage facility and then down the sides, returning to the natural groundwater flows within the 
region. 

I67-3 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 (Project Footprint) regarding the thickness of the walls 
and floor. The commenter is also referred to Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflow).  

I67-4 The commenter is referred to Section 2.4.2.2 (Excavation) of the DEIR which discusses to amount of 
excavated material and associated haul trips for the proposed Project.  

I67-5 The size of the proposed Project, which is still undergoing final design, is determined on engineering 
principles, including the existing flooding and hydraulics within the service area.  

I67-6 The commenter is also referred to Master Response-4 (Leakage and Overflow).  

I67-7 The commenter is referred to Master Response-7 (Recreation).  

I67-8 The comment regarding the McKinley Village sewer system is acknowledged; this comment does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR or the proposed Project, therefore no further response is required.  

I67-9 The commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed Project are acknowledged. 

I67-10  The remainder of the comment consists of a conversation between city staff and the commenter. The 
comment does not raise any further concerns that were not adequately addressed in the DEIR or 
answered by correspondence with the City, therefore no further response is necessary. 
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Letter I68 Comment  



From: Theodore Cosmo Marentis
To: Scott Johnson
Cc: James C. Yorita; Jeff S. Harris; McKinleyWaterVault; Tom Buford
Subject: Re: Written comments for the draft EIR for the proposed McKinley Septic Tank
Date: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 1:32:58 PM

Mr Johnson,

Thank you for the reply. I think our emails crossed. The email from today about the EIR is
below. 

Sincerely,

Theodore Marentis

Mr Yorita, Johnson and Councilman Harris,
 
This email is in response to the query for written questions about the proposed
septic tank draft EIR at McKinley Park. 
 
Thank you for your prior email. I have taken a look at the EIR and have
multiple additional questions and concerns. I am not convinced that design
proposed takes into account realistic design parameters and limitations. I also
think it has a significant exposure and risk involved that is not addressed.
 
One limitation is the level of the water table. The ground water comes up to 12
to 16 feet below ground based on historical levels of wells in midtown. I was
trying to find a cross-section image of the project on the environmental impact
report, and the information provided is top-view only. How deep is the tank,
how deep does it go into the ground and how many feet of ground above it? If
the septic tank is constructed deep, then when the water levels peek and the
tank is full, which happens at the same time, it would be storing  sewage into
the water table.
 
A second limitation is cracking of the floor of the tank under static load of a
million gallons as well as dynamic changes. How many inches of concrete are
allocated for the floor? If the septic tank is a 300  x 255 feet wide as proposed,
with maybe half a foot of concrete at the floor, the floor becomes a thin
cantilever membrane that can crack and break with the first minor displacement
of soil around or beneath it such as a tree root. If there is more major soil
displacement such as a minor earthquake the effect is more pronounced.
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Do you have designs and analysis how the proposed design of a 300 x 255 x ½
foot large thin membrane will behave under a static and a dynamic scenario?
Have you modelled the floor of the tank as a membrane and run a simulation
for cracks with minor displacement? Can you provide a value of displacement
at the center of the tank before the floor cracks? To put it in layman terms, the
concrete of a tennis court or a driveway that is not under stress above it cracks
after a few years. The proposed design is under repetitive stress up to 1 million
gallons of water, is x2-3 larger than the tennis courts, and is not expected to
crack. I think you will find that the adequate thickness of concrete on the floor
is cost-prohibitive for the proposed surface area.
 
Another operational consideration is there is no plan for the mountain of dirt to
be excavated. The proposed top view takes up the entire open space of the park.
You probably need 1/3 of the area of the septic tank for the ground that will be
dug up. Where has the proposed design accounted for that? Are you going to
take the dirt offsite with trucks moving in and out of the park daily, or take up
another section of the park?
 
The design depth and area are limited by all these factors, but the proposed
design is something significantly larger that ignores realistic, common sense
design parameters. It just seems like the goal is to optimize to make a tank as
big as possible while ignoring multiple other factors. How did the size of the
vault get decided on?
 
Another major problem with the proposed design is the underlying assumption
that if it the bottom does not crack, the material will also not leak. There is a
statics problem (thin membrane under water pressure), a dynamics problem
(displacement of soil, earthquake) and a material sciences problem. When the
question was asked to Councilman Harris in the meeting and the answer was
the engineers assure him it will not leak. This is not an adequate explanation by
any stretch. Anybody who has experience with septic tanks or other barriers
will tell you there is no barrier that does not leak at some point. What concrete
are you using? How will you reinforce and seal it? 
 
The  project timeline for the McKinley pond was 2 months and it took a year
and a half to complete. If the proposed timeline for the septic tank is 3 years,
are you actually proposing to deprive citizen of a park that is heavily utilized
and enjoyed for what will probably become 5 years? 
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Thank you for the assurance that McKinley village has its own separate waste
water and storm drainage system. I am still not clear on your answer though,
because in one line you say that McKinley village is  not connected to the CSS,
and in the immediately next sentence you say waters from McKinley Village is
gradually pumped into the CSS.
 
Can you specifically clarify where McKinley Village waters combine and
pump into the CSS? Is there any connection, even an overflow valve between
the two systems? Can you provide assurances that a few years down the road a
pipe cannot be put in, or a valve turned  on that connects the two if they are not
already linked?
 
If any connection between the two systems exists, immediately the argument
that the septic tank will be used once every ten years is invalid. The tank
becomes a permanent septic tank to drain the lower levels of McKinley Village
every year and stores sewage continuously. 
 
Combined with the statics, dynamics, and materials problems of the floor of the
tank I am pretty sure the proposed design is that of an environmental ticking
bomb. I look forward to your responses towards the opposite.
 
Sincerely,
 
Theodore Marentis
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Theodore Marentis 

 

I68-1 

 

This is a duplicate email to the comment in comment letter I67. The commenter is referred to the 
response under comment letter I67 above.  
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Letter I69 Comment  



From: marentis@comcast.net
To: Scott Johnson
Cc: James C. Yorita; Jeff S. Harris; McKinleyWaterVault; Tom Buford
Subject: Questions for the DEIR for the proposed McKinley Vault
Date: Tuesday, June 5, 2018 4:52:14 PM
Attachments: Combined and Separate Sewer System.pdf

Dear Mr Johnson,
The proposed project has been presented to the public to address the need for flash flooding for the
residents living close to McKinley Park. On the marketing materials and online presentation the
public has been provided with a map that shows flooding near 33 and Park Way (attached) and
images of street flooding in front of a house at 34 and McKinley (attached).
In an effort to gather more information about the proposed project and whether it will be effective
in addressing the problems it is was presented to address, I have tried to determine what part
surrounding the McKinley Park is on the combined sewer system that would benefit from having a
vault, and what part is on the separated sewer system.
Towards that goal I found the following City of Sacramento website report.
https://www.cityofsacramento.org/~/media/Corporate/Files/DOU/Reports/2010UWMP.pdf
On page 67 there is a map of the two systems (attached). On a zoom in of the map (attached) it
appears that McKinley Park is at the edge of the two systems shared evenly by both. Can the city
please confirm the accuracy of the map and the extent of the existing separated system?
We all recognize the multitude of environmental challenges, engineering challenges, the loss of use
of the most utilized park for years, the concern about the smell and the ethical low- ground of a
septic tank, that goes against the need for a long term solution to an increasing population density.
Would it just not be a much simpler and cost- effective solution to connect Park Way to the
separated system that appears to be a block away?
If these maps are accurate I do not believe the project has been presented to the public in an
accurate manner that allows for an educated decision. For example, the house prominently
displayed on the first page of every presentation is at 34 and McKinley, and may already be on the
separate system. It would have no benefit from a vault.
There are still many unanswered questions and until a proper presentation is made it would be
prudent to allow for more time for the public and their representatives to fully understand exactly
what is being proposed, what problems it would actually solve, what it would not solve, and at what
cost, financial and otherwise.
Sincerely,
Theo Marentis
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Letter I69 Response  

June 5, 2018  

Theo Marentis 

 

I69-1 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed. McKinley Park is located within the combined sewer system service area as 
shown on Figure 1.1-2 of the DEIR.  
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Letter I70 Comment   



From: Virgilio Granados
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: Mckinley Park Water / Sewer Vault Project
Date: Wednesday, May 30, 2018 8:59:39 AM

Dear Sr,.

In consideration of the elimination of various activities in the park, along with respiratory infections and Asthma
triggering during construction, I WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS PROJECT.
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Letter I70 Response  

May 30, 2018  

Virfilio Granados 

I70-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required.  
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Letter I71 Comment  



From: Kitty
To: McKinleyWaterVault; Scott Johnson
Subject: Water Vault
Date: Wednesday, June 6, 2018 7:43:10 AM

I'll make this short - mostly because I'm fairly confident you won't read or consider my
comments whatsoever:

I am bothered by the fact that FINALLY the city is getting around to paving some
streets in East Sac. This long overdue resurfacing project will inconvenience many
people and is only a drop in the bucket of the immense and overdue need for such
work. Then, AFTER it's done, dozens of heavy dump trucks will travel up and down
our streets for 2.5 years! Doesn't that seem like bad planning? It sure does to me...

Vincetta Lombardo
Concerned Sacramento Resident
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Letter I71 Response  

June 6, 2018 

Vincetta Lombardo 

 

I71-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Letter I72 Comment   

 

 



June 6, 2018 

RE: Comments on the DEIR for the McKinley Water Vault 

Mr. Scott  Johnson: 

First, this vault isn’t the solution to the problem.  The problem is the outdated and overwhelmed 
combined system of sewer and storm water runoff.  We haven’t seen or heard the Alternative cost of 
correcting the old system.  The solution would be to have a split system.  How much will this cost?  We 
have heard “cost prohibitive” in earlier meetings, however the real projected costs of this alternative 
solution hasn’t been addressed in this DEIR.  This cost needs to be revealed. $30M plus on this vault , 
and we still get 1-2 ft. of flooded sewer water on Park Way at 35 and 34th streets.  What a waste of 
money without a proper solution. 

Secondly, this project is located in the wrong place.  At McKinley Park the Butter Cole Sport Field is very 
highly utilized.  Each Saturday morning, there are approximately 100 who use these grounds for yoga.  
Where are they to go?  Will there be a Yoga Pavilion as mitigation? One similar to the Bocce Courts at 
East Portal Park?  Walkers, joggers, and innocent infants in strollers; where will they go for their daily 
exercises and outings?  Approximately 2.5 to 3 years of withdrawing these areas of access is more than 
“Temporarily Disruptive.” How can this be mitigated?  Please, don’t disrupt our historic park. 

Thirdly,  just this morning I observed an elderly man seated in his walker with his care assistant to his 
left side. He was enjoying the serene and lovely Cole sport field. (See attached photo #1).  How will this 
disruption of his serene time in the park be mitigated? Many use the Cole sport field for recreational 
soccer practice. Where do they go? (See attached photo #2)   100-150 trucks daily will be disruptive to 
other people in the park, such as the tennis courts.  The recently renovated picnic area to the north of 
the field becomes decimated and a staging ground during the project.  Where else in the park is there a 
similar picnic area?   How many trees are to be removed?  Where are they located? This wasn’t 
disclosed in the DEIR.  Are these “Protected Trees”?  

Finally, how is it possible to control air quality?  Valley Fever, (Coccidiodomycosis) transmitted by air-
borne spores from the fungus that lies dormant in dry soils increased by 33% from Oct. 2016 to Oct. 
2017 in California.  There are similar news reports that cases of Valley Fever which is difficult to treat 
and often is deadly had a significant increase of cases treated at Univ. Davis Medical Center.  All 
residential neighbors immediately surrounding the project will be exposed to the blowing dust.  All 
people using the park will be exposed by further disruption of dormant soils and the high winds that we 
have been experiencing lately. 

So, in my humble opinion, this project as proposed will have SIGINIFANT AND LASTING IMPACTS on a 
residential community and the city wide residents who enjoy McKinley Park, the Cole Sport Field, the 
picnic areas, the rose garden, and the tennis courts.  As a way to mitigate the air contamination, do 
consider wrapping the entire area in a completely covered excavation and construction enclosure. 

Will Green, 425 San Miguel Way, Sacramento, CA 95919, wgreen@surewest.net, 916-202-7956 
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Letter I72 Response 

June 6, 2018 

Will Green 

I72-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives analysis is discussed.  

I72-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-7 (Recreation) regarding impacts to recreational 
facilities within McKinley Park.  

I72-3 The commenter is referred to MR-7 (Recreation) regarding impacts to recreational facilities within 
McKinley Park   

I72-4 Valley Fever is an infectious disease caused by the fugus Coccidioides immitis. Infection is caused by 
inhalation of Coccidioides immitis spores that have become airborne when dry, dusty soil or dirt is 
disturbed by natural processes such as wind or earthquakes, or by human-induced ground disturbing 
activities such as construction, farming, etc. Farmers, construction workers, and others who engage in 
soil-disturbing activities are at highest risk for Valley Fever. According to the California Department of 
Public Health, ‘valley fever can occur year-round and tends to occur in areas with dry dirt and desert-like 
conditions that allow the fungus to grow” (California Department of Public Health 2016). The McKinley 
Park area does not consist of a desert-like condition as it has been irrigated and covered in turf for 
numerous years. Additionally, any soil disturbed during construction activities would be properly watered 
and/or covered in accordance with Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
(SMAQMD) rules and policies requiring a dust control in order to prevent dust through (See Mitigation 
Measure AIR-1 [Prepare a Construction Emission and Dust Control Plan]). 

I72-5 The commenter is referred to Section 3.2 (Air Quality) and specifically, Section 3.2.4 (Mitigation 
Measures) which includes Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (Prepare a Construction Emission and Dust Control 
Plan). As discussed in the impact analysis, this mitigation measure would adequately mitigate any 
potential impacts related to dust control.   
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Letter I73 Comment 



From: WILLIAM PURCELL
To: Scott Johnson
Subject: E.I.R. ; McKinley Park Water/Sewer Vault Project
Date: Tuesday, June 5, 2018 6:18:30 PM

 I see absolutely nothing as an upside to this 2 1/2 year project.

  As pointed out in the E.I.R. Neighborhood report there will be disruptions  of almost
everything. Use of McKinley Park and permanent lose of facilities, traffic closures and
detours on a daily basis, noise, airborne dust that my/probably will contain Valley
Fever fungus as well as other respiratory problems.

  The completion of this project will create a septic tank that is only a stop-gap vault
instead of installing a separate drain and waste water system. This stop-gap vault will
almost certainly become permanent which will leave the area with the same
problems, odors and ultimately overflows.

 A permanent solution would be to spend the $$$ used to build a stop-gap vault and
replace the 1890s system on a new waste water and sewer system. With all the new
housing on-going and projected housing a new Sanitation facility and sewer system
should be used for the Natomas, Rail Yard, East Sacramento and other Sacramento
City in-fills.

As for funding it seems that Sacramento City should pay for a new delivery/sanitation
facility. The proposed stop-gap vault/septic tank is designed to take pressure off the
existing system and should be rejected as a waste of money and time.  

Lastly, if the City of Sacramento can help pay for a basketball team they certainly
should and could pay for what their citizens need.

Bill Purcell

347 Santa Ynez Way
Sacramento, Calif.
95816
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Letter I73 Response 

June 5, 2018 

Bill Purcell 

I73-1 The commenter’s disapproval of the proposed Project is acknowledged. See response to comment I72-
4.  

I73-2 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 (Alternatives) where the adequacy of the alternatives 
analysis is discussed. 

I73-3 This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and is outside of the scope of CEQA and 
therefore, no further response is required.  
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4.0 DEIR TEXT REVISIONS 

Chapter 4 presents text changes to the DEIR that have been made in response to comments and/or City 

staff-initiated changes that amplify, clarify, or make modifications or corrections. These changes do not 

change the results or conclusions of the DEIR. Changes in the text are indicated by strikeout where text is 

removed and by double underline where text is added. Section numbers correspond to the section 

numbers of the DEIR. 

4.1 REVISIONS 

These revisions derive from comments raised in one or more of the comment letters received by the City 

on the DEIR, or by changes made by the City to clarify information contained in the DEIR. No revisions to 

mitigation measures were identified.  

4.1.1 DEIR Section ES.1 

In Section ES.1, on page ES.ii, the first paragraph has been revised as follows: 

“The City of Sacramento (City) proposes to construct the McKinley Water Vault (Water Vault or McKinley 

Water Vault) Project (proposed Project)…” 

4.1.2 DEIR Section 3.8.3.2 

In section 3.8.3.2, on page 3.8.10 of the DEIR, the last paragraph has been revised as follows: 

“The proposed Project would slightly increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the region; however, 

the maximum footprint of the offline storage facility would be 106,500 square feet and based on the below 

ground design of the structure would still allow any surface water that percolates into the soil above the 

offline storage facility to be directed to the sides of the offline storage facility where it can recharge the 

groundwater around and beneath the structure. the site is not a favorable location for groundwater 

recharge due to the shallow depth of the groundwater as well as the adjacent connection to the American 

River.” 

In section 3.8.2.1, on page 3.8.6 of the DEIR, the first paragraph, third sentence has been revised as 

follows:  

“ …22 million acre-feet of annual precipitation (Sacramento 2009) (Sacramento 2014).” 

Additionally, in the same section, the second paragraph, last sentence has been revised has follows: 

“… and management of the River in the City of Sacramento limits (Sacramento 2009) (Sacramento 

2014).” 
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In section 3.8.2.1, page 3.8.7 of the DEIR. The first paragraph on the top of the page is revised as 

follows:  

“… and the groundwater quality is considered to be average (Sacramento 2014).“ 

In section 3.8.2.3, on page 3.8.7 of the DEIR, the second to last paragraph within the second to last 

sentence the following reference has been revised:  

“…timber harvesting, and flora and fauna (Sacramento 2009) (Sacramento 2014).“ 

4.1.3 DEIR Section 7.0  

In section 7.0, on page 7.12 of the DEIR, the following reference has been added for Section 3.8, 

Hydrology and Water Quality:  

City of Sacramento. 2014. City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan Draft EIR. 

 http://www.cityofsacramento.org/-/media/Corporate/Files/CDD/Planning/Environmental-Impact- 

Reports/2035-GP-Update/Public-Draft-MEIR081114.pdf?la=en. Accessed November 7, 2017. 

4.1.4 Appendix C 

Table 4 of the DEIR Appendix C (Arborist Report) has been revised with changes shown in strikethrough 

and double underline formatting as illustrated in Appendix E of this FEIR. 
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