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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 Project Background 

The Waring’s Dump site was initially excavated as a soil borrow source during the construction 
of California State Highway 99 in the late 1930s. Permission to fill the borrow pit was granted by 
the City of Sacramento in the late 1940s with the understanding that the fill was to consist of 
rubbish and construction waste. During the next decade waste materials were accepted and 
disposed of at the project site, much of which had been burned prior to disposal. In the mid-
1960s, the adjacent Morrison Creek was widened, deepened and channelized as part of 
Sacramento County’s flood control “Drainage Bond Project.”  

In response to a proposed development of the dump site in 2002, the Sacramento County 
Environmental Management Department (EMD), as the Lead Enforcement Agency (LEA), 
requested that the Remediation, Closure and Technical Services (RCTS) Branch of the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board, now known as CalRecycle, perform Phase I and Phase II 
site investigations to determine appropriate remedial measures necessary to protect public health 
and safety and the environment (included in Appendix G of this report). CalRecycle has 
determined that the former Waring’s Dump does not meet State Minimum Standards, including 
Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Division 2, Solid Waste, Chapter 3, 
Criteria for All Waste Units, Facilities and Disposal Sites, Subchapter 4, Criteria for Landfills 
and Disposal Sites, Article 1 Recycle Operating Criteria at §20650 (grading of fill surfaces), 
§20790 (leachate control), and §20820 (drainage and erosion control). Recommended 
CalRecycle actions to improve these deficiencies were to properly cover the former dump site 
with selected fill soils in accordance with state minimum standards, and to limit exposure of the 
waste materials to the public and the environment. 

1.2 Project Description and Alternatives 

1.2.1 Project Location and Description 

The project site is located in the south portion of the city of Sacramento, California, and is 
bounded by Morrison Creek to the north; 63rd Street to the west; and parcels fronting Elder 
Creek Road to the south and 65th Street Expressway to the east. The proposed project is located 
on 5.04 acres of privately held property comprising Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 38 182 
005 (0.89 acre), 38 182 006 (0.67 acre), 38 182 007 (0.91 acre), 38 182 010 (0.67 acre), and 38 
202 001 (1.9 acres).  

The proposed project would result in grading and compaction of the existing hummocky terrain 
and the importation of select fill soils for placement as a compacted soil cap over the existing 
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waste footprint. Existing ground elevations vary from 29 feet to 33 feet above mean sea level 
(MSL). Preliminary surface grading and compaction would be conducted to stabilize the project 
site into a uniform surface, graded to drain stormwater off the waste mound. The depth to which 
preliminary grading would occur would be minimized so as to leave buried wastes undisturbed 
and in place to the extent possible. Any debris unearthed during the grading would be reburied 
such that no materials protrude from the graded surface. No debris or soil is intended to be 
exported offsite. However, if there are some bulky items, such as car bodies, drums or 
refrigerators, etc., unearthed that cannot be graded within the proposed waste mound, they would 
be removed and either recycled or disposed of at a proper disposal site. 

Approximately 8,370 cubic yards (CY) of clean, imported soil (free of contamination from 
petroleum products or organics and construction debris, and not containing solely rock or solely 
clay material, hereafter referred to as “select soil”) and 17,400 square yards (sq yd) of erosion 
control seed mix would be required to provide a 15-inch thick select-soil cap and vegetation. The 
select soil fill would be placed and compacted on top of the compacted, graded waste materials 
to create the finished grade. The proposed finished select soil-capped waste mound would have 
side slopes varying between 1.0 percent and 3.0 percent over the area containing waste, and have 
a maximum elevation of 34.5 feet above MSL. An erosion control mat and hydroseed mix would 
be then placed/applied to the compacted soil cap. The source of select soils for the soil cap has 
not as yet been determined, but would likely be trucked to the project site by a hauler. Assuming 
a 16 CY load by each haul truck, there would be no more than 525 truck trips within a three-
week soil-delivery period. A one-month project completion schedule is estimated. 

The proposed project would substantially improve existing drainage patterns onsite by diverting 
stormwater off the soil-capped mound and into a perimeter trapezoidal bioswale. The bioswale 
would drain, store, and provide eventual groundwater infiltration and evaporation outside of the 
Waring’s Dump debris footprint. The bottom of the retention swale would be one foot wide and 
side-slopes would be at a 2:1 ratio. The proposed retention swales would be graded (~0.35 
percent) to flow from the southeast corner of the project site and around both sides of the mound 
to a common low point at the northwest side. The retention swales would be designed to have a 
storage capacity of ~1.0 acre-feet (ac ft). Water depth at this storage capacity would be 
approximately three feet at a common low point adjacent, but not connected, to the existing 
culvert within the Morrison Creek south levee. During extreme rain events, the northern edge of 
the retention swale rim would function as an emergency release into the existing ditch on the 
upland side of the levee and release stormwater into Morrison Creek.  

A culvert connecting the proposed retention swales would be placed at the southwest corner of 
the property, beneath the existing driveway, providing controlled access to the project site. To 
avoid impact to existing or future fence or levee, all earthworks would be conducted outside the 
creek right-of-way, and storm water would be retained on-site during most rain events. Except 
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for a culvert beneath the existing access driveway (described above), no structures are proposed 
for this proposed project. 

1.2.2 Project Objectives  

The Solid Waste Disposal and Codisposal Site Cleanup Program (Program) was created for the 
cleanup of solid waste disposal sites throughout California where the responsible party either 
cannot be identified or is unable or unwilling to pay for timely remediation. In light of the 
limited availability of State funding, CalRecycle must prioritize projects for cleanup in order to 
maximize such use of available funds. In prioritizing projects for cleanup CalRecycle may 
consider, among other factors, the actual or potential degree of risk to public health and safety 
and/or the environment posed by conditions at the site as determined by a comparison with state 
minimum standards (27 CCR, Chapter 3, Subchapter 4, commencing with section 20510 and 
Subchapter 5, commencing with section 21099) and the ability of CalRecycle to perform a 
timely and efficient site cleanup which adequately addresses state minimum standards using 
available funds and maximizing such use of available funds (Public Resources Code Section 
48021(a), 14 CCR 18903-04). CalRecycle is thus constrained in its ability to conduct a 
remediation that goes beyond bringing the site into compliance with state minimum standards, in 
that any endeavor exceeding this objective would be inconsistent with its prioritization mandate. 
Within this legal framework, the project objectives are as follows: 

 Achieve adequate compliance with state minimum standards for closed sites relating to 
grading, leachate control, drainage and erosion control and other violations at the project 
location in a timely and efficient manner utilizing and maximizing available funds as 
required by law. 

 Minimize the exposure of the public and the environment to potentially hazardous materials. 

1.2.3 Project Alternatives 

The Draft EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed project: 

 Alternative 1: Site Clean Closure Alternative 

 Alternative 2: No Project Alternative. 

Because the project is specific to the project location, an offsite alternative is not possible. No 
other alternatives were identified.  

While Alternative 1, the Site Clean Closure Alternative, achieves the project objective of 
minimizing exposure of the public and the environment to potentially hazardous materials, it 
does not meet the project objective of consistency with CalRecycle’s prioritization mandate. In 
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addition, all the impacts of this alternative were greater than for the proposed project. 
Alternative 2, the No Project Alternative, does not meet either project objective. An 
environmentally superior alternative was not identified for the proposed project. 

1.3 Public Involvement 

CalRecycle circulated the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed project to local, state, 
and federal agencies and other interested parties on December 18, 2012, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15082. An extended public review period was set from December 15, 2012 to 
February 01, 2013. The NOP provided a description of the proposed project and its location, and 
identified potential environmental effects of the proposed project that would be evaluated in this 
EIR. Comments on the NOP were received from the California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) and the City of Sacramento Planning Department. 

This Draft EIR will be available for public and agency comment for a 45-day period, beginning 
on April 8, 2013, and concluding on May 22, 2013. CEQA requires a 45-day public review 
period for Draft EIRs submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review. During the public 
comment period, written comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR must be submitted by all 
interested public agencies, organizations, community groups, and individuals to: 

Mr. Mustafe Botan 
Waste Management Engineer 
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) 
Waste Permitting, Compliance and Mitigation Division 
1001 I Street, P.O. Box 4025 
Sacramento, CA 95812-4025 

Email: Mustafe.Botan@CalRecycle.ca.gov 

Electronic copies of the Draft EIR are available on the CalRecycle website Public Notices 
homepage at http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Actions. The Draft EIR will be available for public 
review during the 45-day comment period at the following locations:  

 Sacramento Public Library, Southgate Branch, 6132 66th Avenue, Sacramento 

 CalRecycle Offices, 1001 I Street, Sacramento. 

1.4 Areas of Controversy 

CEQA Guidelines at Section 15123(b) requires that the EIR identify areas of controversy 
including issues raised by agencies or the public. The owner of the property has expressed 
opposition to the project. The issues he has raised in communications to the Sacramento County 
EMD (the LEA) are as follows: 
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 Whether the LEA has authority to authorize the proposed project 

 Potential for flooding in the neighborhood caused by the proposed project 

 Potential for contamination of Morrison Creek by the proposed project. 

No other opposition to the project is known at the time of publication of this Draft EIR. 

1.5 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The impacts and mitigation measures identified for the proposed project including the level of 
significance after mitigation are presented in Table 1-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures, below. No significant and unavoidable impacts were identified for the proposed 
project. 

Table 1-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance 
after Mitigation 

Air Quality 

Impact 4.1-1: The proposed project could 
potentially conflict with an applicable air 
quality plan and result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase in any criteria air 
pollutants. 

None Required Less than Significant 

Impact 4.1-2: Construction activities from 
the proposed project would generate 
emissions of criteria pollutants on a short-
term basis; these emissions could 
potentially result in violations of air quality 
standards. 

None Required Less than Significant 

Impact 4.1-3: The proposed project could 
potentially generate GHG emissions that 
would have a significant impact on the 
environment or would otherwise conflict with 
an applicable GHG reduction plan, policy, or 
regulation. 

None Required Less than Significant 

Biological Resources 

Impact 4.2-1: Proposed project activities 
may have a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on special-status wildlife 
species. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a:  Ground 
clearing or vegetation removal activities 
shall occur outside of the nesting season 
(September 1 through February 1), if 
feasible. However, if ground clearing or 
vegetation removal activities occur during 
the nesting season (February 15 through 
August 31), then pre-construction surveys 

Less than Significant 
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for nesting birds shall be conducted in all 
area suitable for nesting that are located 
within 250 feet of the project area to be 
impacted. Surveys shall be conducted no 
more than 15 days prior to the beginning of 
ground disturbance. If an active nest is 
located, a 250-foot buffer shall be 
delineated and maintained around the nest 
until a qualified biologist has determined 
that fledging has occurred. Alternatively, 
CDFW may be consulted to determine if the 
protective buffer can be reduced based 
upon individual species responses to 
disturbance. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1b: No more than 
30 days prior to the beginning of ground 
disturbance, a pre-construction survey for 
burrowing owls shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist within the areas to be 
impacted in general accordance with the 
Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and 
Mitigation Guidelines by the California 
Burrowing Owl Consortium. Should the 
surveys be scheduled to occur during the 
period extending from February 1 through 
May 1, then surveys shall be conducted no 
more than 15 days prior to the start of 
ground disturbance. Surveys shall be 
conducted from two hours before sunset to 
one hour after sunset, or from one hour 
before sunrise to two hours after sunrise, 
and shall be conducted during weather 
conducive to observing owls outside of their 
burrows. No surveys shall occur during 
heavy rain, high winds, or dense fog. If 
occupied burrows are found, mitigation for 
potential impacts shall follow the guidelines 
outlined by the Burrowing Owl Survey 
Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines, 
including passive relocation. 

Impact 4.2-4: The proposed project would 
conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-4: Prior to 
issuance of grading permits for any  For any 
activities that would remove one or more 
trees subject to City of Sacramento 
Ordinance 12.64.040, the applicant shall 
prepare and submit a tree removal and 
replacement plan to the City of Sacramento 
for review and approval including the 
removal fee which would go towards 
planting replacement tree in the City. 

Less than Significant 
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Cultural Resources 

Impact 4.3-1: Implementation of the 
proposed project would not cause a 
substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a known historical or unique 
archaeological resource. 

None Required Less than Significant 

Impact 4.3-2: Implementation of the 
proposed project could cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of an as-
yet undiscovered/unrecorded historical 
resource or unique archaeological resource. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2: If potentially 
significant archaeological resources are 
encountered during subsurface excavation 
activities, all construction activities within a 
50-foot radius of the resource shall cease 
until a qualified archaeologist determines 
whether the resource requires further study. 
CalRecycle shall require that the applicant 
include a standard inadvertent discovery 
clause in every construction contract to 
inform contractors of this requirement. Any 
previously undiscovered resources found 
during construction shall be recorded on 
appropriate Department of Parks and 
Recreation forms and evaluated for 
significance in terms of CEQA criteria by a 
qualified archaeologist. If the resource is 
determined to be significant under CEQA, 
CalRecycle and a qualified archaeologist 
shall determine whether preservation in 
place is feasible. Such preservation in place 
is the preferred mitigation. If such 
preservation is infeasible, the qualified 
archaeologist shall prepare and implement 
a research design and archaeological data 
recovery plan for the resource. The 
archaeologist shall also conduct appropriate 
technical analyses, prepare a 
comprehensive written report and file it with 
the North Central Information Center, and 
provide for the permanent curation of the 
recovered materials. 

Less than Significant 

Impact 4.3-3: Implementation of the 
proposed project could cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of an as-
yet undiscovered/unrecorded 
paleontological resource or unique 
archaeological resource. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-3: In the event that 
plant or animal fossils are discovered during 
subsurface excavation activities for the 
proposed project, all excavation within 50 
feet of the fossil shall cease until a qualified 
paleontologist has determined the 
significance of the find and provides 
recommendations in accordance with 
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
standards. If the find is determined to be 
significant and CalRecycle determines that 
avoidance is not feasible, the paleontologist 

Less than Significant 
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shall design and implement a data recovery 
plan consistent with the Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology standards. The 
plan shall be incorporated into the project. 

Impact 4.3-4: Implementation of the 
proposed project may cause disturbance to 
human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4: If human 
remains are encountered, work should halt 
in the vicinity of the remains and, as 
required by law, the Sacramento County 
Coroner should be notified immediately. If 
human remains are of Native American 
origin, the Coroner must notify the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
within 24 hours of that determination. 
Pursuant to California Public Resources 
Code 5097.98, the NAHC, in turn, will 
immediately contact an individual who is 
most likely descended from the remains 
(aka: a Most Likely Descendent, MLD). The 
MLD has 48 hours to inspect the site and 
recommend treatment of the remains. 
CalRecycle is obligated to work with the 
MLD in good faith to find a respectful 
resolution to the situation and entertain all 
reasonable options regarding the 
descendants' preferences for treatment. 

Less than Significant 

Geology and Soils 

Impact 4.4-1: The proposed project could 
result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 
of topsoil. 

None Required Less than Significant 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact 4.5-1: Construction activities 
associated with the proposed project have 
the potential to degrade water quality due to 
the release of sediments and contaminants. 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1: If applicable, 
CalRecycle shall prepare a Notice of Intent 
(NOI) to be submitted to the Central Coast 
Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, which indicates the intent to comply 
with the Statewide NPDES General 
Construction Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-
DWQ) prior to construction being initiated. 
Prior to submittal of the NOI, CalRecycle 
shall prepare a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to comply with 
the Statewide NPDES General Construction 
Permit. The SWPPP shall include but will 
not be limited to the following elements: 

• Temporary erosion control measures 
shall be employed for disturbed areas. 

• No disturbed surfaces shall be left 
without erosion control measures in place 

Less than Significant 
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during the winter and spring months. 

• Sediment shall be retained onsite by a 
system of sediment basins, traps, or other 
appropriate measures. 

• The construction contractor shall 
prepare a plan for the handling of 
hazardous materials on the construction site 
to eliminate or reduce discharge of 
materials to storm drains. 

• BMP performance and effectiveness 
shall be determined either by visual means 
where applicable (e.g., observation of 
above-normal sediment release), or by 
actual water sampling in cases where 
verification of contaminant reduction or 
elimination (such as inadvertent petroleum 
release) is required by the RWQCB to 
determine adequacy of the measure.  

• In the event of significant construction 
delays or delays in final landscape 
installation, native grasses or other 
appropriate vegetative cover shall be 
established on the construction site as soon 
as possible after disturbance, as an interim 
erosion control measure throughout the wet 
season. 

If the NOI and SWPPP are not applicable to 
the Project, CalRecycle will implement 
standard erosion control and water pollution 
control best management practices during 
construction.  Construction best 
management practices, will include those 
activities listed above under the SWPPP 
and will also include but will not be limited to 
the following types of measures:  
scheduling of activities, prohibitions of 
certain practices, general good 
housekeeping practices, pollution 
prevention and education practices, 
construction procedures, and other 
management practices to prevent or reduce 
to the maximum extent practicable the 
discharge of pollutants directly or indirectly 
to waters of the United States. Best 
management practices also include 
treatment requirements, operating 
procedures, and practices to control 
construction site runoff, spillage or leaks, 
sludge or waste disposal, and drainage 
from materials storage areas. 
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Impact 4.5-2: The proposed project would 
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or result in 
substantial erosion or siltation or flooding 
on- or off-site, or which could exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned storm water 
drainage systems, or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff. 

None Required Less than Significant 

Noise 

Impact 4.6-1: The construction of the 
proposed project would not expose persons 
to or generate noise levels in excess of 
local standards, or create a substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1: Prior to grading 
permit issuance, the The Construction 
Contractor shall implement, to the 
satisfaction of the City of Sacramento and 
to the greatest extent feasible, the following 
measures to ensure that, during 
construction, construction noise would be 
reduced by the greatest extent feasible 
when within 100 feet of a residential use or 
sensitive receptor: 

• Construction contracts shall specify that 
all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, 
shall be equipped with properly operating 
and maintained mufflers and other State 
required noise attenuation devices. 

• All construction equipment shall use 
available noise suppression devices and 
properly maintained mufflers. All internal 
combustion engines used in the project 
area shall be equipped with the type of 
muffler recommended by the vehicle 
manufacturer. In addition, all equipment 
shall be maintained in good mechanical 
condition to minimize noise created by 
faulty or poorly maintained engine, drive-
train, and other components. 

• Construction noise reduction methods 
(i.e., shutting off idling equipment, installing 
temporary acoustic barriers around 
stationary construction noise sources, 
maximizing the distance between 
construction equipment staging areas and 
occupied residential areas, and use of 
electric air compressors and similar power 
tools, rather than diesel equipment) shall be 
employed where feasible. Staging of 
construction equipment and unnecessary 
idling of equipment shall be avoided 
whenever feasible. “Feasible,” as used 
here, means that the implementation of this 

Less than Significant 
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measure would not have a notable effect on 
construction operations or schedule. 

• Property owners and occupants located 
within 100 feet of the project construction 
site shall be sent a notice, at least 15 days 
prior to commencement of construction, 
regarding the construction schedule of the 
proposed project. A sign, legible at a 
distance of 25 feet shall also be posted at 
the project construction site. All notices and 
signs shall be reviewed and approved by 
the City, prior to mailing or posting and shall 
indicate the dates and duration of 
construction activities, as well as provide a 
contact name and a telephone number 
where residents can inquire about the 
construction process and register 
complaints. 

• During construction, stationary 
construction equipment shall be placed 
such that emitted noise is directed away 
from sensitive noise receptors. 

• During construction, stockpiling and 
vehicle staging areas shall be located as far 
as practical from noise sensitive receptors. 

Transportation/Traffic 

Impact 4.7-1: The proposed project would 
conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance 
or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation, or an applicable 
congestion management program.  

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1:  Prior to the 
commencement of construction activities, 
CalRecycle shall prepare a Traffic Control 
Plan that would need to be approved by the 
City of Sacramento Public Works 
Department. The Traffic Control Plan shall 
include the following: 

• Construction-related truck traffic shall 
be scheduled to travel during non-peak 
hours (8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.) on 
surrounding roadways. 

• Proposed routing for all delivery and 
haul trucks shall be identified. To the extent 
feasible, truck routing shall avoid or 
minimize travel through residential areas. 

• Notification shall be sent to all 
neighboring property owners two working 
days in advance of beginning work. The 
notice shall describe the anticipated 
duration of construction, and the name and 
daytime telephone number of the person 
performing the work, as well as the 
CalRecycle project manager. 

Less than Significant 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Impact 6-1: The proposed project could 
result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under 
an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard. 

None Required Less than Significant 

Impact 6-2: The proposed project together 
with cumulative development, including 
past, present and future development in the 
project area would not result in significant 
biological resources impacts. 

None Required Less than Significant 

Impact 6-3: The proposed project together 
with cumulative development, including 
past, present and future development would 
not result in significant cultural resources 
impacts. 

Mitigation Measures 4.3-2, 4.3-3, and 4.3-
4, above. 

Less than Significant 

Impact 6-4: The proposed project together 
with cumulative development, including 
past, present and future development could 
result in significant soil erosion impacts. 

None Required Less than Significant 

Impact 6-5: The proposed project together 
with cumulative development, including 
past, present and future development could 
result in substantial erosion or siltation or 
flooding on- or off-site, or which could 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
storm water drainage systems, or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff. 

None Required Less than Significant 

Impact 6-6: The proposed project together 
with past, present, and future projects could 
create a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without 
the project. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, above. Less than Significant 

Impact 6-7: The proposed project together 
with present and future projects could result 
in construction traffic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1, above. Less than Significant 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

The California Department of Resources Recycling (CalRecycle) is the Lead Agency and has 
prepared this Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines, to evaluate the potential environmental effects 
of the proposed Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project (proposed project).  

The proposed project would implement CalRecycle-recommended site remediation actions 
within the approximately 5.04-acre former Waring’s Dump site located on private property 
within the southern portion of the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, California. The 
proposed project would consist of surface grading and compaction of the abandoned dump 
surface materials followed by the placement of a compacted, sloped soil cap and a surrounding 
surface-water runoff retention bioswale. The proposed site improvements would be designed to 
divert surface runoff from the Waring’s Dump footprint to surrounding retention swales, 
substantially reducing the existing amount of surface water percolating downward through the 
buried waste toward the underlying groundwater, and to prevent the exposure of the public and 
the environment to potentially hazardous substances.  

2.1 Purpose of the EIR 

The EIR is an informational document that is required to:  (1) identify the potentially significant 
environmental effects of the proposed project on the environment; (2) indicate the manner in 
which those significant effects can be avoided or significantly lessened via the implementation of 
potentially feasible mitigation measures; (3) identify a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives to the proposed project that would eliminate or substantially lessen any significant 
environmental effects; and (4) identify any significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that 
cannot be mitigated or otherwise reduced. According to the State CEQA Guidelines, “feasible” 
means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. The EIR 
provides the decision-makers and the public with information about the potential effects of the 
proposed project on the site and the surrounding environment. 

CEQA requires the Lead Agency to consider the information in the EIR, and, if they choose to 
approve the proposed project, to make findings regarding each significant effect identified in the 
EIR. Under CEQA, a lead agency’s decision-making process includes more than one step. The 
first step is to consider whether to “certify” the Final EIR for a proposed project. Notably, 
“certification” does not, by itself, indicate that decision makers are intending to approve the 
proposed project. Rather, although certification is a necessary precondition to project approval, it 
is possible for a decision-making body to certify a Final EIR and then deny a project. 

Certification of a Final EIR involves a three-part finding:  first, that the “Final EIR has been 
completed in compliance with CEQA”; second that the “Final EIR was presented to the decision-
making body of the lead agency and that the decision-making body reviewed and considered the 
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information contained in the Final EIR”; and third, that the “Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s 
independent judgment and analysis.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090.)  

After certifying a Final EIR, Lead Agency decision makers are in a position to approve a 
proposed project, if they so choose. In doing so, as described in CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines, they will be subject to the statutory duty to avoid or substantially lessen significant 
environmental effects, where feasible. This duty is effectuated through the adoption of 
statutorily-mandated findings adopted as part of the actions approving the project. These findings 
must address how agency decision-makers have dealt with each of the significant effects of a 
proposed project. Possible findings are (i) that the agency has adopted mitigation measures or 
alternatives to avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects; (ii) that the effects can be, or 
have been, mitigated by other public agencies, which should adopt, or have adopted, measures to 
address the effects; or (iii) that proposed mitigation measures or alternatives are infeasible. Even 
after imposing all feasible means of avoiding or substantially lessening such effects, however, a 
public agency may still approve a project with unmitigated significant effects, provided that the 
Lead Agency decision-makers issue a “statement of overriding considerations” that identifies 
what decision-makers believe to be the project’s economic, social, technological, legal, and other 
benefits, including any regional or statewide benefits, that render the unmitigated effects 
“acceptable.” 

CalRecycle, as Lead Agency, must certify the Final EIR prior to making the decision to approve, 
deny, or modify the proposed project. Other agencies, known as Responsible Agencies, may also 
use this EIR in their permit review and/or approval processes.  

2.2 EIR Review Process 

This EIR provides a project-level analysis of the proposed project.  The CEQA Guidelines 
indicate that a “project” means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in 
either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical 
change in the environment (Section 15355). The Guidelines also indicate that reasonably 
foreseeable probable future projects or future project phases should also be evaluated (Sections 
15355 and 15165, respectively). The environmental review process for this EIR is further 
described below. 

Scoping 

CalRecycle circulated the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed project to local, state, 
and federal agencies and other interested parties on December 18, 2012, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15082. An extended public review period was set from December 15, 2012 to 
February 1, 2013. The NOP provided a description of the proposed project and its location, and 
identified potential environmental effects of the proposed project that would be evaluated in this 
EIR. A copy of the NOP and comments received in response to the NOP are included in 
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Appendix A, Scoping Report. The following comments were received in response to the NOP 
and have been addressed in this EIR: 

 Project Description: The EIR should include a discussion on sampling and analysis 
conducted to identify the nature and extent of soil contamination. The proposed project 
should include some form of land use control after cleanup to preclude sensitive land use for 
areas where waste is left in place. 

A Site Investigation Report prepared for the site which discusses sampling and analysis is 
included in Appendix G. The need for restrictions on development on the property is 
addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Land Use Designations. 

 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions:  The EIR should analyze hazardous substance 
releases via dust and vehicular tracking.  

Hazardous substance releases is addressed under subsection Toxic Air Contaminants in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.1, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  

 Hydrology and Water Quality: The EIR should analyze storm water runoff during 
construction. 

Storm water runoff during construction is addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Hydrology 
and Water Quality. A Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan and Hydrologic and Hydraulic 
Evaluation prepared for the proposed project is included in Appendix E. 

 Alternatives: The EIR should establish for each action alternative, concentration specific 
cleanup goals for contaminants of concern to ensure that above background, health risk 
based, or other enforceable regulatory thresholds are not excluded from the cleanup. 

The Site Clean Closure Alternative which ensures that all contaminants are removed from the 
project site is the only action alternative for the proposed project. This alternative is 
discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.4.1, Site Clean Closure Alternative. 

Draft EIR 

This Draft EIR will be was available for public and agency comment for a 45-day period, 
beginning on April 8, 2013, and concluding on May 22, 2013. CEQA requires a 45-day public 
review period for Draft EIRs submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review. During the public 
comment period, written comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR must be were submitted by 
all interested public agencies, organizations, community groups, and individuals to: 

Mr. Mustafe Botan 
Waste Management Engineer 
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) 
Waste Permitting, Compliance and Mitigation Division 
1001 I Street, P.O. Box 4025 
Sacramento, CA 95812-4025 

Email: Mustafe.Botan@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
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Electronic copies of the Draft EIR are were available on the CalRecycle website Public Notices 
homepage at http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Actions. The Draft EIR will be was available for 
public review during the 45-day comment period at the following locations:  

 Sacramento Public Library, Southgate Branch, 6132 66th Avenue, Sacramento 

 CalRecycle Offices, 1001 I Street, Sacramento. 

CalRecycle encourages encouraged public agencies, organizations, and all other interested 
persons to provide written comments on the Draft EIR prior to the end of the 45-day public 
review period. Section 15204(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines provides guidance on the focus 
of review of Draft EIRs as follows: 

“In reviewing Draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the 
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in 
which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most 
helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would 
provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, 
reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is 
reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity 
of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not 
require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need 
only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.” 

Final EIR 

Following the close of the public and agency comment period on the this Draft EIR, written 
responses will be were prepared for all significant environmental issues raised in comments 
received during the public review period. The comments, responses and changes to the Draft EIR 
document as a result of comments and responses will be are published in this Final EIR 
document. The Draft EIR and Final EIR documents will constitute the Final EIR. Changes that 
have been made to the EIR since publication of the Draft EIR are notated in this Final EIR as 
follows: deleted text is in strikethrough font and new text is in double underlined font. As 
required by CEQA, written response to comments submitted by public agencies will be provided 
to those agencies for review at least 10 days prior to the CalRecycle’s consideration of 
certification of the Final EIR. The Final EIR will also be available in advance of consideration of 
EIR certification at the locations identified above and on the CalRecycle website. 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

A program to monitor and report on mitigation measures will be adopted by the Lead Agency as 
part of the project approval process. This program, included as Appendix I of this Final EIR, will 
be adopted at the time the CalRecycle determines whether to carry out this project to ensure that 
mitigation measures identified in the EIR are implemented.  

Lead Agency Actions 

The Final EIR will be considered for certification by CalRecycle at a public meeting, and 
certified if it is determined to be in compliance with CEQA. Upon certification of the EIR, 
CalRecycle will subsequently consider the proposed project for approval. If the proposed project 
will result in significant effects that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels, 
CalRecycle will state in writing the specific reasons to support their action based on the Final 
EIR, and/or other information in the record. This Statement of Overriding Considerations shall 
be supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

2.3 EIR Organization 

The Draft EIR is organized as described below. 

Section Chapter 1, Executive Summary:  provides a Draft EIR summary, including an 
overview of the proposed project, impacts, mitigation measures, and levels of significance after 
mitigation, a summary of project alternatives, areas of controversy, and issues to be resolved. 

Section Chapter 2, Introduction:  provides a description of the environmental review process, 
including public scoping process, the Draft EIR public review, the Final EIR preparation process, 
lead agency actions, and a description of the EIR organization. 

Section Chapter 3, Project Description:  provides a detailed description of the proposed 
project, including information about the project objectives, project location, technical 
characteristics of the project, construction details, operational and maintenance details, and 
required permits and approvals. 

Section Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation:  discusses the existing 
conditions for environmental topic areas that have the potential for significant impacts, describes 
the methodology for significance determination, identifies environmental impacts associated 
with the proposed project and their level of significance before mitigation, recommends 
potentially feasible mitigation measures to reduce the significance of impacts, and identifies any 
significant and unavoidable impacts that cannot be mitigated. Topic areas that were determined 
to have no impacts are discussed in Chapter 7, Impact Overview and Growth Inducement, 
Effects Found Not to be Significant. The environmental topics discussed in this Draft EIR are 
listed below by subsection: 

 Section 4.1, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Section 4.2, Biological Resources 
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 Section 4.3, Cultural Resources  

 Section 4.4, Geology and Soils  

 Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Section 4.6, Noise 

 Section 4.7, Transportation/Traffic 

Section Chapter 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project:  describes the alternatives to the 
proposed project and their potential feasibility and briefly analyzes their environmental impacts 
and ability to achieve project objectives compared to the proposed project.  

Section Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts:  provides an analysis of the project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts, which are the effects that may occur as a result of the proposed project 
together with other projects causing related impacts.  

Section Chapter 7, Impact Overview and Growth Inducement:  identifies the significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts, significant irreversible environmental effects, and effects 
found not to be significant and provides a discussion of growth-inducing impacts of the project. 

Section Chapter 8, Report Preparers and Organizations and Persons Consulted:  identifies 
the Lead Agency, the persons who prepared the Draft EIR, and all federal, state, and local 
agencies and other organizations and individuals who were consulted during its preparation. 

Section Chapter 9, References:  identifies reference sources used for the Draft EIR. 

Chapter 10, Comments on the Draft EIR: lists the commenters on the Draft EIR, provides all 
comments submitted on the Draft EIR, and includes written responses to the comments. 

Appendices:  includes documentation of the environmental review process and provides 
technical studies that support the project description and analysis of impacts in this EIR. The 
appendices included in this Draft EIR are listed below: 

 Appendix A, Scoping Report:  provides all of the documentation developed during the 
scoping process, including the NOP/IS, mailer, advertisements, scoping meeting materials, 
and all agency and public comments received during the scoping period. 

 Appendix B, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculations: provides the 
CalEEMod data sheets used in the air quality and GHG analysis. 

 Appendix C, Biological Resources Assessment: provides the Biological Resources 
Assessment that was prepared for the project site and used for the analysis of impacts to 
biological resources. 

 Appendix D, Cultural Resources Assessment: provides the Cultural Resources Assessment 
that was prepared for the project site and used for the analysis of impacts to cultural 
resources. 
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 Appendix E, Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan and Hydrologic and Hydraulic 
Evaluation: provides the Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan and Hydrologic and 
Hydraulic Evaluation prepared for the proposed project. 

 Appendix F, Noise Data: provides the background information used for the analysis of the 
proposed project’s noise impacts.  

 Appendix G, Site Investigation Report: provides the Site Investigation Report prepared for 
the project site. 

 Appendix H, Notice of Availability: provides the Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR and 
the proof of publication of the Notice of Availability. 

 Appendix I, Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program: provides the MMRP for the 
proposed project. 
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3. PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

This section provides a detailed description of the proposed project and includes information 
about project objectives, project location, technical characteristics, construction details, and 
required permits and approvals.  

3.1 Background 

The subject site was initially excavated as a soil borrow source during the construction of 
California State Highway 99 in the late 1930s. Approximately four acres within the five-acre 
project area adjacent to Morrison Creek were used at that time to extract sand, gravel and topsoil, 
creating a borrow pit of up to 50 feet in depth. With population growth in the area during the 
1940s, two sewage treatment facilities were constructed that discharged treated effluent into 
Morrison Creek.  

The resulting increase in creek flow, along with subsurface seepage, resulted in water discharge 
into the borrow pit. Records indicate that water levels in the bowl-shaped pit stood 20 to 30 feet 
deep at its center. At the request of the property owners, permission to fill the borrow pit was 
granted by the City in the late 1940s with the understanding that the fill was to consist of rubbish 
and construction waste. During the next decade waste materials were accepted and disposed of at 
the project site, much of which had been burned prior to disposal. No permits were issued for the 
dump activity; however, complaints from local residents were later received regarding the 
burning of wastes at Waring’s Dump. In the mid-1960s, the adjacent Morrison Creek was 
widened, deepened, and channelized as part of Sacramento County’s flood control “Drainage 
Bond Project.” A two-foot high, engineered berm and subsurface lining now provide a 
hydrologic barrier between the creek and the dump site.  

In response to a proposed development of the dump site in 2002, the Sacramento County 
Environmental Management Department (EMD) requested that the Remediation, Closure and 
Technical Services (RCTS) Branch of the California Integrated Waste Management Board, now 
known as CalRecycle, perform a Phase I and Phase II site investigation to determine appropriate 
remedial measures necessary to protect public health and safety and the environment. A Final 
Site Investigation Work Plan of the Waring’s Dump (Phase 1) was completed in January 2004, 
and a Final Site Investigation Report (Phase 2) prepared in March 2004. The Final Site 
Investigation Report including appendices to that report, are included in Appendix G, Site 
Investigation Report, of this EIR. Trench excavations found that considerable household refuse, 
as well as construction waste, demolition debris and cannery waste, were disposed of at the site. 
The investigation also verified that the former dump site had no soil cap. The average depth of 
the waste in the center of the pit was estimated to be approximately 23 feet and the project site is 
estimated to contain approximately 86,000 cubic yards of contaminated waste (CIWMP 2004).  
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CalRecycle has determined that the former Waring’s Dump does not meet State Minimum 
Standards, including 27 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Division 2, Solid Waste, 
Chapter 3, Criteria for All Waste Units, Facilities and Disposal Sites, Subchapter 4, Criteria for 
Landfills and Disposal Sites, Article 1 Recycle Operating Criteria at Section 20650 (grading of 
fill surfaces), Section 20790 (leachate control), and Section 20820 (drainage and erosion 
control). Recommended CalRecycle actions to improve these deficiencies were to properly cover 
the former dump site with selected fill soils in accordance with state minimum standards, and to 
limit exposure of the waste materials to the public and the environment. 

3.2 Project Objectives 

The Solid Waste Disposal and Codisposal Site Cleanup Program (Program) was created for the 
cleanup of solid waste disposal sites throughout California where the responsible party either 
cannot be identified or is unable or unwilling to pay for timely remediation. In light of the 
limited availability of State funding, CalRecycle must prioritize projects for cleanup, in order to 
maximize such use of available funds. In prioritizing projects for cleanup CalRecycle may 
consider, among other factors:  (1) the actual or potential degree of risk to public health and 
safety and/or the environment posed by conditions at the site as determined by a comparison 
with state minimum standards (27 CCR, Chapter 3, Subchapter 4, commencing with section 
20510 and Subchapter 5, commencing with section 21099) and (2) the ability of CalRecycle to 
perform a timely and efficient site cleanup which adequately addresses state minimum standards 
using available funds and maximizing such use of available funds (Public Resources Code 
Section 48021(a), 14 CCR 18903-04).  

CalRecycle is thus constrained in its ability to conduct a remediation that goes beyond bringing 
the site into compliance with state minimum standards, in that any endeavor exceeding this 
objective would be inconsistent with its prioritization mandate. Within this legal framework, the 
project objectives are as follows: 

 Achieve adequate compliance with state minimum standards for closed sites relating to 
grading, leachate control, drainage and erosion control and other violations at the project 
location in a timely and efficient manner utilizing and maximizing available funds as 
required by law. 

 Minimize the exposure of the public and the environment to potentially hazardous materials. 

3.3 Project Location 

Waring’s Dump is located in the south portion of the city of Sacramento, California, and is 
bounded by Morrison Creek to the north; 63rd Street to the west; and parcels fronting Elder 
Creek Road to the south and 65th Street Expressway to the east. Waring’s Dump is located on 
5.04 acres of privately held property comprising Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 38-182-005 
(0.89 acre), 38-182-006 (0.67 acre), 38-182-007 (0.91 acre), 38-182-010 (0.67 acre), and 
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38-202-001 (1.9 acres). The dump is on the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
“Sacramento East” 7.5’quadrangle within the southeast ¼ of the southeast ¼ of Section 28, 
Township 8 North, Range 5 East. Figures 1 and 2 provide the project’s regional and vicinity 
location. 

As of July 2012, approximately 70 percent of the five-acre project site was disked (plowed). 
Vegetation in this area is non-native annual grassland dominated by invasive grass and forb (i.e., 
herbaceous) species. The dominant plant species include wild oat, yellow star thistle, Bermuda 
grass, bull thistle, chicory, and bindweed; however, the quality of the vegetation is highly 
degraded due to disking, debris dumping, and fire. Areas that were not disked include bare soil 
and exposed debris piles of “modern” refuse and construction waste. Photographs of the project 
site are provided in Figures 3a and 3b. 

The City of Sacramento currently possesses easements to the project site and owns the adjacent 
80-foot-wide Morrison Creek and its levees to the north. Residences and a church are present 
beyond the abandoned remnants of 63rd Avenue to the west. A private, undeveloped parcel 
fronting the four-lane 65th Avenue divided expressway is immediately to the east, with 
residential development farther to the east. A private, undeveloped parcel fronting the Elder 
Creek Road is to the south, with a mix of residences and undeveloped land further south. 

3.4 Proposed Project 

The proposed project would result in grading and compaction of the existing hummocky terrain 
and the importation of select fill soils for placement as a compacted soil cap over the existing 
waste footprint. Existing ground elevations vary from 29 feet to 33 feet above mean sea level 
(MSL). Preliminary surface grading and compaction would be conducted to stabilize the project 
area into a uniform surface, graded to drain stormwater off of the waste mound. However, the 
depth to which preliminary grading would occur would be minimized so as to leave buried 
wastes undisturbed and in place to the extent possible. Any debris unearthed during the grading 
would be reburied such that no materials protrude from the graded surface. No debris or soil is 
intended to be exported offsite. However, if there are some bulky items, such as refrigerators, 
drums, car bodies, etc., unearthed that cannot be graded within the proposed waste mound, they 
would be removed and either recycled or disposed of at a proper disposal site. Using backhoes, 
front-end loaders, bull dozers and dump trucks, the soil and debris would be graded and 
compacted to create a mound graded to drain to the edges of the waste footprint and ready to 
receive a uniform compacted soil cap. 

Approximately 8,370 cubic yards (CY) of clean, imported soil (free of contamination from 
petroleum products or organics and construction debris, and not containing solely rock or solely 
clay material, hereafter referred to as “select soil”) and 17,400 square yards (sq yds) of erosion 
control seed mix would be required to provide for a 15-inch thick select-soil cap and vegetation.  
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Figure 3a: Photograph Looking West-Southwest at Project Site
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Figure 3b: Photograph Looking North-Northeast at Project Site
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The select soil fill would be placed and compacted on top of the compacted, graded waste 
materials to create the finished grade. The proposed finished select soil capped waste mound 
would have side slopes varying between 1.0 percent and 3.0 percent, over an area of 
approximately 3.6 acres, and have a maximum elevation of 34.5 feet above MSL (see Figure 4: 
Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan). An erosion control mat and hydroseed mix would be 
then placed/applied to the compacted soil cap. The source of select soils for the soil cap has not 
as yet been determined, but would likely be trucked to the project site by a hauler. Assuming a 
16-CY load by each haul truck, there would be no more than 525 truck trips within a three-week 
soil-delivery period. A one-month project completion schedule is estimated. 

The proposed project would substantially improve existing drainage patterns onsite by diverting 
stormwater off of the waste materials, capping those materials with a 15-inch select-soil cap, and 
diverting the stormwater into a perimeter trapezoidal bioswale for drainage, storage and eventual 
groundwater infiltration and evaporation outside of the Waring’s Dump debris footprint. The 
bottom of the retention swale would be one foot wide and side-slopes would be at a 2:1 ratio. 
The proposed retention swales would be graded (~0.35 percent) to flow from the southeast 
corner of the project site and around both sides of the mound to a common low point at the 
northwest side. The retention swales would be designed to have a storage capacity of ~1.0 acre-
foot (ac-ft). Water depth at this storage capacity would be approximately three feet at a common 
low point adjacent, but not connected, to the existing culvert within the Morrison Creek south 
levee. During extreme rain events, the northern edge of the retention swale rim would function as 
an emergency release into the existing ditch on the upland side of the levee and stormwater 
release into Morrison Creek.  

A culvert, connecting the proposed retention swales, would be placed at the southwest corner of 
the property beneath the existing driveway providing controlled access to the project site. To 
avoid impacts to existing or future fences or levees, all earthwork would be conducted outside 
the creek right-of-way, and storm water would be retained on-site during most rain events. 
Except for a culvert beneath the existing access driveway (described above), no structures are 
proposed for this proposed project. 

The proposed project is expected to have an approximately one-month construction period, and 
would be implemented within four to six weeks after the project is approved. 

3.5 Land Use Designations 

The City of Sacramento General Plan identifies the project site as a “Traditional Neighborhood 
Low Density” land use. The Sacramento Zoning Ordinance includes the project site in “Standard 
Single Family (R-1)” and a “Single Family Alternative (R-1A)” zones. The project site is within 
the City of Sacramento’s Fruitridge Broadway Community Plan area. 

Insert  
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Figure 4: Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan
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As an existing solid waste disposal site, all proposed changes in post-remediation land uses for 
the Waring’s Dump site would be submitted to the Local Enforcement Agency and other 
regulatory agencies that have jurisdiction over the site for review and approval and may include 
deed restrictions or other form of land use control. 

3.6 Other Agencies 

The proposed project may require review and approval by other public agencies that have 
jurisdiction over specific actions. These agencies may use this EIR in their decision-making 
process. These approvals may include, but are not limited to the following: 

 City of Sacramento: A tree removal permit for removal of any trees with a trunk 
circumference greater than or equal to 100 inches 

 City of Sacramento: A grading permit 

 State Water Resources Control Board: A General Construction Stormwater Permit 

 Department of Toxic Substances Control: Compliance with state regulations for the disposal 
of hazardous wastes 

 California Air Resources Board: Compliance with CARB’s Airborne Toxic Control Measures 
and Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation emission reduction programs 

 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District: Air District permits for 
construction site preparation and grading activities. 
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4. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 

MEASURES 

Introduction 

This Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA, as amended (Public Resources 
Code Section 21000 through 21177), and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, 
Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3 Section 15000 through 15387). 

This chapter analyzes the environmental topics considered under CEQA for the proposed project. 
For each topic the existing setting and the regulations governing the topic are described. The 
CEQA thresholds of significance are listed and the proposed project’s potential impacts for each 
threshold are discussed and analyzed. For any significant impacts that could result from the 
proposed project, appropriate mitigation measures are identified that would reduce those impacts 
to less-than-significant levels. 

Environmental Topics 

The following topics are discussed in detail in this EIR: 

4.1 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
4.2 Biological Resources 
4.3 Cultural Resources 
4.4 Geology and Soils 
4.5 Hydrology and Water Quality 
4.6 Noise 
4.7 Transportation/Traffic 

The proposed project, the construction of a clean soil cap over a former dump site, is a short-
term construction project with no operational use after construction is complete. Therefore, the 
following topics were determined not to be significant for the proposed project and are discussed 
briefly in Chapter 7, Impact Overview and Growth Inducement, subsection 7.4, Effects Found 
Not to be Significant: 

7.4.1 Aesthetics 
7.4.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
7.4.3 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
7.4.4 Land Use and Planning 
7.4.5 Mineral Resources 
7.4.6 Population and Housing 
7.4.7 Public Services 
7.4.8 Recreation 
7.4.9 Utilities and Service Systems 
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Thresholds of Significance and Impact Classifications 

CEQA determines a significant effect as a substantial or potentially substantial adverse change in 
the environment (Public Resources Code, Section 21068). For each topic discussed in detail, 
standards of significance for determining the significance of an impact are outlined at the 
beginning of the Impacts and Mitigation Measures discussion. The standards of significance used 
in this Draft EIR are based on CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064, 15064.4, 15064.5, 15064.7, 
and 15382, and CEQA Appendix G, Environmental Checklist Form. 

Impacts are classified as follows: 

No Impact:  The proposed project would not have an adverse impact on the environment. 

Less than significant: The impact of the proposed project does not reach or exceed the threshold 
of significance. 

Potentially significant: The impact of the proposed project may reach or exceed the threshold of 
significance, but with the implementation of best management practices or mitigation measures, 
the impact can be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Significant and Unavoidable: The impact of the proposed project is anticipated to reach or 
exceed the threshold of significance. Mitigation measures are identified to reduce the impact to 
the maximum extent possible, but the impact would not be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels. The significant impact is considered unavoidable. 

Environmental Baseline 

CEQA Guidelines at Section 15125 requires that the impacts of the proposed project be 
compared to existing conditions at the project site and vicinity at the time the NOP for this Draft 
EIR was published (December 18, 2012). The baseline is typically described within the Existing 
Setting for each topic and is discussed in a regional as well as local context.  

Further, the policy and planning context in which the project is proposed is discussed, 
particularly with regard to applicable general plans and regional plans. However, it should be 
noted that when compared to a plan, the analysis examines the existing conditions at the time the 
NOP was published, as opposed to the conditions anticipated at the time of plan buildout, which 
are unknown at this time. 
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4.1 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

4.1.1 Introduction 

This section describes the climate and existing air quality for the project site and surrounding 
region, and evaluates whether the proposed project would result in adverse effects to air quality 
and climate change. Specifically, this evaluation focuses on whether the proposed project would 
conflict with the implementation of the applicable air quality plan, violate any air quality 
standards or contribute to an air quality violation, result in a cumulative net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the region is nonattainment, expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations, or create objectionable odors.  

The analysis also considers the current scientific understanding and relevant regulations related 
to global climate change, and evaluates whether the project would result in a considerable 
contribution to climate change effects. Specifically, the evaluation focuses on whether the project 
would: (1) generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have 
a significant impact on the environment or (2) conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. 

The information in this section is based on data from the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) and U.S. Environment Protection Agency (USEPA), and on anticipated project 
emissions obtained by applying emission models (i.e., California Emissions Estimator Model 
[CalEEMod]) and emission factors. Appendix B, Construction Emissions and Assumptions, 
provides details regarding these emissions estimates. 

The following comment related to air quality and GHG emissions was received during the public 
scoping period in response to the NOP: 

 The EIR should analyze hazardous substance releases via dust and vehicular tracking. 

4.1.2 Environmental Setting 

The topography and climate of the region affects how air pollutants are formed, dispersed, and 
trapped. The following subsections describe the regional setting and climate, the project area 
setting that is relevant to the subsequent evaluation of air quality and climate impacts. The 
project area setting also addresses global climate change and greenhouse gas emissions.  

Regional Setting 

The project area is located in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (Basin), which consists of Shasta, 
Tehama, Glenn, Butte, Colusa, Yuba, Sutter, Placer, Yolo, Solano, and Sacramento counties. For 
those pollutants that could have local effects, such as pollutants associated with construction 
emissions, the study area for the proposed project includes the project site and project area. For 
those pollutants that could have regional effects, the study area corresponds to the Basin. The 
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Basin is bounded by the North Coast Ranges on the west and Northern Sierra Nevada Mountains 
on the east. The intervening terrain is flat with Sacramento County typically described as a bowl 
shaped valley (SMAQMD 2011). 

The Basin maintains a Mediterranean climate, characterized by hot dry summers and mild rainy 
winters. During the year, temperatures may range from 20 to 115 degrees Fahrenheit with 
summer highs usually in the 90s and winter lows occasionally below freezing. Average annual 
rainfall is typically 20 inches with snowfall being very rare. Prevailing winds are moderate in 
strength and vary from moist breezes from the south to dry land flows from the north. 

The Basin’s surrounding mountains create a barrier to airflow which can trap air pollutants in the 
Basin. The highest frequency of air stagnation occurs in the autumn and early winter when large 
high-pressure cells lie over the valley. The lack of surface wind during these periods along with 
the reduced vertical air flow allows air pollutants to become concentrated close to the surface. 
The surface concentration of pollutants is highest when these conditions are combined with 
smoke from agricultural burning or when temperature inversions trap cool air, fog, and pollutants 
near the ground. 

From May to October, the ozone season1, is characterized by stagnant morning air or light winds 
with the Delta sea breeze arriving in the afternoon from the southwest. Typically the evening 
breeze transports airborne pollutants to the north out of the Basin, however a phenomenon called 
the “Schultz Eddy” prevents this from occurring. In the Sacramento Valley, interaction between 
the northward marine inflow and the nocturnal down-valley flow often leads to the formation of 
a counterclockwise local eddy to the north or northwest of Sacramento, known as the Shultz 
Eddy. The Schultz Eddy causes the wind pattern and pollutants to circle back southwards instead 
of allowing prevailing wind patterns to move north. The Schultz Eddy recirculates pollution 
within the Sacramento area and increases their concentration, potentially leading to a violation of 
federal and state air quality standards. In summer, the prevailing daytime wind in the Basin is 
generally from the southwest due to marine breezes flowing through the Carquinez Straight, a 
major corridor for air moving into the Basin from the west. Incoming airflow strength varies 
daily with a pronounced diurnal cycle. Influx strength is weakest in the morning and increases in 
the evening hours.  

Ambient air quality is influenced by climatological conditions, the meteorology, and the quantity 
and type of pollutants released. The annual temperature in the City of Sacramento (City) 
averages approximately 60 degrees Fahrenheit, with monthly averages that can consistently 
reach as high as 100 degrees Fahrenheit in July and August, and as low as 20 degrees Fahrenheit 

                                                 
1 The ozone season is the time of year when temperatures start to warm up along with more sunshine due to the 

lengthening of days. Ground level ozone is at its worst during the middle of the summer. The combination of warm 
temperatures and more sunlight interact and chemically mix with other pollutants producing ground level ozone 
(ABC 2009). 
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in December and January. Summertime temperatures are normally moderated by airflow through 
the Carquinez Strait in the evening hours. Summaries of temperature and precipitation data from 
the climatological station in the City are presented in Table 4.1-1, Average Monthly Temperature 
and Precipitation for Sacramento City. 

 
 

Proposed Project Setting 

Existing air quality conditions are described in detail below. Greenhouse gases and factors 
influencing climate change are also described in this section. 

Existing Air Quality 

Criteria Air Pollutants  

Criteria air pollutants are constituents for which national and state ambient air quality standards 
have been established. Table 4.1-2, Ambient Air Quality Standards, provides these national and 
state standards. The basis for these standards is described in Section 4.1.3, Regulatory 
Framework, below. The criteria air pollutants evaluated for the proposed project include ozone 

Table 4.1-1 Average Monthly Temperature and Precipitation for Sacramento 

Month 
Average Maximum 

Temperature (degrees 
Fahrenheit) 

Average Minimum 
Temperature (degrees 

Fahrenheit) 

Average Total 
Precipitation (inches) 

January 53.5 39.6 3.66 
February 59.7 43.1 3.20 
March 64.9 45.7 2.67 
April 71.1 48.4 1.41 
May 78.3 52.5 0.62 
June 85.9 56.9 0.16 
July 91.7 59.2 0.01 
August 90.6 58.7 0.03 
September 86.3 57.0 0.30 
October 76.7 51.6 0.94 
November 64.1 44.5 1.98 
December 54.1 39.9 3.17 
Annual 73.1 49.8 18.15 
Source: WRCC 2013. 
Notes: period of record is from 7/11/1877 to 9/30/2012; Station Name: Sacramento 5 ESE (COOP ID 

047633); Station Location: East of California State University of Sacramento; Northeast of College 
Town Drive and State University Drive E intersection. 
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(O3), particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 
microns in diameter (PM2.5), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and sulfur dioxide 
(SO2). Although lead is a criteria pollutant, it was not evaluated in this EIR because fuel 
containing lead would not be used during construction of the proposed project. Criteria air 
pollutants which are designated as in attainment did not exceed the established ambient air 
quality standards. A nonattainment designation indicates that a pollutant concentration has 
exceeded the established ambient air quality standards. 

Criteria air pollutant concentrations are measured at a number of monitoring stations throughout 
the Basin. The stations that are most representative of the existing air quality conditions near the 
project area are the following stations. The “T” street station is located at 1309 T Street, in 
Sacramento, approximately seven miles to the northwest; the Health Department station is 
located at 2221 Stockton Boulevard, Sacramento, CA 95817, approximately 3.5 miles to the 
northwest; and the El Camino and Watt station is located at El Camino and Watt Avenue, 
Sacramento, CA 95814, approximately 9.5 miles to the northeast; and the Del Paso Manor 
station is located at 2701 Avalon Drive, Sacramento, CA 95821, approximately 10 miles to the 
northeast of the project site. The Health Department station is the closest station to the project 
area, and it monitors PM10 and PM2.5 pollutants. The “T” street station monitors O3 and NO2. 
The El Camino and Watt station monitors CO. And the Del Paso Manor station monitors SO2. 
Table 4.1-3, Existing Air Monitoring Data Summary for Project Area (2007-2011), summarizes 
the last five years of published data from these monitoring stations for O3, PM10, PM2.5, CO, 
NO2, and SO2. The Basin is in nonattainment for the federal and state ozone standards and is in 
nonattainment for the state PM10 and PM2.5 standards, and nonattainment for federal PM10 
standards. The Basin is in attainment for state PM10 standards and all other criteria pollutants. A 
description of each criteria air pollutant is presented below. 

Table 4.1-2, Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Contaminant Averaging Time  State Standards1 
Primary Federal 

Standards2 
Secondary Federal 

Standards2 

Ozone 1 hour 0.09 ppm - - 
 8 hour 0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm 0.075 ppm 
Particulate Matter 
(PM10) 24 hour 50 µg/m3 150 µg/m3 150 µg/m3 
 Annual arithmetic 

mean 20 µg/m3 - - 
Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 24 hour - 35 µg/m3  35 µg/m3 
 Annual arithmetic 

mean 12 µg/m3 12.0 µg/m4 15.0 µg/m3 
Carbon Monoxide 8 hour 9.0 ppm 9 ppm - 
 1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm - 
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Table 4.1-2, Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Contaminant Averaging Time  State Standards1 
Primary Federal 

Standards2 
Secondary Federal 

Standards2 

Nitrogen Dioxide Annual arithmetic 
mean 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm 0.053 ppm 

 1 hour 0.18 ppm 0.1 ppm - 
Sulfur Dioxide Annual arithmetic 

mean 
- 0.03 ppm  

24 hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm - 
 3 hour - - 0.5 ppm 
 1 hour 0.25 ppm 75 ppb - 
Lead 30 day average 1.5 µg/m3 - - 
 Calendar quarter - 1.5 µg/m3 1.5 µg/m3 
Visibility reducing 
particles 

8 hour See footnote 3 - - 

Sulfates 24 hour 25 µg/m3 - - 
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm - - 
Vinyl Chloride 24 hour 0.01 ppm - - 
Source: California Air Resources Board Ambient Air Quality Standards Chart. (CARB 2012) 
ppm – parts per million by volume 
ppb – parts per billion by volume 
µg/m3 – micrograms per cubic meter 
PM10 – particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter 
- – No standard available.  
Notes: 
1. California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (1-hour and 24-hour), nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate 

matter – PM10, and visibility reducing particles (VRP) are values that are not to be exceeded. The standards for sulfates, lead, 
hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride are not to be equaled or exceeded. If the standard is for a 1-hour, 8-hour, or 24-hour 
average then some measurements may be excluded. In particular, measurements that the Air Resources Board determines 
would occur less than once per year on average are excluded. 

2. National standards other than for ozone, particulates, and those based on annual averages are not to be exceeded more than 
once per year. The 1-hour ozone standard is attained if, during the most recent three-year period, the average number of days 
per year with maximum hourly concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one. The 8-hour ozone standard is 
attained when the 3-year average of the 4th highest daily concentrations is 0.075 ppm (75 ppb) or less. The 24-hour PM10 
standard is attained when the 3-year average of the 99th percentile of monitored concentrations is less than 150 µg/m3. The 
24-hour PM2.5 standard is attained when the 3-year average of 98th percentiles is less than 35 µg/m3. Except for the national 
particulate standards, annual standards are met if the annual average falls below the standard at every site. The national 
annual particulate standard for PM10 is met if the 3-year average falls below the standard at every site. The annual PM2.5 
standard is met if the 3-year average of annual averages spatially averaged across officially designed clusters of sites falls 
below the standard. 

3. Statewide VRP Standard (except Lake Tahoe Air Basin): Particles in sufficient amount to produce an extinction coefficient of 
0.23 per kilometer when the relative humidity is less than 70 percent.  

4. Based on EPA Final Rule regarding National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter, 40 CFR pts 50-53 and 58 
(CFR 2013). 
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Table 4.1-3, Existing Air Monitoring Data Summary for Project Area (2007-2011) 

Pollutant 
Units 

Standard Monitoring Data, by Year 
Station 

Averaging Time Federal State 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Ozone (O3) 
Highest 1-Hour Average ppm -- 0.09 0.109 0.107 0.102 0.092 0.100 1 
Highest 8-Hour Average ppm 0.075 0.07 0.090 0.092 0.088 0.074 0.087 1 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 

Highest 24-Hour Average µg/m3 150 50.0 60.0 92.4 48.0 50.0 73.5 2 
Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

Highest 24-Hour Average µg/m3 35.0 -- 53.0 64.8 42.4 29.0 50.7 2 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Highest 8-Hour Average ppm 9.00 9.00 3.20 2.84 2.84 1.89 2.83 3 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)          

Highest 1-Hour Average ppm 0.10 0.18 0.064 0.065 0.068 0.066 0.057 1 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)          

Highest 24-Hour Average ppm 0.14 0.04 0.004 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.001 4 
Source: CARB 2011a; CARB 2011b 
Notes: ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; -- = standard does not exist. Data accessed January 16, 2013. 
Monitoring Station Locations: (1) 1309 T Street, Sacramento, CA 95814; (2) 2221 Stockton Blvd, Sacramento, CA 95817; (3) El Camino & Watt 

Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95814; (4) 2701 Avalon Drive, Sacramento, CA 95821 
 
Ozone (O3). O3, commonly referred to as smog, is formed in the lower atmosphere as a 
secondary pollutant rather than being directly emitted into the air. O3 forms as a result of volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOX) reacting in the presence of sunlight. 
VOCs and NOX are termed “ozone precursors” with their emissions regulated in order to control 
the creation of O3. These precursors are emitted over a large area from a variety of sources 
causing O3 to impact an entire region rather than a localized area. Due to a dependency upon 
sunlight to drive the reaction, O3 levels are the highest in warm-weather months. 

Primary sources of VOCs and NOX are the combustion of fuels, and the evaporation of solvents, 
paints, and fuels. O3 is a public health concern because it is a respiratory irritant that increases 
susceptibility to respiratory infections and diseases. O3 can cause chest discomfort, coughing 
nausea, respiratory tract and eye irritation, decreased pulmonary functions, and other health 
effects. In addition, O3 can cause substantial damage to leaf tissue of crops and natural vegetation 
and damage other materials such as rubber, fabric, and plastics. 
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Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Particulate matter consists of solid and liquid particles of 
dust, soot, aerosols, and other matter small enough to remain suspended in the air for a long 
period of time. PM10 refers to particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal 
to 10 micrometers, and PM2.5 refers to particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 
or equal to 2.5 micrometers. Particulates smaller than 10 micrometers (both PM10 and PM2.5) 
represent that portion of particulate matter thought to represent the greatest hazard to public 
health. PM10 and PM2.5 can accumulate in the respiratory system and are associated with a 
variety of negative health effects. Exposure to particulates can aggravate existing respiratory 
conditions, increase respiratory symptoms and disease, decrease long-term lung function, and 
possibly cause premature death. The segments of the population that are most sensitive to the 
negative effects of particulate matter in the air are the elderly, individuals with cardiopulmonary 
disease, and children. Aside from adverse health effects, particulate matter in the air can cause a 
reduction of visibility, and damage to building materials. 

A portion of the particulate matter in the air comes from natural sources such as windblown dust 
and pollen. Manmade sources of particulate matter include fuel combustion, automobile exhaust, 
field burning, factories, and vehicle movement or other manmade disturbances of unpaved areas. 
Secondary formation of particulate matter may occur in some cases where gases such as sulfur 
and nitrogen oxides (SOX and NOX) interact with other compounds in the air to form particulate 
matter. Fugitive dust generated by construction activities is a source of suspended particulate 
matter. 

Carbon Monoxide (CO). CO is an odorless, colorless gas that is toxic. It is formed by the 
incomplete combustion of fuels. The primary sources of this pollutant in Sacramento County are 
automobiles and other mobile vehicles. At high concentrations, carbon monoxide reduces the 
amount of oxygen in the blood, causing heart difficulties in people with chronic diseases, 
reduced lung capacity, and impaired mental abilities. 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2). NO2 is a poisonous, reddish-brown to dark brown gas with an irritating 
odor. NO2 forms when nitric oxide (NO) reacts with atmospheric oxygen. Most sources of NO2 
are manmade; the primary source of NO2 is high-temperature combustion such as in automobiles 
or power plants. NO2 may produce adverse health effects such as nose and throat irritation, 
coughing, choking, headaches, nausea, stomach or chest pains, and lung inflammation (e.g., 
bronchitis, pneumonia). 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2). SO2 is formed when fuel containing sulfur (typically, coal and oil) is 
burned, and during other industrial processes. High SO2 concentrations are found in the vicinity 
of large industrial facilities. This type of industrial facility is not common in the project area. 
Low concentrations of SO2 can also be found in the vicinity of diesel motor engines, which are 
common. The physical effects of high concentrations of SO2 include temporary breathing 
impairment, respiratory illness, and aggravation of existing cardiovascular disease. Children and 
the elderly are most susceptible to the negative effects of exposure to SO2. 
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Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). VOCs are gaseous chemical compounds that contain 
the element carbon, with some exceptions. VOCs are composed of hydrocarbons that may 
contribute to the formation of smog. They are sometimes also referred to as non-methane organic 
compounds or reactive organic gas (ROG). 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are not considered criteria air pollutants because the federal and 
California Clean Air Acts do not address them specifically through the setting of ambient air 
quality standards (see Section 4.1.3, Regulatory Framework for additional information). 
However, TACs are regulated by the State and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (SMAQMD). The TACs relevant to the proposed project are diesel 
particulate matter. 

Diesel Particulate Matter. Diesel exhaust contains over 40 different substances identified by 
the CARB as toxic air contaminants that may pose a threat to human health. The particulate 
matter in diesel exhaust has been identified as a toxic air contaminant by CARB, and it has been 
linked to lung cancer. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Some locations or populations are considered to be particularly sensitive to adverse effects from 
air pollution, and these are commonly termed sensitive receptors. The SMAQMD defines a 
sensitive receptor as any residence; education resources such as preschools and kindergarten 
through grade twelve (K-12) schools; daycare centers; health care facilities such as hospitals, 
hospices, retirement and nursing homes; and prisons. Consideration should also be given to other 
land use types where people congregate, such as recreational facilities, worksites, and 
commercial areas. Sensitive receptors in proximity to air pollution sources, toxic air 
contaminants, or odors are of particular concern.  

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 

Climate Change 

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such as average 
temperature, precipitation, or wind patterns over a period of time. Climate change may result 
from natural factors, natural processes, and human activities that change the composition of the 
atmosphere and alter the surface and features of the land. Significant changes in global climate 
patterns have recently been associated with global warming, an average increase in the 
temperature of the atmosphere near the Earth’s surface, attributed to accumulation of GHG 
emissions in the atmosphere (Office of Planning and Research [OPR] 2008). 
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Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are often called GHGs. This layer of gases functions much 
the same as glass in a greenhouse (i.e., both prevent the escape of heat), which is why this 
phenomenon is known as the “greenhouse effect”. The greenhouse effect helps to regulate the 
temperature of the Earth and is essential for life and other natural processes. The greenhouse 
effect is the result of absorption by GHGs of the Earth’s long-wave radiation, and the re-
radiation downward in the form of heat. The concern is not with the fact that we have a 
greenhouse effect, but whether human activities are leading to an acceleration of the greenhouse 
effect.  This process may be caused by the emission of GHGs through fossil fuel combustion 
and/or reductions in the natural sequestration of GHG through deforestation. A large body of 
evidence, accumulated over several decades from hundreds of studies, supports the conclusion 
that human activity is the primary driver of a relatively recent acceleration in climatic warming 
(National Climatic Data Center [NCDC] 2012).  

With respect to California, climate change impacts include changes in temperature, precipitation 
patterns, availability of water, rise in sea levels, and altered coastal conditions (California 
Climate Action Team [CCAT] 2010). Over the past century, sea levels along the California coast 
have risen as much as seven inches increasing erosion and straining the states infrastructure, 
water supplies, and natural resources (California Natural Resources Agency [CNRA] 2009). As a 
result of climate change, California has seen an increase in temperatures primarily occurring at 
night and during the winter (California Department of Water Resources [CDWR] 2009), shifts in 
the water cycle, longer growing seasons, and snowmelt and rainwater runoff occurring earlier 
than normal (CNRA 2009). The snowpack in the Sierra Nevada has decreased by approximately 
10 percent, a 1.5 million acre-feet of water in storage reduction, in the last century as a result of 
climate change (CDWR 2009). 

Climate change models project California’s mean temperature rising 3.5 to 11 degrees 
Fahrenheit by the year 2100, the Sierra Nevada snowpack decreasing by 25 to 40 percent by 
2050, and a possible global sea level rise of 7 to 55 inches by the year 2100 (CDWR 2009). 
Projections also suggest that substantial sea level rise may occur even faster than historical rates 
over the next century (California Climate Change Center [CCCC] 2006). The mean sea level rise 
along the California coast is projected to be 1.0 to 1.4 meters by the year 2100 under medium to 
medium-high GHG emission scenarios; with sea level rise estimates along the California coast 
being roughly the same as global estimates (CCCC 2009).  

Carbon Dioxide and Other GHG Emissions 

The global carbon cycle is made up of large carbon flows and reservoirs. Billions of tons of 
carbon in the form of CO2 are absorbed by oceans and living biomass (i.e., sinks) and are emitted 
to the atmosphere annually through natural processes (i.e., sources). When in equilibrium, carbon 
flux among these various sources and sinks are roughly in balance. Since the Industrial 
Revolution, which began in about 1750, global atmospheric concentrations of CO2 have risen 
about 36 percent, principally due to the combustion of fossil fuels (USEPA 2012c). 
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Some GHGs such as carbon dioxide occur naturally and are emitted to the atmosphere through 
processes such as volcanoes, forest fires, and biological processes. However, identical GHG 
constituents, like CO2, can also be emitted through a variety of human activities. Other GHGs 
(e.g., fluorinated gases) are created and emitted solely through human activities. The principal 
GHGs that enter the atmosphere because of human activities are CO2, methane (CH4), nitrous 
oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride 
(SF6). The sources of these emissions associated with human activities are described below:  

Carbon Dioxide – CO2 can also enter the atmosphere through the burning of fossil fuels, solid 
waste, trees and wood products, and as a result of other chemical reactions (e.g., manufacture of 
cement).  

Methane –CH4 is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. 
Methane emissions also result from livestock and other agricultural practices and by the decay of 
organic waste in municipal solid waste landfills. 

Nitrous Oxide – N2O is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities, as well as during 
combustion of fossil fuels and solid waste. 

Synthetic GHGs –HFCs, PFCs, and SF6 are synthetic, powerful GHGs that are emitted from a 
variety of industrial processes. For example, SF6 is used in magnesium processing, 
semiconductor manufacturing, and electrical transmission equipment (circuit breakers), as well 
as a tracer gas for leak detection. Fluorinated gases are sometimes used as substitutes for ozone-
depleting substances (i.e., CFCs, HCFCs, and halons). These gases are typically emitted in 
smaller quantities, but because they are potent GHGs, they are sometimes referred to as high 
Global Warming Potential (GWP) gases (USEPA 2012a).  

The GWP of each GHG is the ability of that gas to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to CO2. 
Total GHG emissions are expressed as carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) and are the sum of the 
GWP-weighted emissions of each GHG. 

To understand the scale of the emissions from the proposed project, it is useful to understand the 
extent of GHG emissions as reflected in the GHG emission inventory data for different locations. 
Table 4.1-4, Greenhouse Gas Inventory Data presents GHG emissions for the United States, the 
State of California, Sacramento County, and the City of Sacramento for the year 2005. In 2005, 
the majority of the GHG emissions in the City come from transportation (48%), 
commercial/industrial (24%), and residential (18%) uses and activities (City of Sacramento 
2012).  

In California, approximately 25 percent of all GHG emissions come from electricity generation, 
37 percent from transportation, 22 percent commercial/industrial activities, and 6 percent from 
residential uses and activities. Nationally, approximately 33 percent of all GHG emissions come 



Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project Section 4.1 
Final Environmental Impact Report Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 
 

CalRecycle 4.1-11 

 

from electricity generation, about 25 percent from transportation, 15 percent 
commercial/industrial, and 5 percent from residential uses and activities. 

Table 4.1-4, Greenhouse Gas Inventory Data 

Emission Source Total CO2e Emissions Year  

USA 7,061,100,000 (tonnes/year) 2008 
California 482.54 (million tonnes/year) 2005 
County of Sacramento 13,938,537 (million tons/year) 2005 
City of Sacramento 4,553,051 (million tons/year) 2005 
Sources: USEPA 2012c; CARB 2011c; City 2012 
 
Notes: 
Total GHG emissions are expressed as carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) and are the sum of the 

Global Warming Potential-weighted emissions of each GHG. 
 

 
 

4.1.3 Regulatory Framework 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

Federal 

The Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) and associated amendments have established the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). As required by the FCAA, NAAQS have been 
established for six major air pollutants, known as criteria pollutants (see Table 4.1-2 above). The 
primary standards have been established to protect public health. The secondary standards are 
intended to protect the nation’s welfare and account for air pollutant effects on soil, water, 
visibility, materials, vegetation, and other aspects of the general welfare.  

The FCAA defines nonattainment areas as geographic regions that have been designated as not 
meeting one or more of the NAAQS. It requires that a state implementation plan (SIP) be 
prepared for each nonattainment area, and a maintenance plan be prepared for each former 
nonattainment area that subsequently demonstrated compliance with the standards. The SIP, 
developed at the state level and approved by the USEPA, is a state’s plan for ways it will meet 
the NAAQS under the deadlines established by the FCAA. Under federal standards, the Basin is 
in non-attainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 pollutants and in attainment for all other 
pollutants. California has a SIP related to ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter. The 
USEPA is responsible for overseeing compliance with the FCAA.  
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State 

The State of California has also established ambient air quality standards, known as the 
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), which are generally more stringent than 
the corresponding federal standards, and incorporate additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen 
sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing particles (see Table 4.1-2 above). Under the state 
standards, the Basin is in non-attainment for O3 and PM2.5 pollutants and in attainment for all 
other pollutants including PM10. 

CARB is responsible for administering and ensuring implementation of the California Clean Air 
Act (CCAA), meeting state requirements of the FCAA, and establishing the CAAQS. CARB 
oversees the functions of local air pollution control districts and air quality management districts, 
which in turn administer air quality activities for controlling emission sources at the regional and 
county levels.  

Local 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) 

The SMAQMD is the regional agency responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the 
Basin, which includes the counties of Shasta, Tehama, Glenn, Butte, Colusa, Yuba, Sutter, 
Placer, Yolo, Solano, and Sacramento. The SMAQMD adopts rules and regulations for 
stationary sources of air pollution, establishes permitting requirements, inspects emission 
sources, and enforces compliance with such measures. The SMAQMD produces plans for 
complying with ambient air quality standards within its jurisdiction every three years and 
provides an annual progress report yearly.  

The SMAQMD issued its 2009 Triennial Report and Plan Revision in December of 2009, which 
identifies “all feasible measures” the SMAQMD would study or adopt over the ensuing three 
years to make progress toward attainment of state ozone standards. The measures include 
additional control programs for mobile and stationary sources, land use and transportation 
programs, community education programs, and ozone transport mitigation in order to reduce 
NOX and ROG emissions in order to achieve the state ozone standard. The SMAQMD 
anticipates an additional reduction in NOX and ROG emissions of 1.68 tons per day and 1.32 
tons per day, respectively, with the implementation of the 2009 Triennial Report and Plan 
Revision (SMAQMD 2010). In addition to the Triennial Report, CARB requires the SMAQMD 
to prepare an annual progress report. The 2011 Annual Progress Report, the most recent, 
provides updates for all the proposed SMAQMD control programs, the schedule for adopting 
control measure commitments, and the evaluation of further study measures (SMAQMD 2012). 

The proposed project requires air quality permits from the SMAQMD for construction-site 
preparation and grading activities. The proposed project is subject to the following SMAQMD 
rules and regulations (SMAQMD 2013):  
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Rule 201: General Permitting Requirements. This rule provides the general procedure 
for the review of new sources of air pollution and the modification and operation of 
existing sources through the issuance of permits. The proposed project may be required to 
apply for construction permits.  

Rule 403: Fugitive Dust. This rule regulates operations, such as construction activities, 
which periodically emit fugitive dust emissions. The proposed project consists of 
earthmoving construction activities which has the potential to emit fugitive dust 
emissions. 

City of Sacramento General Plan 2030 

Goal ER 6.1 Improved Air Quality. Improve the health and sustainability of the community 
through improved regional air quality and reduced greenhouse gas emissions that affect climate 
change.  

Policy ER 6.1.1: Maintain Ambient Air Quality Standards. The City shall work with the 
California Air Resources Board and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (SMAQMD) to meet State and Federal ambient air quality 
standards. 

Policy ER 6.1.2: New Development. The City shall review proposed development 
projects to ensure projects incorporate feasible measures that reduce construction and 
operational emissions for reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxides and particulate matter 
(PM10 and PM2.5) through project design. 

Policy ER 6.1.3: Emissions Reduction. The City shall require development projects that 
exceed SMAQMD ROG and NOX operational thresholds to incorporate design or 
operational features that reduce emissions equal to 15 percent from the level that would 
be produced by an unmitigated project. 

Policy ER 6.1.5: Development near TAC Sources. The City shall ensure that new 
development with sensitive uses located adjacent to toxic air contaminant sources, as 
identified by the California Air Resources Board (CARB), minimizes potential health 
risks. In its review of these new development projects, the City shall consider current 
guidance provided by and consult with CARB and SMAQMD. 

Policy ER 6.1.6: Sensitive Uses. The City shall require new development with sensitive 
uses located adjacent to mobile and stationary toxic air contaminants (TAC) be designed 
with consideration of site and building orientation, location of trees, and incorporation of 
appropriate technology for improved air quality (i.e., ventilation and filtration) to lessen 
any potential health risks. In addition, the City shall require preparation of a health risk 
assessment, if recommended by Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 
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District, to identify health issues, reduce exposure to sensitive receptors, and/or to 
implement alternative approached to development that reduces exposure to TAC sources. 

Policy ER 6.1.11: Coordination with SMAQMD. The City shall coordinate with 
SMAQMD to ensure projects incorporate feasible mitigation measures if not already 
provided for through project design. 

Policy ER 6.1.14: Zero-Emission and Low-Emission Vehicle Use. The City shall 
encourage the use of zero-emission vehicles, low emission vehicles, bicycles and other 
non-motorized vehicles, and car-sharing programs by requiring sufficient and convenient 
infrastructure and parking facilities in residential developments and employment centers 
to accommodate these vehicles. 

City of Sacramento City Code 

Section 15.40.050 Control of Dust and Mud. 

 Any person who has been issued a permit for any work covered by this code shall take 
reasonable precautions to prevent and control the movement of dust created by work 
activities to adjoining public or private property. Such dust shall be immediately settled 
by wetting the same. Work activities shall be stopped during periods of high winds that 
may carry dust from the job site before it can be settled by wetting. 

 The permittee shall be responsible for maintaining clean public streets, sidewalks and 
alleys in the immediate vicinity of the job site during and after the period of work 
activity. The permittee shall remove all mud and dust from any public property which 
was deposited there by any activity related to the work. In order to prevent mud and other 
material from entering any public sewer, the permittee shall properly pond any affected 
gutter to permit such material to settle and shall remove such material from public 
property. This procedure shall be in accordance with the requirements and policies of the 
city water and sewer division. The permittee shall obtain any necessary permits for water 
from the manager of said division. See Section15.44.170 of this title for additional 
requirements. 

Chapter 15.88, Grading and Erosion and Sediment Control 

The purpose of this ordinance is for regulating grading on property to safeguard life, limb, 
health, property and the public welfare; to avoid pollution of watercourses with nutrients, 
sediments, or other materials generated or caused by surface water runoff; to comply with the 
city’s national pollution discharge elimination system (NPDES) permit issued by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB); and to ensure that the intended use of a 
graded site within the city limits is consistent with the city general plan, any specific plans 
adopted thereto and all applicable city ordinances and regulations. The grading ordinance is 
intended to control all aspects of grading operations within the city.  
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

The California Health and Safety Code (Section 39655) defines a TAC as “an air pollutant which 
may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness, or which may 
pose a present or potential hazard to human health.” Substances identified in California as TACs 
are those listed in Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations (Sections 93000 and 93001). 
The majority of those TACs listed are also listed as hazardous air pollutants under the FCAA. 

Project construction equipment would be required to comply with CARB’s Airborne Toxic 
Control Measures and Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation emission reduction programs, which 
are focused on reducing diesel emissions. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Federal 

USEPA requires mandatory reporting of GHG emissions from large sources (facilities that emit 
25,000 metric tons of or more per year of GHGs) in the U.S (USEPA 2011). The gases covered 
by the Mandatory Reporting Rule are CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, SF6, and other fluorinated 
gases including nitrogen trifluoride (NF3) and hydrofluorinated ethers (HFE). This will affect 
electrical generation sources that contribute to the California electric grid, and may affect the 
state SIP, but will not directly apply to the proposed project as direct GHG emissions from the 
project would be less than 25,000 tonnes per year. 

The Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases under Section 
202(a) of the FCAA (USEPA 2012b) states that current and projected concentrations of the six 
key well-mixed GHGs in the atmosphere—CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6—threaten the 
public health and welfare of current and future generations. Furthermore, it states that the 
combined emissions of these well-mixed GHGs from new motor vehicle engines contribute to 
GHG pollution which threatens public health and welfare. 

USEPA has moved forward under the endangerment finding by developing vehicle emission 
standards under the FCAA. The USEPA and the Department of Transportation’s National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration have issued a joint proposal to establish a national 
program consisting of new emission standards for light-duty vehicles, model year 2012 through 
2016, that will reduce GHG emissions and improve fuel economy. This new regulation marks the 
first GHG standards adopted under the FCAA as a result of the “endangerment” and “cause or 
contribute” findings.  

State  

Assembly Bill 1493 (Pavley). In 2002, with the passage of AB 1493, California launched an 
innovative and pro-active approach to dealing with GHG emissions and climate change at the 
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state level. AB 1493 requires CARB to develop and implement regulations to reduce automobile 
and light truck GHG emissions. These stricter emissions standards were designed to apply to 
automobiles and light trucks beginning with the 2009-model year. The standards were adopted 
by CARB in 2004. When fully phased in, the 2009-2012 near-term standards will result in a 22- 
percent reduction in GHG emissions, as compared to 2002 GHG emissions. The 2013-2016 mid-
term standards will result in a 30-percent reduction in GHG emissions. Although litigation was 
filed challenging these regulations and USEPA initially denied California’s related request for a 
waiver, the waiver request has now been granted by the USEPA.  

Executive Order S 3 05. On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive 
Order S 3 05. The goal of this executive order is to reduce California’s GHG emissions to year 
2000 levels by 2010; 1990 levels by 2020; and 80 percent below the 1990 levels by 2050. 
Executive Order S 3 05 also calls for CalEPA’s Climate Action Team (CAT) to prepare biennial 
science reports on the potential impact of continued global warming on certain sectors of the 
California economy. The CAT members also work to coordinate statewide efforts to implement 
global warming emission reduction programs and the state's Climate Adaptation Strategy. The 
CAT members are state agency secretaries and the heads of agency, boards and departments, led 
by the Secretary of Cal/EPA. 

The first Climate Action Team Report to the Governor and the legislature was released in March 
2006. This report laid out specific emission reduction strategies for reducing GHG emission and 
reaching the targets established by the Executive Order and further defined under the Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32). The most recent report was released in 
December 2010. 

Assembly Bill 32. In 2006, the goal of Executive Order S 03 05 was further reinforced with the 
passage of Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 sets 
overall GHG emissions reduction goals. Similar to Executive Order S-3-05, AB 32 requires that 
GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 further mandates that CARB create a 
plan, which includes market mechanisms, and implement rules to achieve “real, quantifiable, 
cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases.” Executive Order S 20 06 further directs state 
agencies to begin implementing AB 32, including the recommendations made by the state’s 
Climate Action Team (CARB 2011c). The scoping plan, prepared by CARB on December 12, 
2008, provides the outline for future actions to reduce GHG emissions in California via 
regulations, market mechanisms and other measures (CARB 2008). The key elements of the 
Scoping Plan for reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 include the following: 

 Expanding and strengthening existing energy efficiency programs (e.g., green building 
design) as well as building and appliance standards.  

 Achieving a statewide renewables energy mix of 33 percent. This program has now been 
enacted under Executive Order S-14-08 (see further description below). 
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 Developing a California cap-and-trade program that links with other Western Climate 
Initiative partner programs to create a regional market system. This program has now 
been enacted and covers major sources of GHG emissions in the State contributing 85 
percent of California’s GHG emissions, such as refineries, power plants, industrial 
facilities, and transportation fuels. The regulation includes an enforceable GHG cap that 
will decline over time. ARB will distribute allowances, which are tradable permits, equal 
to the emission allowed under the cap. 

 Establishing targets for transportation-related GHG emissions for regions throughout 
California, and pursuing policies and incentives to achieve those targets. 

 Adopting and implementing measures pursuant to existing State laws and policies, 
including California’s clean car standards, goods movement measures, and the Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard. This program has now been enacted under Executive Order S-1-
07 (see description below). 

 Creating targeted fees, including a public goods charge on water use, fees on high global 
warming potential gases, and a fee to fund the administrative costs of the State’s long 
term commitment to AB 32 implementation. 

2020 Emissions Limit - Identify the statewide level of GHG emissions in 1990 to serve as the 
emissions limit to be achieved by 2020 (HSC Section 38550). In December 2007, the CARB 
approved the 2020 emission limit of 427 million tonnes CO2e of GHG. 

Mandatory Reporting Requirements - Adopt a regulation requiring the mandatory reporting of 
GHG emissions (HSC Section 38530). In December 2007, CARB adopted a regulation requiring 
the largest industrial sources to report and verify their GHG emissions. The reporting regulation 
serves as a solid foundation to determine GHG emissions and track future changes in emission 
levels. 

Executive Order S-1-07 (Low carbon fuel standard). Executive Order S-1-07 was issued on 
January 18, 2007. The purpose of this regulation is to implement a low carbon fuel standard, 
which will reduce GHG emissions by reducing the full fuel-cycle, carbon intensity of the 
transportation fuel pool used in California by at least 10 percent by 2020 (COOG 2007). The low 
carbon fuel standard applies to refiners, blenders, producers and importers of transportation fuels 
and would use market-based mechanisms to allow these providers to choose how they reduce 
emission using the most economically feasible methods. All fuel sold in California must comply 
with this standard. 

Senate Bill 97. In 2007, the California legislature passed Senate Bill 97, to amend the CEQA 
statute to specifically establish that GHG emissions and their impacts are appropriate subjects for 
CEQA analysis. The Natural Resources Agency adopted the amendments in January 2010, which 
went into effect in March of the same year. CEQA does not define the thresholds of significance 
against which an impact should be judged. In keeping with this approach, the amendments to the 
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CEQA Guidelines do not identify a threshold of significance for GHGs, methods of analyses, or 
specific mitigation measures. Rather, the amendments reinforce the discretion provided to lead 
agencies under CEQA to make their own determinations based on substantial evidence. See 
Section 4.1.4, Impacts and Mitigation Measures for additional information about the amended 
CEQA Guidelines related to GHG emissions and global climate change. 

Executive Order S-14-08 (Renewable Energy Executive Order). On November 17, 2008, 
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S 14 08 that raised California's 
renewable energy goals to 33 percent by 2020 and improved processes for licensing renewable 
projects. The following year, Executive Order S-21-09 directed the CARB under its AB 32 
authority, to enact regulations to achieve the goal of 33 percent renewables by 2020. The same 
legislation was also signed in April 2011, in Senate Bill X1 2, codifying this 33 percent 
renewable energy goal for the state (CEC 2011). This order requires that all retail suppliers of 
electricity in California serve 33 percent of their electrical load with renewable energy by 2020. 
This requirement applies to PG&E, the supplier that would provide electricity for the proposed 
project. 

Local 

Climate Action Plan. The City has developed the Sacramento Climate Action Plan (CAP) 
adopted on February 14, 2012. The CAP has the goals of reducing GHG emissions in the region 
15 percent by 2020 and 83 percent by 2050, compared to 2005 levels (City 2012).  

The CAP presents seven strategies to reduce GHG emissions to meet CAP GHG reduction goals. 
Each strategy presents a series of measures which define the programs, policies, and regulations 
that the city would implement to achieve its climate action objectives. These strategies are as 
follows: 

Strategy 1: Sustainable Land Use: Anticipated 202 GHG reduction is four percent (51,507 MMT 
CO2e). Measures include promoting sustainable growth and infill development, creating 
complete neighborhoods, encouraging mixed-use development projects, requiring sustainable 
development practices, and ensuring quality development and design.  

Strategy 2: Mobility and Connectivity: Anticipated 2020 GHG reduction is eight percent 
(107,894 MMT CO2e). Measures include promoting multi-modal travel options, improving 
pedestrian environment, increased bicycle and transit mode share, low emission vehicles and 
efficient goods movement, a connected transportation system, and implementing transportation 
demand management.  

Strategy 3: Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy: Anticipated 2020 GHG reduction is 32 
percent (445,590 MT CO2e). Measures include energy demand management and conservation, 
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increasing existing and new building energy efficiency, and increasing renewable energy 
generation and use within the City.  

Strategy 4: Waste Reduction and Recycling: Anticipated 2020 GHG reduction is six percent 
(79,404 MMT CO2e). Measures to promote this strategy include implementing sustainable 
production and consumption programs, reduce, divert, recycle, and reuse waste, and encourage 
greenwaste and composting. 

Strategy 5: Water Conservation and Water Efficiency: Anticipated 2020 GHG reduction is one 
percent (17,267 MT CO2e). Increasing the efficiency of water distribution and reducing 
consumption will help reduce the energy needed to treat and transport water. While conservation 
measures will encourage the use of water-efficient appliances, landscaping, and practices that 
will improve the water quality in the region’s water supplies. 

Strategy 6: Climate Change Adaptation: Anticipated GHG reduction was not measured and is 
unknown. This strategy recognizes the importance of preparing for the expected impacts of 
climate change and creating a more climate-resilient community. Measures include preparing for 
an increase in average temperatures, preserving water sources, responding to energy demands, 
protecting the public from health risks and safety hazards, promoting a climate-resilient 
economy, respond to potential impacts on public infrastructure, and protecting the natural 
ecosystems and migration routes. 

Strategy 7: Community Involvement and Empowerment: Anticipated GHG reduction was note 
measured and is unknown. Measures include engaging and educating the community and public 
to actively participate in planning a more sustainable future, build business and community 
organization partnerships. 

4.1.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines; applicable agency plans, policies, and/or 
guidelines; and agency and professional standards, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact on air quality and greenhouse gas emissions if it would: 

Air Quality 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation; 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
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ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors); 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; and 

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment. 

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Analysis Methodology 

The above standards of significance are assessed as the basis for determining the significance of 
impacts related to air quality and climate change. Additional detail about the implementation of 
the above standards of significance and methodology for the evaluation is provided below, based 
on guidance from the SMAQMD (SMAQMD 2011). If necessary, mitigation measures are 
proposed to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Impact Significance 

The SMAQMD has established quantitative significance thresholds for both construction and 
operational phases of projects. Applicable to the proposed project are the established 
construction thresholds which are further described below. Projects that exceed these thresholds 
are considered significant because the emissions could significantly impact the attainment and/or 
maintenance of applicable AAQS as they could impact regional air quality. 

The SMAQMD has established construction thresholds, which for the proposed project include 
thresholds established for NOX, PM10, PM2.5, CO, NO2, and SO2. Table 4.1-5, Thresholds of 
Significance for Construction Impacts, identifies construction thresholds. The SMAQMD has 
established mass emissions thresholds for ozone precursors because the Sacramento Region does 
not meet federal and state ozone ambient air quality standards. A “substantial” contribution 
means one that exceeds the mass emissions threshold levels. The construction and operational 
mass emissions thresholds approximately correlate to the NOX reductions from heavy-duty 
vehicles and land use project emission reduction requirements committed to in the 2004 Ozone 
Attainment Plan for the Sacramento Federal Ozone Nonattainment Area. For all other criteria 
pollutants, “substantial” is defined as exceeding an existing exceedance of a state ambient air 
quality standard by five percent. 

The SMAQMD does not expect construction activity to generate high concentrations of other 
criteria air pollutants, such as NO2, SOX, CO, and, therefore, does not recommend evaluation of 
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the concentrations (SMAQMD 2011). The SMAQMD does not expect that at the local level, 
criteria air pollutants other than particulate matter would expose nearby sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations that would violate an air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. 

Table 4.1-5, Thresholds of Significance for Construction Impacts 

Pollutant Threshold 

NOX 85 pounds/day 
ROG None 
PM10 50 µg/m3 24-hour standards; 20 µg/m3 Annual Arithmetic Mean 
PM2.5 12 µg/m3 Annual Arithmetic Mean 
CO 20 ppm 1-hour standard; 9 ppm 8-hour standard 
NO2 0.18 ppm 1-hour standard; 0.03 ppm Annual Arithmetic Mean 
SO2 0.25 ppm 1-hour standard; 0.04 ppm 24-hour standard 
Source: SMAQMD 2011. 
Notes: The SMAQMD Board of Directors adopted the air quality thresholds of significance on 

March 28, 2002, via resolution AQMD2002018. 
A project is considered significant if emissions exceed a CAAQS or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected violation of a CAAQS. 
A substantial contribution is considered an emission that is equal or greater than five percent of a 

CAAQS. 
 

 
The SMAQMD’s CEQA Guide (SMAQMD 2011) provides screening criteria for determining 
the significance of NOX emissions from construction projects. The construction screening levels 
are represented by the development size of land uses at which typical construction activities 
would not exceed the SMAQMD’s threshold of significance for NOX. Construction of projects 
below the screening levels presented would be considered to have a less-than-significant impact 
on air quality for NOX. All projects, including those that would be below the screening levels, are 
required to implement the SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices. 
However, the screening criteria for NOX shall not be used to evaluate construction projects that 
import or export soil materials that would require a considerable amount of haul truck activity; 
and cut-and-fill operations (involving moving earth with haul trucks and/or flattening or 
terracing hills). 

The SMAQMD’s CEQA Guide (SMAQMD 2011) provides a screening criterion for determining 
the significance of particulate matter emissions generated by construction activities. The 
screening criterion is based on two criteria: the application of control measures; and the 
maximum area of soil disturbance at any one time. This screening criterion is as follows: 

 The project would implement all Basic Construction Emission Control Practices, and 
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 The maximum daily disturbed area (i.e., grading, excavation, cut and fill) would not 
exceed 15 acres. 

Projects that meet the above two conditions are considered by the SMAQMD to not have the 
potential to exceed or contribute to the SMAQMD’s concentration-based threshold of 
significance for PM10 and PM2.5 at an off-site location. Thus the particulate matter emission 
concentrations generated by construction projects that meet the above criteria shall be considered 
a less-than-significant impact to air quality. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Greenhouse gas emissions have the potential to adversely affect the environment because they 
contribute, on a cumulative basis, to global climate change. The SMAQMD has not established 
thresholds of significance for GHG emissions. The SMAQMD recommends a discussion of 
emissions and impacts be included in the environmental document with a commitment to 
implementing the SMAQMD’s GHG construction best management practices (BMPs) (Hurley 
2013). 

Air Quality and Climate Evaluation Methodology 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

Construction criteria pollutant emissions were calculated using CalEEMod. The model calculates 
emissions for different types of sources and construction phases. Details regarding the model 
used and outputs are available in Appendix B, Construction Emissions and Assumptions. Also 
included in Appendix B are the equipment inventory, assumptions, and all data used to calculate 
construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions.  

No operational emissions were calculated as the project only proposes construction and grading 
activities. There would be no structure or building built. The proposed project does not include 
an operational use upon completion. 

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 

Construction GHG emissions were calculated by using the emission model CalEEMod. Details 
regarding the source types and model used are available in Appendix B, Construction Emissions 
and Assumptions. Also included in Appendix B, is the equipment inventory, assumptions, and all 
data used to calculate construction-related GHG emissions. 

Construction GHG emissions would be generated by construction equipment and construction 
vehicles. Similar to the construction analysis for criteria air pollutants, the evaluation of 
construction GHG emissions is based on worst-case construction emissions. 
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As discussed above, no operational emissions are associated with the proposed project. The 
project proposes construction activities and does not propose an operational use. 

Impacts and Mitigation 

This section provides a detailed evaluation of air quality and climate change. The air quality 
impact analysis addresses the proposed project’s consistency with the applicable air quality plan 
and potential for exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and the 
potential for creating objectionable odors. The climate change impact analysis addresses the 
generation of GHG emissions and conflicts with applicable GHG reduction plan, policy, or 
regulation. 

The proposed project as outlined in Chapter 3, Project Description, does not include the 
construction of any structures and involves only the placement of a clean soil cap over what is 
now a potentially unsafe site. The proposed project would not result in impacts relating to the 
following criteria as stated below, and these topics will not be discussed further in this EIR: 

d. Expose sensitive receptors: The proposed project does not propose any structure or a use 
that would locate sensitive receptors in a location where they would be subjected to substantial 
pollution concentrations. 

e. Create objectional odors: Although the project proposes one month of construction 
activities, potential odors from would be temporary and minimal. The proposed project would 
not create objectional odors that would affect a substantial number of people.  

 

CONFLICTS WITH AIR QUALITY PLAN 

Impact 4.1-1: The proposed project could potentially conflict with an 
applicable air quality plan and result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase in any criteria air pollutants. 

Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

General Discussion 

Construction generated NOX emissions are evaluated on a daily mass emission basis because as 
an ozone precursor, the pollutant is of regional concern. The construction mass emissions 
thresholds approximately correlate to the NOX reductions from heavy-duty vehicles emission 
reduction requirements committed to in the 2004 Ozone Attainment Plan for the Sacramento 
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Federal Ozone Nonattainment Area. Thus, the proposed project would be in compliance with the 
applicable air quality plan if ozone precursor emissions (NOX) are below the SMAQMD’s 
established threshold (85 lbs/day). 

Construction emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod. The project proposes grading and 
import of soils with completion of all construction activities within a one-month period. NOX 
emissions from construction activities are presented in Table 4.1-6, Ozone Precursor Emissions. 
Table 4.1-6 presents the daily construction emissions of NOX and ROG during the one-month 
construction schedule.  

Table 4.1-6, Ozone Precursor Emissions 

Construction Phase 
Maximum Emissions 

NOX ROG 

Earth Moving Activities   
Construction Emissions 12.04 lbs/day 1.86 lbs/day 
SMAQMD CEQA Threshold 85 lbs/day -- 
Would Project Exceed Threshold 
and Require Mitigation? 

no -- 

Notes: 
Emissions were calculated using CalEEMod. Emission values shown are those calculated 

after implementation of required construction control measures such as dewatering; see 
Required Construction Control Measures, below. 

lbs/day = pounds per day; --= not applicable/no threshold 
Based on CalEEMod Summer Results, see Appendix B, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions Calculations. 
 

 
As the SMAQMD has established mass emissions thresholds for ozone precursors, exceedence 
of these thresholds could contribute to an existing exceedance of the ozone standards. The 
proposed project would emit 12.04 pounds per day (lbs/day) of NOX which is below the 
SMAQMD’s established threshold of 85 lbs/day. The proposed project would emit 1.86 lbs/day 
of ROG. No mitigation measures are required. However, per the SMAQMD’s CEQA Guide 
(SMAQMD 2011), all construction projects are required to implement the SMAQMD’s Basic 
Construction Emission Control Practices, see Required Construction Control Measures, below. 
Thus the proposed project would not contribute to an existing exceedance of the ozone standards 
and this impact would be less-than-significant. 
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SMAQMD Required Construction Control Measures: 

Basic Construction Emission Control Practices 

 Water all exposed surfaces two times daily. Exposed surfaces include, but are not 
limited to soil piles, graded areas, unpaved parking areas, staging areas, and access 
roads. 

 Cover or maintain at least two feet of free board space on haul trucks transporting 
soil, sand, or other loose material on the site. Any haul trucks that would be 
traveling along freeways or major roadways should be covered. 

 Use wet power vacuum street sweepers to remove any visible trackout mud or dirt 
onto adjacent public roads at least once a day. Use of dry power sweeping is 
prohibited. 

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

 All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, parking lots to be paved should be completed 
as soon as possible. In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible 
after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.  

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

 Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the time 
of idling to 5 minutes [required by California Code of Regulations, Title 13, sections 
2449(d)(3) and 2485]. Provide clear signage that posts this requirement for workers at the 
entrances to the site. 

 Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition according to 
manufacturer’s specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified mechanic and 
determine to be running in proper condition before it is operated. 

VIOLATION OF AIR QUALITY STANDARDS (PROJECT IMPACTS) 

Impact 4.1-2: Construction activities from the proposed project would 
generate emissions of criteria pollutants on a short-term basis; 
these emissions could potentially result in violations of air 
quality standards. 

Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 
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General Discussion 

Construction-related activities would generate fugitive dust, measured in terms of PM10 and 
PM2.5, from earthmoving, grading, and travel on unpaved roads. The term fugitive dust refers to 
particulate matter emitted from an open area. Particulate emissions from fugitive dust tend to 
vary with the level and type of activity, the silt and moisture content of the soil, and the 
prevailing weather conditions. Particulate emissions can also be generated by construction 
equipment exhaust. 

Construction emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod. The project proposes grading and 
import of soils with completion of all construction activities within a one-month period. 
Emissions from construction activities are presented in Table 4.1-7, Construction Emissions. 
Table 4.1-7 presents the daily construction emissions during the one-month construction 
schedule.  

Table 4.1-7 Construction Emissions 

Construction Phase 
Maximum Emissions (lbs/day) 

PM10 PM2.5 CO SO2 

Earth Moving Activities     
Construction Emissions 16.92 1.92 14.95 0.06 
Notes: 
Construction Emissions were calculated using CalEEMod. Emission values shown are those 

calculated after implementation of required construction control measures such as dewatering. 
The Required Construction Control Measures are described in Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water 
Quality. 

 lbs/day = pounds per day 
Based on CalEEMod Summer Results, see Appendix B, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Calculations. 
 
The proposed project would emit 16.92 lbs/day of PM10 and 1.92 lbs/day of PM2.5. The proposed 
project would implement the SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices (refer 
to Impact 4.1-1, Required Construction Control Measures, above) and disturb a maximum daily 
area of 3.6 acres (refer to Section 4.1.4, Analysis Methodology). Therefore, the proposed project 
does not have the potential to exceed or contribute to the SMAQMD’s concentration-based 
threshold of significance for particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5).  

According to the SMAQMD’s CEQA Guide (SMAQMD 2011), construction activities would 
not generate high concentrations of other criteria air pollutants (CO or SO2) and does not 
recommend evaluation of the concentrations. At the local level, criteria air pollutants other than 
particulate matter would not expose nearby sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations that would violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing 
or projected air quality violation. The proposed project as outlined in Chapter 3, Project 
Description, does not include the construction of any structures and involves the placement of a 



Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project Section 4.1 
Final Environmental Impact Report Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 
 

CalRecycle 4.1-27 

 

clean soil cap through construction grading activities. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
generate emissions of criteria pollutants that would result in violations of air quality standards 
and the impact would be less than significant. 

GHG EMISSIONS AND PLAN CONFLICTS 

Impact 4.1-3: The proposed project could potentially generate GHG 
emissions that would have a significant impact on the 
environment or would otherwise conflict with an applicable 
GHG reduction plan, policy, or regulation. 

Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

General Discussion 

The project proposes grading a former dump site and capping the area with soil. The project 
includes construction activities and proposes no operational use. The proposed project’s 
construction activities are anticipated to occur over a one-month time frame. Construction 
activities include earth moving activities such as grading and soil hauling. Table 4.1-8, Project 
GHG Emissions, identifies GHG emissions the proposed project would emit throughout its one-
month duration. 
 

Table 4.1-8, Project GHG Emissions 

Construction Phase 
Maximum Emissions (MT/yr) 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Earth Moving Activities     
Construction Emissions 60.29 0.00 0.00 60.38 
Notes: 
Construction Emissions were calculated using CalEEMod.  
MT/yr = million tonnes per year 
CO2 emissions includes biological and non-biological CO2 emissions. 
Based on CalEEMod Annual Results, see Appendix B, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Calculations.  
 
Impacts associated with GHG construction emissions are minimal as the emissions are temporary 
in nature. The project does not propose an operational use and therefore would not have 
additional GHG emissions upon construction completion. Upon construction completion, the 
project would be completed. As recommended by the SMAQMD, the following BMPs would be 
implemented to further reduce GHG emissions during construction.  
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Best Management Practices 

BMP 4.1‐1 

 Improve fuel efficiency from construction equipment:  
o Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in use or 

reducing the time of idling to no more than 3 minutes (5 minute limit is required 
by the state airborne toxics control measure [Title 13, sections 2449(d)(3) and 
2485 of the California Code of Regulations]). Provide clear signage that posts this 
requirement for workers at the entrances to the site.  

o Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition according to 
manufacturer’s specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified 
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition before it is operated.  

o Train equipment operators in proper use of equipment. 
o Use the proper size of equipment for the job.  
o Use equipment with new technologies (repowered engines, electric drive trains).  

 Perform on-site material hauling with trucks equipped with on-road engines (if 
determined to be less emissive than the off-road engines).  

 Use an ARB approved low carbon fuel for construction equipment. (NOx emissions from 
the use of low carbon fuel must be reviewed and increases mitigated.)  

 Encourage and provide carpools, shuttle vans, transit passes and/or secure bicycle 
parking for construction worker commutes.  

 Reduce electricity use in the construction office by using compact fluorescent bulbs, 
powering off computers every day, and replacing heating and cooling units with more 
efficient ones.  

 Recycle or salvage non-hazardous construction and demolition debris (goal of at least 
75% by weight). 

 Minimize the amount of concrete for paved surfaces or utilize a low carbon concrete 
option.  

 Produce concrete on-site if determined to be less emissive than transporting ready mix.  
 Use SmartWay2 certified trucks for deliveries and equipment transport.  
 Develop a plan to efficiently use water for adequate dust control. 

The proposed project would not generate GHG emissions that would have a significant impact 
on the environment and would not conflict with an applicable GHG reduction plan, policy, or 
regulation. The impact would be less than significant. 

                                                 
2 SmartWay is an EPA program that reduces transportation-related emissions by creating incentives to improve supply 

chain fuel efficiency (http://www.epa.gov/smartway/). 
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4.2 Biological Resources 

4.2.1 Introduction 

This section describes the current regulatory framework of federal, State, and local regulations 
that would apply to the proposed project. This section also establishes the existing biological 
setting and potential effects from project implementation on the site and its surrounding area and 
how these impacts relate to the regulatory framework. The potential for special-status species 
and sensitive habitats to occur in the project area or to be affected by the proposed project was 
evaluated in a Biological Resources Assessment conducted for the project site in November 
2012, and included in its entirety in Appendix C, Biological Resources Assessment, of this 
EIR. The Biological Resources Assessment was based on a field survey of the proposed project 
site and surrounding area as well as a review of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s 
(CDFW’s) (formerly California Department of Fish and Game [CDFG]) California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFG 2012a) and the California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) 
Electronic Inventory (CNPS 2012) databases for reported species occurrences. 

No public or agency comments related to biological resources were received during the scoping 
period in response to the NOP. 

4.2.2 Environmental Setting 

Regional Setting 

The bulk of the City of Sacramento is currently developed with residential, commercial, and 
other urban development. Natural habitats are located primarily outside the city boundaries in the 
northern, southern and eastern portions, and also occur along river and stream corridors and on a 
number of undeveloped parcels within the City. Habitats that are present include annual 
grasslands, riparian woodlands, oak woodlands, riverine (rivers and streams), ponds, freshwater 
marshes, seasonal wetlands, and vernal pools.  

 

Proposed Project Setting 

The project site is located on 5.04 acres of property that has recently been subjected to disking 
(plowing). The quality of the vegetation in the project area is highly degraded due to disking, 
debris dumping, and burning. Areas that were not disked were bare of soil, and exposed piles of 
refuse and construction waste. Morrison Creek occurs adjacent to the site and is considered a 
jurisdictional water of the U.S., but the bed and bank of the creek are outside the area of potential 
ground disturbance. 
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Vegetation and Wildlife 

Vegetation in the project area is a non-native annual grassland dominated by non-native invasive 
grass and forb (i.e., herbaceous) species. The dominant plant species include wild oat, yellow 
star thistle, Bermuda grass, bull thistle, chicory, and bindweed. A list of plant and wildlife 
species observed, including their common names, scientific names, and native/non-native status 
is provided in Appendix C. 

Special-Status Species and Sensitive Habitats 

The project area contains potentially suitable habitat for special-status bird species that nest 
within non-native annual grassland. Grassland nesting bird species with potential to occur 
include burrowing owl, which may occupy mammal burrows or cavities in debris piles. A 
focused search for mammal burrows and debris pile cavities during the field survey found no 
evidence of occupation by burrowing owls, such as owl feathers, whitewash, or pellets. 

Bird nesting activity was not observed in trees on or adjacent to the project area during the field 
survey. Large stature trees in the project vicinity (within ¼ mile) have potential to support 
nesting raptors and other special-status bird species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA) or state Fish and Game Code. The urbanized setting of the project area includes 
noise, lighting, ground disturbance (e.g., disking) and other ongoing habitat disturbances. 

Morrison Creek runs adjacent to the project site and is considered a jurisdictional water of the 
U.S., but the bed and bank of the creek are outside the area of potential ground disturbance. As a 
straightened concrete channel, it supports no riparian or wetland associated vegetation 
community and provides little natural habitat value.  

A heritage tree, as defined by the Sacramento Municipal Code Chapter 12.64, was observed in 
the project area. This tree is a non-native, multi-stem eucalyptus with a cumulative trunk 
circumference of 175 inches. It occurs along the fence line on the southern edge of the proposed 
project area. Two special-status bird species, a red-tail hawk and a loggerhead shrike, were 
observed in flight over the project area. Nesting habitat for these species does not occur in the 
project area, but may occur in the vicinity. No other special-status species were observed in the 
project area. The results of CNDDB and CNPS database searches for special-status species and 
sensitive habitats with potential to occur in the project area are described in Appendix C. 

4.2.3 Regulatory Framework 

Federal Regulations 

Federal Endangered Species Act  

The Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 USC 1531-1544) provides protection for 
endangered and threatened species and requires conservation of the critical habitat for those 
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species. An “endangered” species is a species in danger of extinction throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range. A “threatened” species is one that is likely to become 
“endangered” in the foreseeable future without further protection. Other special-status species 
include “proposed” and “candidate” species, and “species of concern.” Proposed species are 
those that have been officially proposed (in the Federal Register) for listing as threatened or 
endangered. Candidate species are those for which enough information is on file to propose 
listing as endangered or threatened. A “delisted” species is one whose population has reached its 
recovery goal and is no longer in jeopardy. 

Section 9 of the ESA prohibits the “take” of listed species. As defined in the ESA [Section 
3(19)], take means “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or 
attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Under Federal regulations, take is defined further to 
include habitat modification or degradation where it actually results, or is reasonably expected to 
result, in death or injury to wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, 
including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Projects that would result in “take” of any federally 
listed threatened or endangered species are required to obtain authorization from any federal 
agency including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) through either Section 10 (a) 
(incidental take permit) or Section 7 (Interagency Consultation) of ESA, depending on whether 
the federal government is involved in permitting or funding the project. The Section 10(a) 
process allows a person to obtain the right to engage in “incidental take” of listed species or their 
habitat with respect to non-federal activities. Section 7 requires a federal agency contemplating 
an action that may affect a listed species to undertake formal consultation with the USFWS. The 
USFWS must then determine whether the proposed action will jeopardize the listed species, or 
destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat.  

Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 

Migratory birds and their occupied nests are protected by the MBTA (16 U.S.C. Section 703 
Supp. I 1989). This applies to all wild birds except the house sparrow (Passer domesticus), 
European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), rock dove (Columba livia), and some game species. The 
MBTA specifically prohibits the take of birds or active bird nests. “Take” is defined in 50 CFR 
10.12 as means to pursue or attempt to pursue to hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or 
collect. Only “collect” applies to nests (USFWS 2003). Recent case law from January 2012 
“United States v. Brigham Oil & Gas L.P.” appears to limit the scope of the MBTA to not 
impose criminal liability for legal activities that incidentally result in bird deaths. 

According to the MBTA, if a construction activity will directly result in the take of an active 
nest, a depredation permit will be required, or legal action could be invoked. However, an 
applicant will only receive a permit if they have demonstrated “every effort” to avoid having to 
take the nest (or birds). The decision to issue a permit is subjective and is evaluated on a “case by 
case” basis. Mitigation (such as habitat improvement in adjacent areas) for the take of the nest 
can be proposed but does not ensure the issuance of a permit. 



Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project Section 4.2 
Final Environmental Impact Report Biological Resources 

 
 

CalRecycle 4.2-4 

State 

California Endangered Species Act (CESA) 

The State of California considers an “endangered” species as one whose prospects of survival 
and reproduction are in immediate jeopardy. The State considers a “threatened” species as one 
present in such small numbers throughout its range that it is considered likely to become an 
endangered species in the near future in the absence of special protection or management. A 
“rare” species is considered as present in such small numbers throughout its range that it may 
become endangered if its present environment worsens. The designation “rare species” applies 
only to California native plants. State threatened and endangered species include both plants and 
wildlife (not including invertebrates) and are legally protected against “take” as this term is 
defined in the CESA (California Fish and Game Code Section 2050, et seq.). In addition to listed 
species, the CDFW also maintains a list of “Species of Special Concern,” most of which are 
species whose breeding populations in California may face extirpation (local extinction). To 
avoid the future need to list these species as endangered or threatened, the CDFW recommends 
consideration of these species, which do not as yet have any legal status, during analysis of the 
impacts of proposed projects. 

Sections 1600–1616 of the State Fish and Game Code 

The CDFW regulates activities that would alter the flow, bed, channel, or bank of streams and 
lakes under the authority of the Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement, Section 1600 of the 
Fish and Game Code. In riparian areas, CDFW jurisdictional limits are usually delimited by the 
tops of the stream bank or the outer edge of contiguous riparian vegetation, whichever is wider. 
A Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement with the CDFW is necessary when a project will 
alter the flow, bed, channel, or bank of a stream or lake.  

Sections 2080 and 2081 of the State Fish and Game Code 

Section 2080 of the State Fish and Game Code states that no person shall import into this state 
(California), export out of this state, or take, possess, purchase, or sell within this state, any 
species, or any part or product thereof, that the [State Fish and Game Commission] determines to 
be an endangered species or threatened species, or attempt any of those acts, except as otherwise 
provided in this chapter, the Native Plant Protection Act, or the California Desert Native Plants 
Act. Under Section 2081 of the Code, the CDFW may authorize individuals or public agencies to 
import, export, take, or possess, any state-listed endangered, threatened, or candidate species. 
These otherwise prohibited acts may be authorized through permits or Memoranda of 
Understanding if (1) the take is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity, (2) impacts of the 
authorized take are minimized and fully mitigated, (3) the permit is consistent with any 
regulations adopted pursuant to any recovery plan for the species, and (4) the applicant ensures 
adequate funding to implement the measures required by CDFW. CDFW shall make this 
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determination based on the best scientific and other information that is reasonably available and 
shall include consideration of the species’ capability to survive and reproduce. 

Natural Community Conservation Planning Act 

The goal of the Natural Community Conservation Planning Act (NCCPA) (Fish & Game Code 
Section 2800 et seq.) is to provide long-term protection of species and habitats through regional, 
multi-species planning; the intent is that such planning will obviate the need to list species under 
CESA. The Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) program is broader in its 
orientation and objectives than the California and federal Endangered Species Acts, and is 
designed to identify and protect individual species that have already declined in number 
significantly. The primary objective of the NCCP program is to conserve natural communities at 
the ecosystem scale while accommodating compatible land use. The program seeks to anticipate 
and prevent the controversies and gridlock caused by species' listings by focusing on the long-
term stability of wildlife and plant communities and including key interests in the process. A 
NCCP program identifies and provides for the regional or area-wide protection of plants, 
animals, and their habitats, while allowing compatible and appropriate economic activity. Under 
2011 legislation (SB 618), the incidental take of “fully protected species” can occur under an 
approved NCCPA that treats such species as “covered species.”  

Native Plant Protection Act 

The Native Plant Protection Act includes measures to preserve, protect, and enhance rare and 
endangered native plants. The definition of “rare and endangered” differs from those contained 
in CESA. However, the list of native plants afforded protection pursuant to this act includes 
those listed as rare and endangered under the CESA. The Native Plant Protection Act provides 
limitations on take as follows: “No person shall import into this state, or take, possess, or sell 
within this state” any rare or endangered native plant, except in compliance with provisions of 
the act. Individual landowners are required to notify the CDFW at least 10 days in advance of 
changing land uses to allow the CDFW to salvage any rare or endangered native plant material. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 

As indicated previously, Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines defines “endangered” and 
“rare” animal and plant species for purposes of CEQA. Species are considered rare or 
endangered if it can be demonstrated that the species meets the specific criteria established in the 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b) for a rare or endangered species. Listed species qualify per 
se, but some unlisted species also come within the definitions. Appendix C describes the various 
categories and lists of species that qualify as special status that may potentially occur in the 
project area. 
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Local 

City of Sacramento Heritage Tree Ordinance (Title 12.64.040) 

The City of Sacramento Tree Service Division reviews project plans and works with the City of 
Sacramento Public Works during the construction process to minimize impacts to street trees in 
the city. Heritage trees defined by the City of Sacramento include any tree of any species with a 
single or cumulative circumference trunk circumference of 100 inches or more, which is of good 
quality in terms of health, vigor of growth and conformity to generally accepted horticultural 
standards of shape and location for its species. 

4.2.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines; applicable agency plans, policies and/or 
guidelines; and agency and professional standards, the proposed project would have an impact on 
biological resources if it would: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service; 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance; and 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan.  

Analysis Methodology 

The above standards of significance are assessed as the basis for determining the significance of 
impacts related to biological resources. If necessary, mitigation measures are proposed to reduce 
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significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. Potential impacts to biological resources in the 
project area are evaluated based on review of existing information relevant to the project site and 
a field survey. The potential for special-status species and sensitive habitats to occur in the 
project area or be affected by the project was evaluated by conducting a search of the most recent 
versions (as of July 2012) of the CDFW’s CNDDB (CDFG 2012a) and the CNPS Electronic 
Inventory (CNPS 2012) databases for reported species occurrences in the USGS topographic 
quad covering the project area (i.e., Sacramento East) and eight adjacent quads (Carmichael, 
Florin, Sacramento West, Taylor Monument, Citrus Heights, Clarksburg, Elk Grove, Florin, and 
Rio Linda). 

The project area was surveyed on July 23, 2012 by a URS Biologist. The entire project area was 
surveyed on foot in a zig-zag transect such that the entire ground surface was observed within 10 
meters. Focused searches for potential special-status species, including nesting birds, was 
conducted where woody vegetation or uneven ground was encountered that may provide habitat 
for nesting birds or burrowing animals. In addition, sensitive communities were considered 
which represent rare vegetation types or have limited distribution statewide or within a county or 
region. These communities are often vulnerable to the environmental effects of projects, and 
include riparian and wetland associated vegetation types associated with streams, wetlands, 
vernal pools, and other jurisdictional waters of the U.S. as defined under the federal Clean Water 
Act. 

The proposed project would not result in impacts related to the following criteria as stated below, 
and will not be discussed further in this EIR. 

b. and c. Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural Community, and Federally Protected 
Wetlands: Morrison Creek, a jurisdictional water of the U.S., runs adjacent to the site along a 
straightened concrete channel. It supports no riparian vegetation community and provides little 
natural habitat value. In addition, project activities such as trenching, grading, excavation, and 
fill would occur on the landside of the existing earthen levee. Therefore, the proposed project 
would have no impact on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, and would have 
no impact on federally protected wetlands. 

d. Movement of Fish or Wildlife Species, Migratory Wildlife Corridors, or Native Wildlife 
Nursery Sites: Morrison Creek does not support any fish species and none were observed during 
the field survey. The project site is located in an urban area surrounded by development that 
precludes movement of any wildlife. While the project site could potentially provide suitable 
habitat for grassland nesting bird species, a focused search found no evidence of that species. 
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

f. Habitat Conservation Plan: The project site does not lie within a Habitat Conservation Plan 
as no such plan has been adopted by the County of Sacramento. The County of Sacramento is in 
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the process of developing a South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan; however, the project 
site is outside of the plan’s geographic boundaries. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

 

Impacts and Mitigation 

IMPACTS ON SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES 

Impact 4.2-1: Proposed project activities may have a substantial adverse 
effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
special-status wildlife species. 

Significance before Mitigation: Potentially significant. 

Mitigation: See Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b below. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.  

General Discussion 

During the biological field survey, no sensitive species were observed within the areas to be 
impacted by the proposed project, and the project area does not contain suitable habitat for most 
potential species. The project area is isolated from other natural areas due to the surrounding 
urban development. The project site does not have designated critical habitat. However, several 
sensitive raptor species have the potential to use the project area for foraging. Mitigation 
Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b require pre-construction surveys for these species. In the event that 
these species are observed to be onsite, avoidance measures must be implemented. Therefore, 
with the implementation of mitigation, impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a:  Ground clearing or vegetation removal activities shall occur 
outside of the nesting season (September 1 through February 1), if feasible. However, if ground 
clearing or vegetation removal activities occur during the nesting season (February 15 through 
August 31), then pre-construction surveys for nesting birds shall be conducted in all areas 
suitable for nesting that are located within 250 feet of the project area to be impacted. Surveys 
shall be conducted no more than 15 days prior to the beginning of ground disturbance. If an 
active nest is located, a 250-foot buffer shall be delineated and maintained around the nest until a 
qualified biologist has determined that fledging has occurred. Alternatively, CDFW may be 
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consulted to determine if the protective buffer can be reduced based upon individual species 
responses to disturbance. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1b: No more than 30 days prior to the beginning of ground 
disturbance, a pre-construction survey for burrowing owls shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist within the areas to be impacted in general accordance with the Burrowing Owl Survey 
Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines by the California Burrowing Owl Consortium. Should the 
surveys be scheduled to occur during the period extending from February 1 through May 1, then 
surveys shall be conducted no more than 15 days prior to the start of ground disturbance. 
Surveys shall be conducted from two hours before sunset to one hour after sunset, or from one 
hour before sunrise to two hours after sunrise, and shall be conducted during weather conducive 
to observing owls outside of their burrows. No surveys shall occur during heavy rain, high 
winds, or dense fog. If occupied burrows are found, mitigation for potential impacts shall follow 
the guidelines outlined by the Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines, 
including passive relocation. 

 

CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL BIOLOGICAL POLICIES OR ORDINANCES 

Impact 4.2-4: The proposed project would conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance. 

Significance before Mitigation: Potentially significant. 

Mitigation: See Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 below. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.  

General Discussion 

A heritage tree, as defined by Sacramento Municipal Code Chapter 12.64, was observed in the 
project area. This tree is a non-native, multi-stem eucalyptus with a cumulative trunk 
circumference of 175 inches. It occurs along the fence line on the southern edge of the proposed 
project area. Since the tree meets the definition of a heritage tree under the City of Sacramento’s 
Municipal Code 12.64, removal of the tree would be a potentially significant impact and would 
require mitigation. Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 would require a tree removal permit. With 
adherence to the permit conditions and restrictions, the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure 4.2-4: Prior to issuance of grading permits for For any activities that would 
remove one or more trees subject to City of Sacramento Ordinance 12.64.040, the applicant shall 
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prepare and submit a tree removal and replacement plan to the City of Sacramento for review 
and approval including the removal fee which would go towards planting replacement tree in the 
City. 
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4.3 Cultural Resources 

4.3.1 Introduction 

This section describes the existing cultural resources setting and potential effects from project 
implementation on the project site and the surrounding area that are based on a Cultural 
Resources Assessment report prepared for the project site. The report is included in its entirety in 
Appendix D, Cultural Resources Assessment. 

No public or agency comments related to cultural resources were received during the scoping 
period in response to the NOP. 

4.3.2 Environmental Setting 

Regional Setting 

The project site is located at the southern end of the Sacramento Valley of California, 
approximately seven miles south of the confluence of the American and Sacramento rivers. The 
Sacramento Valley is a wide, flat valley, which, together with the San Joaquin Valley, forms 
what is commonly referred to as the Great or Central Valley. The province is bounded on the east 
by the Sierra Nevada Mountains and on the west by the Coast Ranges. The landscape in the 
region is characterized by a wide valley floor plain. 

Proposed Project Setting 

The natural topography of the project area would be virtually flat. Morrison Creek, which forms 
the northern boundary of the project area, has been heavily modified from its natural state. The 
creek was widened, deepened and realigned for flood control purposes in the mid-1960s and an 
engineered levee now separates it from the project site (CIWMB 2004). The natural environment 
in the project vicinity has undergone significant alteration as a result of modern encroachment. 
Industrial and multifamily residential development and appurtenant infrastructure characterize 
the project area at present. 

The project site is adjacent to Morrison Creek. Although the creek has been channelized, it can 
be deduced that fluvial deposits are present in the project area. The Final Site Investigation 
Report prepared for the proposed project site and included in Appendix E states that the project 
area was a borrow site during the 1930s construction of State Route (SR) 99 and described the 
extracted material as “sand and gravel and topsoil” (CIWMB 2004). The site investigation also 
identified a dense clay layer at which delimits the vertical extent of the borrow area. The 
presence of clay suggests the possibility of land surface stability during some point in the past, 
and therefore has potential to harbor archaeological deposits. Up to 24 feet of disposal deposit 
now overlay this clay layer in the project area (CIWMB 2004). 
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Prehistoric Context 

Sacramento County and the surrounding Central Valley contain evidence of human use and 
occupation that spans the known periods of prehistory. The earliest sites are from the Paleo-
Indian period (approximately 11,550 B.C. to 8,550 B.C.). Most of the evidence for the earliest 
occupation is in the Tulare Basin of San Joaquin Valley, although one fluted projectile point has 
been recovered in the Sacramento Valley near Thomes Creek. The Lower (8,550 B.C. to 5,550 
B.C.), Middle (5,550 B.C. to 550 B.C.), and Upper Archaic (550 B.C. to 1,100 A.D.) periods 
followed the Paleo-Indian period. The beginnings of a unique Central Valley adaptation occurred 
during the Middle Archaic period. During late prehistory in central California, the Emergent 
Occupation period (1,000 A.D. to the 1770s) was a time of technological development. Groups 
migrating west from eastern desert areas to California introduced technological advances that 
included ceramics, bows and arrows, projectile points, and the cremation of remains. This period 
saw the introduction of the bow and arrow, population growth, more complex settlement and 
political traditions, and the development of much larger permanent villages. 

Ethnographic Context 

The project area is located in the central portion of Sacramento County and south of the 
American River on the border of the historical territory of the Nisenan people, and the northern 
territory of the Plains (Eastern) Miwok people.  

The Nisenan lived in permanent villages along the American, Sacramento, Feather, Bear, and 
Yuba rivers. It is unclear which villages exercised the greatest influence in the region, but it is 
reported that the Nisenan village of Pusune, located at the mouth of the American River, was 
dominant in the project area. The closest village to the project site was the village of Sama. The 
larger villages, with populations of up to 500, exercised political control over the smaller 
surrounding villages. Villages were constructed on rises near rivers or streams.  

The Eastern Miwok village of Hulpumne, on the left bank of the Sacramento River, was closest 
to the project area (Levy 1978: 399). The Plains Miwok exhibited the highest population density 
of any other Native Californian tribe with approximately 400 persons per village and perhaps as 
many as 11,000 people in total (Levy 1978: 402).  

Historic-era Context 

The mid-sixteenth century saw the first European contact with indigenous groups throughout 
Southern California, and additional explorers had moved northward into the Sacramento region 
by 1772. Spanish missionaries and military personnel began to arrive in what was then called 
Alta California during the late eighteenth century. Between the founding of the first mission in 
northern California, Mission San Francisco de Asis (Mission Dolores) in 1776, and the last 
mission, the Sonoma Mission in 1834, the indigenous population in the region dwindled as the 
Spanish military and religious presence became permanent. California became part of Mexico in 
1821 and missions were secularized in 1833. 
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During the Mexican period, large tracts of land were granted to Mexican individuals, and the 
rancho system was established. The downtown Sacramento area is rich in historic features and 
includes portions of the old New Helvetia Land grant deeded to John Sutter by the Mexican 
government in 1841. Nearby historical features include Sutter’s Fort, travel routes, canneries, 
and various houses. 

During this period, cattle ranching superseded agricultural enterprises, restricting native tribal 
groups’ access to traditional hunting and gathering areas. The Mexican period was officially 
ended at the conclusion of the Mexican-American War in 1848. A profusion of European and 
American immigrants began to arrive in the region in 1849 as a result of the Gold Rush. After 
California became part of the Union in 1850, ranching, farming, and dairy activities became the 
mainstay of the California economy. The area around Sutter’s Fort and along the waterfront of 
the Sacramento River quickly urbanized in the 1850s. Sacramento eventually became the seat of 
state government in 1854 and has grown to merge with other cities and towns including that of 
the project area.  

4.3.3 Regulatory Framework 

Federal Regulations 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended, established the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), which contains an inventory of the nation’s significant 
prehistoric and historic properties. Under 36 CFR 60, a property is recommended for possible 
inclusion on the NRHP if it is at least 50 years old, has integrity, and meets one of the following 
criteria: 

 It is associated with significant events in history, or broad patterns of events. 

 It is associated with significant people in the past. 

 It embodies the distinctive characteristics of an architectural type, period, or method of 
construction; or it is the work of a master or possesses high artistic value; or it represents 
a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual 
distinction. 

 It has yielded, or may yield, information important in history or prehistory. 

Certain types of properties are usually excluded from consideration for listing in the NRHP, but 
they can be considered if they meet special requirements in addition to meeting the criteria listed 
above. Such properties include religious sites, relocated properties, graves and cemeteries, 
reconstructed properties, commemorative properties, and properties that have achieved 
significance within the past 50 years. 
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State 

California Register of Historical Resources (CR) 

As defined by Section 15064.5(a)(3)(A-D) of the CEQA Guidelines, a resource shall be 
considered historically significant if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California 
Register of Historical Resources (CR). The CR and many local preservation ordinances have 
employed the criteria for eligibility to the NRHP as a model, since the NHPA provides the 
highest standard for evaluating the significance of historic resources. A resource that meets the 
NRHP criteria is clearly significant. In addition, a resource that does not meet the NRHP 
standards may still be considered historically significant at a local or state level. 

California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (California 

Health & Safety Code Section 8010 et seq.) 

The California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act establishes a state 
repatriation policy consistent with and facilitates implementation of the federal Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. The act strives to ensure that all California Native 
American human remains and cultural items are treated with dignity and respect, and asserts 
intent for the state to provide mechanisms for aiding California Native American tribes, 
including non-federally recognized tribes. 

Local 

City of Sacramento General Plan 2030 

Goal HCR 2.1 Identification and Preservation of Historic and Cultural Resources: Identify 
and preserve the city’s historic and cultural resources to enrich our sense of place and our 
understanding of the city’s prehistory and history. 

Policy HCR 2.1.3: Consultation. The City shall consult with the appropriate 
organizations and individuals (e.g., Information Centers of the California Historical 
Resources Information System (CHRIS), the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC), and Native American groups and individuals) to minimize potential impacts to 
historic and cultural resources. 

Policy HCR 2.1.15: Archaeological Resources. The City shall develop or ensure 
compliance with protocols that protect or mitigate impacts to archaeological, historic, and 
cultural resources including prehistoric resources. 

City of Sacramento Historic Preservation Ordinance (Title 12.64.040) 

City of Sacramento has a historic preservation ordinance. This ordinance provides for the 
protection, enhancement, and perpetuation of significant cultural resources within the City. The 
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ordinance provides the statutory framework for local preservation decisions. In particular, 
Municipal Code Section 17.134.280 states that no permit shall be issued for, and no person shall 
commence construction of, or otherwise undertake, a development project as defined in this 
Municipal Code Section unless and until an application for preservation review of the proposed 
project is reviewed and approved or conditionally approved as required. 

4.3.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines; applicable agency plans, policies and/or 
guidelines, and agency and professional standards, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact on cultural resources if it would: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined 
in Section 15064.5;  

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5; 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature; and 

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) defines a “substantial adverse change” to a historical 
resource as: “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. The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project 
demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical 
resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for 
inclusion in, the CR or in registers meeting the definitions in Public Resources Code 5020.1(k) 
or 5024.1(g). 

Analysis Methodology 

This section is based on the information contained in the Cultural Resources Assessment 
prepared for the project site and included in this EIR as Appendix D. The Area of Potential 
Effect (APE) for the Cultural Resources Assessment included the entire project site (see 
Figure 2). Below is a summary of the investigations performed for the Cultural Resources 
Assessment: 

Native American Consultation 

On August 27, 2012, URS sent a letter to the NAHC to request their review of the Sacred Lands 
File. The NAHC responded August 28, 2012, stating no sacred lands had been identified in the 
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project area. The NAHC also provided a list of Native American individuals/organizations that 
may have knowledge of cultural resources in the project area. Correspondence with the NAHC is 
included in Appendix D of this document. 

Archival Research 

An archival records search was conducted at the NCIC, an affiliate of the California Historical 
Resources Information System, located at California State University, Sacramento. The records 
search was performed July 19, 2012. The results of the records search are included Appendix D.  

Pedestrian Survey 

An intensive pedestrian survey of the entire APE was conducted July 23, 2012, by URS 
archaeologists Ben Elliott and Christopher Peske. The APE was surveyed using 15-meter 
transect intervals. During the survey, the ground surface was inspected for evidence of 
prehistoric and historic-era use, including evidence of topographic disturbance, soil 
discoloration, charcoal, modified bone or stone, and exotic materials.  

Impacts and Mitigation 

IMPACTS TO KNOWN HISTORICAL OR ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact 4.3-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a known 
historical or unique archaeological resource. 

Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

General Discussion 

Review of the records and literature indicated that the project area had not been surveyed 
previously. The search did not identify any previously recorded cultural resources with the APE. 
One recorded prehistoric isolate had been previously identified within a¼-mile of the APE which 
is a single stone tool production waste flake also known as debitage.   
 
The features and artifacts at the project site do not meet the eligibility criteria for listing on the 
CR. The site does not have any structures and fill material lack association with events that have 
made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of the history of Sacramento County, 
California, or the United States. Though the fill material is temporally discrete it appears to 
consist of debris typical of small communities. Use of the project site as a dump site appears to 
have ended prior to urbanization of this portion of the City of Sacramento and would have been 
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on the City’s outskirts (CIWMB 2004). Such dump sites were most often located in areas 
considered to be of little value. 
 
While small solid waste dump sites were more common before the 20th century, use of the 
project site for dumping is of a relatively recent date. It is therefore not associated with the early 
pioneer period of Sacramento County. The artifacts that occur within the project site were 
imported from various locales within the southern Sacramento area and are not associated with 
any particular family or event. The site is not clearly associated with the lives of persons 
important to our past. The artifacts deposited within the project site represent numerous 
households and businesses within the southern Sacramento area; however, given the burning and 
extensive mixing, there is no way to directly associate any of the materials with a particular 
person or place.  
 
The project site does not include features or artifacts that would yield information important in 
history. Though there are artifacts deposited within the dump that are older than 50 years, they 
consist primarily of typical domestic refuse and do not represent unique types of artifacts. In 
addition, much of the deposited materials lack physical integrity, having been incinerated to 
reduce volume and subsequently crushed by the dumping of used road construction material such 
as asphalt and concrete. Furthermore, the depth of disturbance at the dump (depth of 24 feet) 
suggests that any prehistoric deposits that may have once been present in the current APE were 
destroyed during use of the location as a dump site, and such subsurface materials likely no 
longer exist intact in the immediate project site. 
 
The project site does not meet eligibility requirements for listing on the CR given its lack of 
integrity. No further cultural resources consideration or treatment is recommended for the project 
site and impacts to any known historical or archaeological resources would be less than 
significant. 

 

IMPACTS TO UNKNOWN HISTORICAL OR ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact 4.3-2: Implementation of the proposed project could cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an as-yet 
undiscovered/unrecorded historical resource or unique 
archaeological resource. 

Significance before Mitigation: Potentially significant. 

Mitigation: See Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 below. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant. 
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General Discussion 

While the cultural resources survey did not identify any known cultural resources, there is 
always the possibility that ground-disturbing activities during project development could 
potentially impact previously unknown prehistoric or historic archaeological resources. 
Prehistoric materials will most likely include obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., 
projectile points, knives, choppers), toolmaking debris, or milling equipment, such as mortars 
and pestles. Historic-era materials might include remains of agricultural implements; stone or 
concrete footings and walls; and deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse. As such, 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 requires standard inadvertent discovery procedures to be implemented 
in the event that subsurface archaeological resources are encountered during construction. With 
the implementation of mitigation, impacts would be reduced to a less-than–significant level. 

Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2: If potentially significant archaeological resources are encountered 
during subsurface excavation activities, all construction activities within a 50-foot radius of the 
resource shall cease until a qualified archaeologist determines whether the resource requires 
further study. CalRecycle shall require that the applicant include a standard inadvertent 
discovery clause in every construction contract to inform contractors of this requirement. Any 
previously undiscovered resources found during construction shall be recorded on appropriate 
Department of Parks and Recreation forms and evaluated for significance in terms of CEQA 
criteria by a qualified archaeologist. If the resource is determined to be significant under CEQA, 
CalRecycle and a qualified archaeologist shall determine whether preservation in place is 
feasible. Such preservation in place is the preferred mitigation. If such preservation is infeasible, 
the qualified archaeologist shall prepare and implement a research design and archaeological 
data recovery plan for the resource. The archaeologist shall also conduct appropriate technical 
analyses, prepare a comprehensive written report and file it with the North Central Information 
Center, and provide for the permanent curation of the recovered materials. 
 

IMPACTS TO UNKNOWN PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact 4.3-3: Implementation of the proposed project could cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an as-yet 
undiscovered/unrecorded paleontological resource or unique 
archaeological resource. 

Significance before Mitigation: Potentially significant. 

Mitigation: See Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 below. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant. 
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General Discussion 

Although a record search for paleontological resources was not conducted for this project, 
impacts to significant paleontological resources in undisturbed surface or subsurface Pleistocene 
sediments are considered nominal, due to the floodplain conditions associated with the project 
area. In addition, no paleontological resources were discovered during the course of the field 
survey. Nonetheless, the possibility exists that subsurface construction activities may encounter 
previously undiscovered paleontological resources. Therefore, this would be a potentially 
significant impact. As such, Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 requires standard inadvertent discovery 
procedures to be implemented in the event that subsurface paleontological resources are 
encountered during construction. With the implementation of mitigation, impacts would be 
reduced to a less-than–significant level. 

Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-3: In the event that plant or animal fossils are discovered during 
subsurface excavation activities for the proposed project, all excavation within 50 feet of the 
fossil shall cease until a qualified paleontologist has determined the significance of the find and 
provides recommendations in accordance with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards. If 
the find is determined to be significant and CalRecycle determines that avoidance is not feasible, 
the paleontologist shall design and implement a data recovery plan consistent with the Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology standards. The plan shall be incorporated into the project. 
 

IMPACTS TO HUMAN REMAINS 

Impact 4.3-4: Implementation of the proposed project may cause 
disturbance to human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries. 

Significance before Mitigation: Potentially significant. 

Mitigation: See Mitigation Measure 4.3-4 below. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant. 

General Discussion 

There are no known burial sites within the project area. The pedestrian survey did not find any 
evidence of human remains or burial goods within the project area. However, the possibility 
exists that ground disturbance activities may encounter previously undiscovered human remains. 
Accordingly, this is a potentially significant impact. As such, Mitigation Measure 4.3-4 requires 
standard inadvertent discovery procedures to be implemented in the event that human remains 
are encountered during construction. With the implementation of mitigation, impacts would be 
reduced to a less-than–significant level. 
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Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4: If human remains are encountered, work should halt in the vicinity 
of the remains and, as required by law, the Sacramento County Coroner should be notified 
immediately. If human remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours of that determination. Pursuant 
to California Public Resources Code 5097.98, the NAHC, in turn, will immediately contact an 
individual who is most likely descended from the remains (aka: a Most Likely Descendent, 
MLD). The MLD has 48 hours to inspect the site and recommend treatment of the remains. 
CalRecycle is obligated to work with the MLD in good faith to find a respectful resolution to the 
situation and entertain all reasonable options regarding the descendants' preferences for 
treatment. 
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4.4 Geology and Soils 

4.4.1 Introduction 

This section describes the existing geology and soils setting of the project site, and evaluates 
whether the proposed project would result in adverse effects related to earthquakes, seismic 
ground shaking, landslides, liquefaction, soil erosion, or loss of topsoil. The analysis also 
determines whether the project site is located on unstable or expansive soils. 

No public or agency comments related to geology and soils were received during the scoping 
period in response to the NOP. 

4.4.2 Environmental Setting 

Regional Setting 

Geology 

The City of Sacramento lies within the Great Valley in central California. Surrounded by the 
Sierra Nevada to the east, the Tehachapi Mountains to the south, coastal range to the west, and 
the Cascade Range to the north, the northern portion of the valley, the Sacramento Valley, is 
drained by the Sacramento River, and the southern portion, the San Joaquin Valley, is drained by 
the San Joaquin River. The topography is mostly flat with a gradual slope that rises from almost 
sea level in the south to about 75 feet above sea level in the north. 

Seismicity 

While the entire state of California is typically seismically active, there are no known faults 
within the greater Sacramento region (City of Sacramento 2009a). Thus, the Sacramento Valley 
typically does not experience strong groundshaking from earthquakes. However, there are some 
isolated areas in the city of Sacramento that, because of their soils or other conditions, may result 
in damage caused by seismic activity. The City has experienced groundshaking from the faults in 
the Foothills fault zone which runs through El Dorado and Amador Counties and includes the 
Bear Mountain and New Melones faults to the east, and the Midland fault to the west. The 
Dunnigan Hills fault, located roughly 25 miles northwest of Sacramento, is another fault that 
may potentially affect the Sacramento area. Seismic-induced dam failure resulting in flooding 
could also be a concern in the Sacramento area. Section 4.5 Hydrology and Water Quality 
discusses the potential for this type of hazard.  

Proposed Project Setting 

Geology and Topography 

The proposed project site is underlain with soils designated San Joaquin Urban land complex, 
0 to 2 percent slopes by the Natural Resource Conservation Service. These soils are moderately 
well drained soils that are moderately deep over a cemented hardpan (USDA 2013a; 2013b). An 
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abandoned quarry that subsequently was used as a burn and dump site, the project site has been 
filled over time with undetermined soils and refuse. The project site is level, as is the area around 
the site. 

Expansive Soils 

Expansive soils increase in volume when saturated with water and shrink when dried. Building 
foundations that are exposed to constant shrink-swell movement can crack or distort resulting in 
an unsafe structure. There are no structures on the project site. 

Geologic Hazards 

Soil Erosion 

Soil erosion takes place when soil and rock are worn away by weather, wind, or water. Building 
foundations and infrastructure can be damaged by excessive soil erosion. The project site is 
currently exposed and bare of structures. Typically, once the soils are graded and vegetated such 
as would be done for the project, the potential of soil erosion is significantly reduced. 

Landslides 

Landslides are the rapid downward or outward movement of rock, earth, or artificial fill on a 
slope. Typically, landslides can be a potentially significant hazard where slopes exceed a 
gradient of about 50 percent. Slope instability can sometimes occur on less steep slopes, but the 
risk is typically much lower. Landslides are unlikely on level ground such as area in and around 
the project site. 

Ground Surface Rupture Due To Faulting 

Earthquakes are caused by slippage along faults, or cracks, in the earth’s crust. Where the fault 
intersects the ground surface, this slippage causes offset of the ground surface that can damage or 
destroy structures placed over the fault. There are no faults in the project area, therefore the 
potential for ground surface rupture on the project site is remote. 

Seismic Shaking Hazard 

Seismic shaking occurs as a result of an earthquake and could result in the damage or collapse of 
buildings and other structures depending upon the distance from the epicenter and the magnitude 
of the earthquake. There are no known earthquake faults in the project area, and there are no 
structures on the project site. Seismic shaking hazards on the project site are unlikely. 

Liquefaction 

Liquefaction is caused by water-saturated sediment which temporarily loses strength and 
becomes fluid. It is most commonly caused by ground shaking due to earthquakes. 
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Lateral Spread 

Lateral spread is the movement of near-surface soil, generally along a near-surface liquefiable 
layer. It can occur on flat to gently sloping ground, and is particularly common near the free 
surface of gullies or channels, or where groundwater is shallow. The lower ground surface in a 
channel provides a point of release for the increased pressure of liquefaction, causing the surface 
layer to move laterally toward the channel.  

4.4.3 Regulatory Framework 

State 

Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed by the State of California in 1972 to 
mitigate the hazard of surface faulting to structures for human occupancy. The purpose of the act 
is to prevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy over the surface trace of 
active faults. The Act requires the State Geologist to establish regulatory zones (known as 
Earthquake Fault Zones) around the surface traces of active faults, and to issue appropriate maps. 
Local agencies must regulate most development projects within the zones. Before a project can 
be permitted, cities and counties must require a geologic investigation to demonstrate that 
proposed buildings will not be constructed across active faults. If an active fault is found, a 
structure for human occupancy cannot be placed over the trace of the fault, and must be set back 
from the fault (generally 50 feet), although local agencies can be more restrictive than State law 
requires (Bryant and Hart, 2007). There are no Alquist-Priolo fault zones in the project area. 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (SHMA) was passed to address non-surface fault rupture 
earthquake hazards, including strong ground shaking, liquefaction, and seismically induced 
landslides, in order to mitigate seismic hazards, thereby protecting public health and safety. In 
accordance with the SHMA, the State Department of Conservation provides local governments 
with seismic hazard zone maps that identify areas susceptible to various seismic hazards; for 
example, amplified shaking, liquefaction, and earthquake-induced landslides or other ground 
failures. Site-specific geotechnical hazard investigations are required by SHMA when 
construction projects fall within these areas. No part of the project area is located in a currently 
designated State Seismic Hazard Mapping Program zone (California Geological Survey, 2007). 

California Building Code 

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, formerly known as the Uniform Building Code 
and now known as the California Building Code (CBC), sets forth minimum requirements for 
building design and construction for public buildings and for a large percentage of private 
buildings. In the context of earthquake hazards, the CBC design standards have a primary 
objective of ensuring public safety and a secondary goal of minimizing property damage and 
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maintaining function during and following a seismic event. The CBC prescribes seismic design 
criteria for different types of structures, and provides methods to obtain ground motion inputs. 
The CBC also requires analysis of liquefaction potential, slope instability, differential settlement, 
and surface displacement due to faulting or lateral spreading for various categories of 
construction. Recognizing that the risk of severe seismic ground motion varies from place to 
place, the CBC seismic code provisions vary depending on location (Seismic Zones 0, 1, 2, 3, 
and 4—with 0  the least stringent and 4 the most stringent). The City of Sacramento is located in 
Seismic Zone 3. 

Local 

Sacramento County Multi‐Hazard Mitigation Plan 

The overall purpose of this plan is to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to people and property 
from natural hazards and their effects. It functions as the Floodplain Management Plan for the 
County as well as the City of Sacramento. It identifies hazards and assesses risk for all hazards 
that could impact the County and recommends action items for reducing impacts from potential 
disasters. 

City of Sacramento General Plan 2030 

Goal EC 1.1 Hazards Risk Reduction: Protect lives and property from seismic and geologic 
hazards and adverse soil conditions. 

Policy EC 1.1: Review Standards. The City shall regularly review and enforce all 
seismic and geologic safety standards and require the use of best management practices 
(BMPs) in site design and building construction methods.  

Policy EC 1.1.2: Geotechnical Investigations. The City shall require geotechnical 
investigations to determine the potential for ground rupture, ground-shaking, and 
liquefaction due to seismic events, as well as expansive soils and subsidence problems on 
sites where these hazards are potentially present. 

City of Sacramento City Code 

Chapter 15.20, California Building Code 

This chapter adopts the California Building Code and includes local amendments specific to the 
City of Sacramento. All construction projects are required to comply with the Code and the 
Amendments to the Code.  

Chapter 15.88, Grading and Erosion and Sediment Control 

The purpose of this ordinance is for regulating grading on property to safeguard life, limb, 
health, property and the public welfare; to avoid pollution of watercourses with nutrients, 
sediments, or other materials generated or caused by surface water runoff; to comply with the 
city’s national pollution discharge elimination system (NPDES) Permit issued by the California 
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regional water quality control board; and to ensure that the intended use of a graded site within 
the City limits is consistent with the city general plan, any specific plans adopted thereto and all 
applicable city ordinances and regulations. The grading ordinance is intended to control all 
aspects of grading operations within the City.  

4.4.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines; applicable agency plans, policies, and/or 
guidelines; and agency and professional standards, the proposed project would cause a 
significant impact related to geology and soils if it would: 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including substantial 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault; 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking; 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or 

iv. landslides 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; 

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse; 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property; and 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater. 

Analysis Methodology 

The project site’s soil characteristics determine the potential for geological impacts that could 
occur. The City of Sacramento General Plan (City of Sacramento 2009b), publicly available 
maps and reports prepared by the California Geological Survey (California Geological Survey 
2013), and the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) (USDA 2013a; 2013b) were reviewed to determine the proposed project’s 
potential for geological impacts. 
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The proposed project does not include the construction of any structures and involves only the 
placement of a clean soil cap over what is now a potentially unsafe site. The proposed project 
would not result in impacts related to the following criteria as stated below, and these topics will 
not be discussed further in this EIR: 

a.i. Fault Rupture: There are no active faults that have experienced surface displacement in the 
project area. Therefore, the potential for fault rupture to affect the proposed project site is 
remote.  

a.ii. Strong Seismic Ground Shaking: The proposed project does not propose any structure or a 
use that would expose people to ground shaking hazards. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not have the potential for substantial adverse effects on structures or people, including substantial 
risk of loss, injury, or death from strong seismic ground shaking. 

a.iii and iv. Liquefaction or Landslides: The project site and surrounding area is level 
therefore, the potential for landslides and liquefaction is low. Further, the project does not 
propose any structures or a use that would expose people to liquefaction or landslides. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not have the potential for substantial adverse effects on structures or 
people, including substantial risk of loss, injury, or death from liquefaction or landslides. 

c and d. Unstable or Expansive Soils: The soils mapped in the project area are San Joaquin 
series soil that exhibit shrink-swell and expansive characteristics that make them unsuitable for 
urban uses such as building foundations (USDA 2013a; 2013b). The proposed project would not 
construct any structures on the project site. The project would grade the existing soils to create a 
low mound with a five-foot rise, and place a 15-inch-thick clean soil cap over the existing soils. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse of the project and would not create substantial risks to life or 
property. 

e. Soils incapable of supporting septic tanks or wastewater disposal systems: The project 
does not propose the use of septic tanks or wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not have an impact on this topic. 

Impacts and Mitigation 

SOIL EROSION 

Impact 4.4-1: The proposed project could result in substantial soil erosion or 
the loss of topsoil. 

Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 
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General Discussion 

Soil erosion in the context of Geology and Soils focuses on the potential for excessive or 
accelerated erosion to damage building foundations. Erosion could occur during the construction 
phase of the project when the project site is graded.  

Because the project site is larger than one acre, it would require a General Construction 
Stormwater Permit (General Construction Permit), also referred to as the General Permit, from 
the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). This permit requires the development and 
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which would include best 
management practices (BMPs) to control erosion associated with grading and other ground 
disturbing activities. With implementation of the BMPs required by the permit, the potential for 
soil erosion is significantly reduced. 

The proposed project when completed would be a pervious mound on the project site that 
improves drainage and prevents soil erosion compared to the existing conditions. The proposed 
project would not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil and the impact would be less 
than significant. 
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4.5 Hydrology and Water Quality 

4.5.1 Introduction 

This section describes the hydrology and water quality currently existing at the project site and 
the potential effects from project implementation on the project site and its surrounding area. A 
report that includes a Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan and Hydrologic and Hydraulic 
Evaluation for the proposed project was conducted in November 2012 and is included in 
Appendix E of this report. 

The following comment related to hydrology and water quality was received during the public 
scoping period in response to the NOP: 

 The EIR should analyze storm water runoff during construction.  

4.5.2 Environmental Setting 

Climate 

The City of Sacramento lies in the northern portion of California’s Central Valley and enjoys a 
Mediterranean climate characterized by damp to wet, mild winters and hot, dry summers. 
Precipitation occurs mostly as rain during the months of November through March. Average 
annual precipitation is approximately 17.4 inches, with the majority of the precipitation falling 
between November and March. The average temperature varies between approximately 46 
degrees Fahrenheit (°F) in January and December to 76°F in the July. Table 4.5-1, Summary of 
Climatological Data for Sacramento, summarizes the climatological data for the region. 

Table 4.5-1.  Summary of Climatological Data for Sacramento, CA 

 Annual Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

Average 
Temperature 
(°F) 

61 46 51 54 59 65 71 76 75 72 64 53 46 

Average 
Precipitation 
(Inches) 

17.4 3.7 2.8 2.6 1.2 0.4 0.1 --- 0.1 0.3 0.9 2.2 2.8 

(Source: Weatherbase 2013) 
 

Watershed and Surface Water Features 

The project site is located within the 27,000-square-mile Sacramento River Watershed. The 
Sacramento River Basin is bounded by the Sierra Nevada to the east, the Coast Ranges to the 
west, the Cascade Range and Trinity Mountains to the north, and the Sacramento – San Joaquin 
Rivers Delta to the southeast. Six small tributaries of the Sacramento River pass through and 
provide drainage for the city of Sacramento. These tributaries are Dry Creek, Magpie Creek, and 
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Arcade Creek in the northern portion of the city (north of the American River), and Morrison 
Creek, Elder Creek, and Laguna Creek in the southern portion of the city (south of the American 
River). Forty miles south of the Sacramento area, the Sacramento River joins the San Joaquin 
River, which drains into the San Francisco Bay (City of Sacramento 2009a). 
 
The project site is located in the south portion of the City of Sacramento, California and is 
bounded by Morrison Creek to the north; 63rd Street to the west; parcels fronting Elder Creek 
Road to the south, and 65th Street Expressway to the east. The project site is on the United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) “Sacramento East” 7.5’ quadrangle within the southeast ¼ of Section 
28, Township 8 North, Range 5 East. 

Drainage 

The project site is relatively flat open ground covered in wild grass and miscellaneous debris. 
Under existing conditions, the stormwater collects in numerous small depressions on the site. 
Any infiltration that happens under existing conditions passes through the waste area. During 
extreme events, it is likely that some runoff flows into the ditch along the south side of Morrison 
Creek. 

Flooding 

The Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM Map Number 06067C0195H, effective date August 16, 
2012) indicates that the entire project site is currently designated as Zone X. Zone X is the flood 
insurance rate zone that corresponds to areas outside the 100-year floodplain, areas of 100-year 
sheet flow flooding where average depths are less than one foot, areas of 100-year stream 
flooding where the contributing drainage area is less than one square mile, or areas protected 
from the 100-year flood by levees. Morrison Creek is located to the north of the project site and 
functions primarily as a lined drainage canal managed by the City of Sacramento. 

Watershed and Surface Water Features 

The Sacramento River has been classified by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (CVRWQCB) as having numerous beneficial uses, including providing municipal, 
agricultural, and recreational water supply. Other beneficial uses include freshwater habitat, 
spawning grounds, wildlife habitat, and navigation. Morrison Creek is one of six creeks that 
provides drainage for the City of Sacramento and drains into the Sacramento River. Ambient 
water quality in the Sacramento River is influenced by numerous natural and artificial sources, 
including soil erosion, discharges from industrial and residential wastewater plants, stormwater 
runoff, agriculture, recreation activities, mining, timber harvesting, and flora and fauna. 
The reaches of the Sacramento River that flows through the Sacramento urban area are 
considered impaired for certain fish consumption and aquatic habitat and are listed on the EPA 
approved 2006 section 303(d) list of water quality limited segments. The Sacramento River is 
listed as impaired under the 303(d) list for mercury and unknown toxicity. 
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Groundwater 

The project site lies within the South American Subbasin, which is part of the Sacramento Valley 
Groundwater Basin. The South American Subbasin has a surface area of 388 square miles. The 
subbasin is drained by the San Joaquin River and several of its major tributaries, including the 
Stanislaus, Calaveras, and Mokelumne rivers. Waterbearing formations of significance in this 
subbasin include younger alluvium, older alluvium, and Miocene/Pliocene volcanics (DWR 
2004).  

Groundwater underlying the City’s service area generally meets primary and secondary drinking 
water standards for municipal water use, and is described as being calcium–magnesium-
bicarbonate type water, with minor fractions of sodium-magnesium-bicarbonate. However, the 
South American Subbasin has higher concentrations of iron, manganese, and total dissolved 
solids (TDS) than the North American Subbasin (City of Sacramento 2009a). As described in 
DWR Bulletin 118, groundwater elevations within the entire South American Subbasin have, in 
general, consistently declined by approximately 20 feet from the mid-1960’s to about 1980, but 
recovered by about 10 feet from 1980 to 1983, where water levels remained stable until the 1987 
to 1992 drought. During the drought, water levels declined by about 15 feet, but recovered to 
levels higher than those observed prior to the drought by 2000 (City of Sacramento 2006). At the 
project site, water was encountered throughout the site at approximately 12 to 15 feet (CIWMB 
2004).  

4.5.3 Regulatory Framework 

Federal Regulations 

Clean Water Act and NPDES Permits 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the primary surface water protection legislation in the nation. 
The CWA employs a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory tools to restore and maintain the 
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of surface waters. Tools include establishing water 
quality standards, issuing permits, monitoring discharges, and managing polluted runoff.  

Section 402 of the CWA mandates that certain types of construction activity comply with the 
requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater 
permit program. The Phase II Rule, issued in 1999, requires that construction activities that 
disturb land equal to or greater than one acre require permitting under the NPDES program. In 
California, permitting occurs under the General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated 
with Construction Activity, issued to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), 
implemented and enforced by the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). 
Effective July 1, 2010, all dischargers whose projects includes clearing, grading or stockpiling 
activities expected to disturb one or more acres of soil are required to obtain compliance under 
the NPDES Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ. 
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This General Permit requires all dischargers, where construction activity disturbs one or more 
acres, to take the following measures: 

 Develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to include a 
site map(s) of existing and proposed building and roadway footprints, drainage patterns 
and storm water collection and discharge points, and pre- and post-project topography; 

 Describe types and placement of Best Management Practices (BMPs) in the SWPPP that 
will be used to protect storm water quality. 

 Provide a visual and chemical (if non-visible pollutants are expected) monitoring 
program for implementation upon BMP failure; and 

 Provide a sediment monitoring plan if the area discharges directly to a water body listed 
on the 303(d) list for sediment. 

National Flood Insurance Program 

FEMA is responsible for determining flood elevations and floodplain boundaries and distributing 
FIRMs, which are used in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). Areas of special flood 
hazard (those subject to inundation by a 100-year flood) are identified by FEMA FIRMs. The 
NFIP mandates that development cannot occur within the regulatory floodplain (typically the 
100-year floodplain) if that development results in an increase of more than one foot in flood 
elevation. In addition, development is not allowed in delineated floodways within the regulatory 
floodplain. 

State 

California Department of Water Resources (DWR) 

The Department of Water Resources is a state agency that constructs and operates regional-scale 
flood protection systems in partnership with US Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) and local 
agencies. DWR provides technical, financial, and emergency response assistance related to flood 
hazard and safety to local agencies and evaluates maintenance of federal project levees by local 
reclamation and levee districts. On February 24, 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger 
declared a state of emergency for California’s levee system. Soon after, he signed Executive 
Order S-01-06 directing DWR, with the assistance of the USACE, to develop a State Levees 
Team that would identify and repair eroded levee sites on the state-federal project levee system 
to prevent catastrophic flooding and loss of life. A total of 33 critical erosion sites were 
identified on the levee systems in the northern Central Valley. The 29 identified critical erosion 
sites were located in six counties: Colusa, Sacramento, Solano, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba. These 
critical erosion sites were repaired in 2007 to achieve regional flood damage reduction levels. As 
part of its mission, DWR has responded to requests from various local agencies to survey and 
document erosion damage at a number of additional proposed sites. DWR has committed to 
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assisting local agencies in determining the best way to accomplish any needed repairs, the 
funding mechanisms available, and the responsible agency to take the lead. 

Local 

City of Sacramento Municipal Code 

The City of Sacramento Municipal Code includes several measures regarding stormwater 
management, flood protection, and water quality. The most relevant measures to the proposed 
project are summarized below: 

Stormwater Management and Discharge Control  

The City Stormwater Management and Control Code (City Code Section 13.28.020) establishes 
protection and promotion of the health, safety and general welfare of the citizens of the city by 
controlling non-stormwater discharges to the stormwater conveyance system; by eliminating 
discharges to the stormwater conveyance system from- spills, dumping, or disposal of materials 
other than stormwater; and by reducing pollutants in urban stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable. The Code is intended to assist in the protection and enhancement of 
the water quality of watercourses, water bodies, and wetlands in a manner pursuant to and 
consistent with the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act, 33 USC Section 1251 
et seq.), Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code Section 13000 et 
seq.) and NPDES Permit No. CAS082597, as such permit is amended and/or renewed. (Ord. 
2004-042 § 1; Ord. 98-007 § 1; prior code § 87.01.102). 

Section 13.16.120 encourages any business in the city engaged in activities that may result in a 
non-stormwater discharge to develop and implement an SWPPP that must include an employee 
training program. Business activities that may require a stormwater pollution prevention plan 
include, but are not limited to, maintenance, storage, manufacturing, assembly, equipment 
operations, vehicle loading or fueling, and cleanup procedures that are carried out partially or 
wholly outdoors. 

4.5.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, applicable agency plans, policies, and/or 
guidelines, and agency and professional standards, the proposed project would impact hydrology 
and water quality if it would: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level; 
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c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; 

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; 

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows; 

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; 

j. Inundate by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

Analysis Methodology 

The proposed project as outlined in Chapter 3, Project Description, does not include the 
construction of any structures and involves only the placement of a clean soil cap over what is 
now a potentially unsafe site. The proposed project would not result in impacts related to the 
following criteria as stated below, and these topics would not be discussed further in this EIR: 

b. Groundwater Recharge: The proposed project would not result in impervious surfaces and 
therefore, would not change existing groundwater recharge conditions. The proposed project 
would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level. 

g. and h. Place Housing/Structures Within 100-year Flood: The proposed project does not 
include construction of any structures. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people 
to flood risk or impede or redirect flood flows.  

i. Failure of Levee or Dam: The project site lies within the Folsom Dam inundation area 
(County of Sacramento, 2011). However, the proposed project does not include construction of 
any structures. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to 
significant risk of loss, injury or death as a result of dam or levee failure.  

j. Inundate by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow: Morrison Creek lies to the north of the project 
site and functions primarily as a lined drainage canal. This precludes the possibility of a seiche 
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inundating the project site. The project area is more than 80 miles east of the Pacific Ocean, a 
condition that rules out the possibility of inundation by tsunami. There are no steep slopes that 
would be susceptible to a mudflow in the project vicinity, nor are there any volcanically active 
features that could produce a mudflow in the City of Sacramento. No impacts would occur. 

Impacts and Mitigation 

CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE IMPACTS 

Impact 4.5-1: Construction activities associated with the proposed project 
have the potential to degrade water quality due to the release 
of sediments and contaminants. 

Significance before Mitigation: Potentially significant. 

Mitigation: See Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 below. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant. 

General Discussion 

Construction activities have the potential to directly introduce sediment and other pollutants into 
surface water and Morrison Creek, potentially degrading water quality. Temporary stockpiles of 
sediment or other materials also have the potential to erode and be carried into the stormwater 
system and waterways. Construction activities would likely involve the use of gasoline and 
diesel-powered vehicles and equipment that pose a potential risk of accidental fuel and related 
chemical releases that could enter the drainage system and degrade water quality. BMPs would 
need to be implemented and maintained just before and during any project construction activities 
to protect surface water in the drainages and Morrison Creek during all earthwork activities. Any 
construction project that would result in the disturbance of more than one acre is required by the 
SWRCB to obtain a NPDES Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ permit prior 
to project initiation. As part of the NPDES permit, the project applicant must prepare and 
implement a SWPPP (see Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 below). The SWPPP must identify potential 
sources of pollution that are reasonably expected to affect the quality of stormwater discharges 
and identify, locate, and implement BMPs to ensure reduction of these pollutants during storm 
events. The SWPPP must include a monitoring plan for either visual or chemical monitoring 
depending upon the types of pollutants expected. The implementation of the SWPPP would 
avoid or mitigate runoff pollutants at the construction sites to the “maximum extent practicable.” 
The impact related to construction-phase water quality degradation would be less than significant 
with mitigation. 
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Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1:  

If applicable, CalRecycle shall prepare a Notice of Intent (NOI) to be submitted to the Central 
Coast Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, which indicates the intent to comply with 
the Statewide NPDES General Construction Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ) prior to 
construction being initiated. Prior to submittal of the NOI, CalRecycle shall prepare a SWPPP to 
comply with the Statewide NPDES General Construction Permit. The SWPPP shall include but 
will not be limited to the following elements: 

 Temporary erosion control measures shall be employed for disturbed areas. 

 No disturbed surfaces shall be left without erosion control measures in place during the 
winter and spring months. 

 Sediment shall be retained onsite by a system of sediment basins, traps, or other 
appropriate measures. 

 The construction contractor shall prepare a plan for the handling of hazardous materials 
on the construction site to eliminate or reduce discharge of materials to storm drains. 

 BMP performance and effectiveness shall be determined either by visual means where 
applicable (e.g., observation of above-normal sediment release), or by actual water 
sampling in cases where verification of contaminant reduction or elimination (such as 
inadvertent petroleum release) is required by the RWQCB to determine adequacy of the 
measure.  

 In the event of significant construction delays or delays in final landscape installation, 
native grasses or other appropriate vegetative cover shall be established on the 
construction site as soon as possible after disturbance, as an interim erosion control 
measure throughout the wet season. 

If the NOI and SWPPP are not applicable to the Project, CalRecycle will implement standard 
erosion control and water pollution control best management practices during construction.  
Construction best management practices, will include those activities listed above under the 
SWPPP and will also include but will not be limited to the following types of measures:  
scheduling of activities, prohibitions of certain practices, general good housekeeping practices, 
pollution prevention and education practices, construction procedures, and other management 
practices to prevent or reduce to the maximum extent practicable the discharge of pollutants 
directly or indirectly to waters of the United States. Best management practices also include 
treatment requirements, operating procedures, and practices to control construction site runoff, 
spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal, and drainage from materials storage areas. 
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DRAINAGE IMPACTS 

Impact 4.5-2: The proposed project would alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or result in substantial erosion or 
siltation or flooding on- or off-site, or which could exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems, 
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

General Discussion 

Currently the stormwater collects in numerous small depressions throughout the project area. 
Any onsite infiltration under existing conditions passes through the waste area below. During 
extreme precipitation events, it is likely that excess runoff would flow from the bioswales into 
the drainage ditch along the south side of Morrison Creek levee. The proposed drainage design 
would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern, and therefore would not create a 
condition that would result in erosion, or a violation of water quality standards, or discharges 
requirements. Stormwater would sheet flow to the perimeter of the capped waste area and collect 
in the sloped bioswales at the perimeter of the proposed soil cap and flow to the northwest 
portion of the project area. This design would reduce the potential for groundwater 
contamination since any post-project infiltration would occur outside the Waring’s Dump waste 
area.  

The 100-year, 24-hour event was used as the proposed project’s design storm to apply the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District, Hydrologic Engineering Center (HEC) Flood 
Hydrograph Program (HEC-1). The HEC-1 analysis performed for the conceptual design yields a 
peak flow of 8.8 cubic feet per second (cfs) and a total volume of 0.9 acre-feet (ac-ft) for the 
proposed project area (see Appendix E). The proposed retention swales would have a storage 
capacity of 1.0 ac-ft. Water depth at this storage level is approximately three feet at the common 
low point which would be adjacent to the existing culvert through the Morrison Creek levee. The 
northern edge of the retention swale rim would act as an emergency release into the ditch on the 
upland side of the levee. In an event the retention swales ever overflow, runoff would sheet flow 
over a length of the rim into the existing ditch. The existing ditch and culvert would have 
adequate capacity to convey any amount of projected runoff coming from the retention swales. 
During more typical storm events for this area, stormwater would collect in the retention swales 
and then infiltrate and evaporate. The proposed project would result in less than significant 
impacts to existing drainage patterns and stormwater runoff capacity.  
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4.6 Noise 

4.6.1 Introduction 

This section describes the existing noise and vibration setting of the project area and surrounding 
areas, and evaluates whether the proposed project would result in adverse noise and vibration. 
Specifically, the evaluation focuses on whether the proposed project would generate noise or 
ground borne vibration levels in excess of established standards, create a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise, or create a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels.   

The information in this section is based on data from the City of Sacramento 2030 General Plan 
and 2030 General Plan Master Environmental Impact Report, the City’s Municipal Ordinance, 
and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidelines for roadway construction noise.  

No public and agency comments related to noise were received during the public scoping period 
in response to the NOP. 

4.6.2 Environmental Setting 

Fundamentals of Environmental Noise and Vibration 

Noise 

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Airborne sound is a rapid fluctuation of air pressure above 
and below atmospheric pressure. Sound levels are usually measured and expressed in decibels 
(dB) with 0 dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of hearing. Decibels and other technical 
terms are defined in Table 4.6-1, Definition of Acoustical Terms. 

Table 4.6-1, Definition of Acoustical Terms 

Term Definitions 

Decibel (dB) A unit describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm to the base 10 of the 
ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the reference pressure. The reference pressure 
for air is 20. 

Sound Pressure Level Sound pressure is the sound force per unit area, usually expressed in micro Pascals (or 
20 micro Newtons per square meter), where 1 Pascal is the pressure resulting from a force of 
1 Newton exerted over an area of 1 square meter. The sound pressure level is expressed in 
decibels as 20 times the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio between the pressures exerted 
by the sound to a reference sound pressure (e.g., 20 micro Pascals). Sound pressure level is 
the quantity that is directly measured by a sound level meter. 

Frequency (Hertz [Hz]) The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and below atmospheric 
pressure. Normal human hearing is between 20 Hz and 20,000 Hz. Infrasonic sounds are 
below 20 Hz and ultrasonic sounds are above 20,000 Hz. 
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Table 4.6-1, Definition of Acoustical Terms 

Term Definitions 

A-Weighted Sound Level 
(dBA) 

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter using the 
A-weighting filter network. The A-weighting filter de-emphasizes the very low and very high 
frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the frequency response of the 
human ear and correlates well with subjective reactions to noise.  

Equivalent Noise Level 
(Leq)  

The average A-weighted noise level during the measurement period.  

Lmax, Lmin The maximum and minimum A-weighted noise level during the measurement period. 
L01, L10, L50, L90 The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 1%, 10%, 50%, and 90% of the time during the 

measurement period. 
Day/Night Noise Level (Ldn 
or DNL) 

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 
10 decibels to levels measured in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) 

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 5 decibels 
in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and after addition of 10 decibels to sound levels 
measured in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

Ambient Noise Level The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or existing level of 
environmental noise at a given location. 

Intrusive That noise which intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a given location. The 
relative intrusiveness of a sound depends upon its amplitude, duration, frequency, and time of 
occurrence and tonal or informational content as well as the prevailing ambient noise level. 

 

Most of the sounds we hear in the environment do not consist of a single frequency, but rather a 
broad band of frequencies, with each frequency differing in sound level. The intensities of each 
frequency add together to generate a sound. The method commonly used to quantify 
environmental sounds consists of evaluating all of the frequencies of a sound in accordance with 
a weighting that reflects the fact that human hearing is less sensitive at low frequencies and 
extreme high frequencies. This is called “A” weighting, and the decibel level so measured is 
called the A-weighted sound level (dBA). In practice, the level of a sound source is conveniently 
measured using a sound level meter that includes an electrical filter corresponding to the A-
weighting curve. Typical A-weighted levels measured from various noise sources are shown in 
Table 4.6-2, Typical Noise Levels in the Environment.  

Table 4.6-2, Typical Noise Levels in the Environment 

Common Outdoor Noise Source Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Noise Source 

 120 dBA  
Jet fly-over at 1,000 feet  Rock concert 
 110 dBA  
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Table 4.6-2, Typical Noise Levels in the Environment 

Common Outdoor Noise Source Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Noise Source 

Pile driver at 100 feet 100 dBA  
  Night club with live music 
 90 dBA  
Large truck pass by at 50 feet   
 80 dBA Noisy restaurant 
Freeway at 100 feet  Garbage disposal at 3 feet 
Gas lawn mower at 100 feet 70 dBA Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet 
Commercial/Urban area daytime  Normal speech at 3 feet 
Suburban expressway at 300 feet 60 dBA  
Suburban daytime  Active office environment 
 50 dBA  
Urban area nighttime  Quiet office environment 
 40 dBA  
Suburban nighttime   
Quiet rural areas 30 dBA Library 
  Quiet bedroom at night 
Wilderness area 20 dBA 

 
 

Most quiet remote areas 10 dBA 
 

Quiet recording studio 

Threshold of human hearing 0 dBA Threshold of human hearing 
Source: ASI 2013 

 

Although the A-weighted noise level may adequately indicate the level of environmental noise at 
any instant in time, community noise levels vary continuously. Most environmental noise 
includes a conglomeration of noise from distant sources creating a relatively steady background 
noise in which no particular source is identifiable. To describe the time-varying character of 
environmental noise, the statistical noise descriptors, L01, L10, L50, and L90, are commonly 
used. They are the A-weighted noise levels equaled or exceeded during 1 percent, 10 percent, 
50 percent, and 90 percent of a stated time period. A single number descriptor called the Leq is 
also widely used. The Leq is the average A-weighted noise level during a stated period of time.  



Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project Section 4.6 
Final Environmental Impact Report Noise 

 
 

CalRecycle 4.6-4  
 

 
 

In determining the daily level of environmental noise, it is important to account for the difference 
in response that people have to daytime and nighttime noises. During the nighttime, exterior 
background noises are generally lower than the daytime levels. However, most household noise 
also decreases at night and exterior noise becomes very noticeable. Further, most people sleep at 
night and are very sensitive to noise intrusion. To account for human sensitivity to nighttime 
noise levels, a descriptor, Ldn or DNL (day/night average sound level), was developed. The 
DNL divides the 24 hour day into the daytime of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and the nighttime of 
10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. The nighttime noise level is weighted 10 dB higher than the daytime 
noise level. The community noise equivalent level (CNEL) is another 24-hour average that 
includes both an evening and nighttime weighting. 

Groundborne Vibration 

Ground vibration consists of rapidly fluctuating motions or waves with an average motion of 
zero. Several different methods are typically used to quantify vibration amplitude. One is the 
Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) and another is the Root Mean Square (RMS) velocity. The PPV is 
defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of the vibration wave. The 
RMS velocity is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the signal. The PPV and 
RMS vibration velocity amplitudes are used to evaluate human response to vibration. In this 
section, a PPV descriptor with units of inches per second (in/sec) is used to evaluate construction 
generated vibration for building damage and human complaints. Table 4.6-3, Human Reaction 
and Building Damage from Vibration, describes the reactions of people and the effects on 
buildings that continuous vibration levels produce, based on a vibration guidance manual 
prepared by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans 2004). The perception levels 
shown in Table 4.6-3 are to be used as a guide as vibrations approaching the threshold of 
perception levels depend on the level of sensitivity of individuals. 

Table 4.6-3, Human Reaction and Building Damage from Vibration 

Velocity Level, 
PPV (in/sec) Human Reaction Effect on Buildings 

0.04 Distinctly perceptible Vibration unlikely to cause damage of any type to any structure 
0.08 Distinctly to strongly 

perceptible 
Recommended upper level of the vibration to which ruins and ancient 
monuments should be subjected 

0.1 Strongly perceptible  Virtually no risk of damage to normal buildings 
0.3 Strongly perceptible to severe Threshold at which there is a risk of damage to older residential 

dwellings such as plastered walls or ceilings 
0.5 Severe - Vibrations 

considered unpleasant  
Threshold at which there is a risk of damage to newer residential 
structures 

Source:  Caltrans 2004. 
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Low level vibrations frequently cause irritating secondary vibration, such as a slight rattling of 
windows, doors or stacked dishes. The rattling sound can give rise to exaggerated vibration 
complaints, even though there is very little risk of actual structural damage. In high noise 
environments, which are more prevalent where groundborne vibration approaches perceptible 
levels, this rattling phenomenon may also be produced by loud airborne environmental noise 
causing induced vibration in exterior doors and windows.  

Regional Setting 

Roadway Traffic Noise 

The City of Sacramento General Plan 2030 EIR provides an overview of existing sources of 
noise in the area (City of Sacramento 2009). The most significant source of noise is vehicular 
traffic on the roadway network of the City. The noise level produced by a roadway is a function 
of the traffic volume and speed. Several major freeways are within the City; these are Interstate 5 
(I-5), Interstate 80 (I-80), Capital City Freeway (Interstate 80 Business), US 50, State Route 99 
(SR 99), and State Route 160 (SR 160). There are also local roads that experience high traffic 
volumes and contribute to traffic noise. Some noise receptors, such as residences, built near these 
high-traffic corridors have some level of noise attenuation such as a sound wall or barrier. All 
noise receptor structures also have built-in interior noise attenuation as a result of building 
construction and insulation.  

Railroad Noise 

There are three Union Pacific (UP) railway routes within the City. The three routes include a 
north/south route past California State University at Sacramento, a north/south route through 
downtown Sacramento, and the east/west route through West Sacramento and to North 
Sacramento. These UP railway routes transport freight trains and Amtrak passenger trains. In 
addition to noise generated by the trains themselves, noise is generated where trains intersect 
roadways by the warning bells used to alert motorists of a train’s arrival. 

Light Rail Noise 

The City’s Sacramento Regional Transit light rail is a major component of the City’s transit 
system and runs through the City along three routes. These routes run approximately 69 light rail 
trips on weekdays and between 56 and 63 trips on weekend days. As will heavy rail, warning 
bells at intersections where light rail crosses a street contribute to ambient noise as well.  

Aircraft Noise 

The City is served by five airports, the Sacramento International Airport, Executive Airport, 
Mather Airport, McClellan Air Field, and Rio Linda Airport. Of these airports, the Sacramento 
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International Airport provides the majority of commercial passenger flights. McClellan Airfield 
serves military civilian, and public agency aircraft operators. Mather Airport is used for air cargo 
and military purposes as well as for civilian and public agency general aviation operations. The 
Executive Airport is a public use airport owned and operated by the County of Sacramento that 
primarily services smaller, private planes. The Rio Linda Airport is a small airport located just 
north of the City’s Robla Focused Opportunity Area in North Sacramento. 

Other Sources of Noise 

Other sources of noise include stationary sources including outdoor equipment, landscaping 
maintenance activities, shipping and loading facilities, industrial facilities such as concrete 
crushing facilities and recycling centers, and outdoor sporting facilities that attract large numbers 
of spectators such as university and high school football stadiums.  

Project Area Setting 

Project Area 

The land uses sensitive to noise identified in the project area include residential areas, schools, 
daycare facilities, religious facilities, and passive recreational areas. The proposed project is 
located to the north of Elder Creek Road, to the west of 65th Street, east of 63rd Street, and 
directly south of Morrison Creek. The project site is zone residential and the project area is 
generally zoned residential as well. The project site is vacant and undeveloped. Surrounding land 
uses include residential homes to the south, north, west and east, with religious uses (churches) 
located to the north, east, and west of the project site. 

No noise measurements were taken for the proposed project. Existing roadway noise along Elder 
Creek Road, directly south of the project site, is approximately 65 CNEL at the centerline with 
the noise contours going out as low as 60 CNEL (City of Sacramento 2009a). Typically in 
residential-use areas, the ambient nighttime and daytime noise levels range from 35-55 dBA 
(ASI 2013).  

4.6.3 Regulatory Framework 

Federal  

Federal Noise Control Act of 1972 

The basic motivating legislation for noise control in the U.S. was provided by the Federal Noise 
Control Act (1972), which addressed the issue of noise as a threat to human health and welfare, 
particularly in urban areas. In response to the Noise Control Act, the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) published Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect 
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Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety (EPA 1974). In summary, EPA 
findings were that sleep, speech, and other types of essential activity interference could be 
avoided in residential areas if the Ldn did not exceed 55 dBA outdoors and 45 dBA indoors. The 
EPA intent was not that these findings necessarily be considered as mandatory standards, 
criteria, or regulatory goals, but as advisory exposure levels below which there is no reason to 
suspect that the general population would be at risk from any of the identified health or welfare 
effects of noise. The EPA Levels report also identified 5 dBA as an adequate margin of safety 
before an increase in noise level would produce a significant increase in the severity of 
community reaction (i.e., increased complaint frequency, annoyance percentages, etc.) provided 
that the existing baseline noise exposure did not exceed 55 dBA Ldn. 

State 

California Standards for Noise‐Compatible Land Uses 

The State of California 2003 General Plan Guidelines (Guidelines) promotes use of Ldn or 
CNEL for evaluating noise compatibility of various land uses with the expected degree of noise 
exposure (OPR 2011). The California Office of Planning and Research has begun its 2013 
update of the General Plan Guidelines (OPR 2011). The designation of a level of noise exposure 
as “normally acceptable” for a given land use category implies that the expected interior noise 
would be acceptable to the occupants without the need for any special structural acoustic 
treatment. The Guidelines identify the suitability of various types of building construction 
relative to the range of customary outdoor noise exposures. The Guidelines provide each local 
community some leeway in setting local noise standards that allow for the variability in 
individual perceptions of noise in that community. Findings presented in EPA’s 1974 
information paper, as described above, have had an obvious influence on the content of the State 
Guidelines, most importantly in the latter’s choice of noise exposure metrics and in the upper 
limits for the “normally acceptable” exposure of noise-sensitive uses (i.e., no higher than 60 dBA 
Ldn or CNEL for low-density residential, which is just at the upper limit of the 5 dBA “margin 
of safety” defined by the EPA for noise-sensitive land use categories). 

Local 

City of Sacramento General Plan 2030 

Goal EC 3.1 Noise Reduction: Minimize noise impacts on human activity to ensure the health 
and safety of the community. 

Policy EC 3.1.1: Exterior Noise Standards. The City shall require noise mitigation for all 
development where the projected exterior noise levels exceed those shown in Table EC 1 
[see Table 4.6-4] to the extent feasible.  
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Table 4.6-4, Exterior Noise Compatibility Standards for Various Land Uses 

Land Use Type 

Highest level of Noise Exposure That 
is Regarded as “Normally 

Acceptable” (Ldn or CNEL) 

Residential – Low Density Single Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 60 dBA 
Residential – Multi-Family 65 dBA 
Urban Residential Infill and Mixed-Use Projects 70 dBA 
Transient Lodging – Motels, Hotels 65 dBA 
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes 70 dBA 
Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters Mitigation based on site-specific study 
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports Mitigation based on site-specific study 
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 70 dBA 
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, Cemeteries 75 dBA 
Office Buildings – Business, Commercial and Professional 70 dBA 
Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 75 dBA 
Source: City 2009b. 
Notes: 
As defined in the Guidelines, “Normally Acceptable” means that the “specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the 

assumption that any building involved is of normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation 
requirements.” 

Ldn or Day Night Average Level is an average 24-hour noise measurement that factors in day and night noise levels. 
CNEL or Community Noise Equivalent Level measurements are a weighted average of sound levels gathered throughout 

a 24-hour period. 
dBA or A-weighted decibel scale is a measurement of noise levels. 
The exterior noise standard for the residential area west of McClellan Airport known as McClellan Heights/Parker Homes 

is 65 dBA. 
With land use designations of Central Business District, Urban Neighborhood (Low, Medium, or High) Urban Center (Low 

or High), Urban Corridor (Low or High). 
All mixed-use projects located anywhere in the City of Sacramento. 
Reference: 
City of Sacramento (City). 2009b. City of Sacramento 2030 General Plan. March 3, 2009. 

 
Policy EC 3.1.2: Exterior Incremental Noise Standards. The City shall require noise 
mitigation for all development that increases existing noise levels by more than the 
allowable increment shown in Table EC 2 [see Table 4.6-5 below], to the extent feasible. 

Table 4.6-5, Exterior Incremental Noise Impact Standards for Noise-Sensitive Uses (dBA) 

Residences and Buildings where people 
normally sleep (1)  

Institutional land uses with primarily daytime 
and evening uses (2) 

Existing Ldn 
Allowable Noise 

Increment 
Existing Peak 

Hour Ldn 
Allowable Noise 

Increment 

45 8 45 12 
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50 5 50 9 
55 3 55 6 
60 2 60 5 
65 1 65 3 
70 1 70 3 
75 0 75 1 
80 0 80 0 

Source: City 2009b. 
Notes: 
(1) This category includes homes, hospitals, and hotels where a nighttime sensitivity to noise is assumed 

to be of utmost importance. 
(2) This category includes schools, libraries, theaters, and churches where it is important to avoid 

interference with such activities as speech, meditation, and concentration on reading material. 
Reference: City of Sacramento (City). 2009b. City of Sacramento 2030 General Plan. Adopted March 3, 

2009.  
 

Policy EC 3.1.3: Interior Noise Standards. The City shall require new development to 
include noise mitigation to assure acceptable interior noise levels appropriate to the land 
use type: 45 dBA Ldn for residential, transient lodgings, hospitals, nursing homes, and 
other uses where people usually sleep; and 45 dBA Ldn (peak hour) for office buildings 
and similar uses. 

Policy EC 3.1.5: Interior Vibration Standards. The City shall require construction 
projects anticipated to generate a significant amount of vibration to ensure acceptable 
interior vibration levels at nearby residential and commercial uses based on the current 
City or Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criteria. 

Policy EC 3.1.7: Vibration. The City shall require an assessment of the damage potential 
of vibration-induced construction activities, highways, and rail lines in close proximity to 
historic buildings and archaeological sites and require all feasible mitigation measures be 
implemented to ensure no damage would occur. 

Policy EC 3.1.10: Construction Noise. The City shall require development projects 
subject to discretionary approval to assess potential construction noise impacts on nearby 
sensitive uses and to minimize impacts on these uses to the extent feasible. 

City of Sacramento City Code 

City’s Noise Ordinance, City Code Chapter 8.68, Noise Control, sets limits for exterior noise 
levels on designated residential property and interior noise levels pertaining to multiple dwelling 
units. The ordinance states that exterior noise shall not exceed 55 dBA during any cumulative 
30-minute period in any hour during the day (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and 50 dB during any 
cumulative 30-minute period in any hour during the night (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). The ordinance sets 
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somewhat higher noise limits for time intervals of shorter duration; however, noise in residential 
areas must never exceed 75 dB during the day and 70 dB at night. 

Section 8.68.080.E (Exemptions) states that noise sources due to the erection (including 
excavation), demolition, alteration or repair of any building or structure between the hours of 
7 a.m. and 6 p.m., on Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Friday and Saturday, and 
between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m. on Sunday are exempt; provided, however, that the operation of an 
internal combustion engine shall not be exempt pursuant to this subsection if such engine is not 
equipped with suitable exhaust and intake silencers which are in good working order. The 
director of building inspections may permit work to be done during the hours not exempt by this 
subsection in the case of urgent necessity and in the interest of public health and welfare for a 
period not to exceed three days.  

Application for this exemption may be made in conjunction with the application for the work 
permit or during progress of the work. It should be noted that the following activities are 
specifically exempted from the provisions of the City of Sacramento Noise Ordinance (Section 
8.68.080.E (Exemptions)): 

 School bands, school athletic and school entertainment events. School entertainment 
events shall not include events sponsored by student organizations. 

 Outdoor gatherings, public dances, shows and sporting and entertainment events provided 
said events are conducted pursuant to a discretionary license or permit by the City or 
County. 

 Activities conducted on parks and public playgrounds, provided such parks and public 
playgrounds are owned and operated by a public entity. 

 Any mechanical device, apparatus or equipment related to or connected with emergency 
activities or emergency work. 

 Noise sources due to the construction (including excavation), demolition, alteration or 
repair of any building or structure between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m., on Monday, 
Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Friday and Saturday, and between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m. on 
Sunday; provided, however, that the operation of an internal combustion engine shall not 
be exempt pursuant to this subsection if such engine is not equipped with suitable exhaust 
and intake silencers which are in good working order. The director of building 
inspections may permit work to be done during the hours not exempt by this subsection 
in the case of urgent necessity and in the interest of public health and welfare for a period 
not to exceed three days. Application for this exemption may be made in conjunction 
with the application for the work permit or during progress of the work. 
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 Noise sources associated with agricultural operations provided such operations take place 
between the hours of 6 a.m. and 8 p.m.; provided, however, that the operation of an 
internal combustion engine shall not be exempt pursuant to this subsection if such engine 
is not equipped with suitable exhaust and intake silencers which are in good working 
order. 

 Any mechanical device, apparatus or equipment which are utilized for the protection or 
salvage of agricultural crops during period of adverse weather conditions or when the use 
of mobile noise sources is necessary for pest control; provided, however, that the 
operation of an internal combustion engine shall not be exempt pursuant to this 
subsection if such engine is not equipped with suitable exhaust and intake silencers which 
are in good working order. 

 Noise sources associated with maintenance of street trees and residential area property 
provided said activities take place between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. 

 Tree and park maintenance activities conducted by the city department of parks and 
community services; provided, however, that use of portable gasoline-powered blowers 
within 200 feet of residential property shall comply with the requirements of Section 
8.68.150 of this chapter. 

 Any activity to the extent provisions of Chapter 65 of Title 42 of the United States Code, 
and Articles 3 and 3.5 of Chapter 4 of Division 9 of the Public Utilities Code of the state 
of California preempt local control of noise regulations and land use regulations related 
to noise control of airports and their surrounding geographical areas, any noise source 
associated with the construction, development, manufacture, maintenance, testing or 
operation of any aircraft engine, or of any weapons system or subsystems which are 
owned, operated or under the jurisdiction of the United States, any other activity to the 
extent regulation thereof has been preempted by state or federal law or regulation. 

 Any noise sources associated with the maintenance and operation of aircraft or airports 
which are owned or operated by the United States. (Prior code § 66.02.203). 

4.6.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, applicable agency plans, policies, and/or 
guidelines, and agency and professional standards, the proposed project would have a noise 
impact if it would: 

a. Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies; 
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b. Expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels; 

c. Create a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project; 

d. Create a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project; 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels; 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

Analysis Methodology 

The above standards of significance are analyzed in this section as the basis for determining the 
significance of project impacts related to noise. Additional detail about the implementation of the 
above standards of significance and methodology for the analysis is provided below, based on 
local general plans and ordinances, as described in Section 4.6.3 Regulatory Framework, and 
based on other information described below. If necessary, mitigation measures are proposed to 
reduce impacts to acceptable levels.  

The proposed project as outlined in Chapter 3, Project Description, does not include the 
construction of any structures and involves only the placement of a clean soil cap over what is 
now a potentially unsafe site. The proposed project would not result in impacts related to the 
following criteria as stated below, and these topics would not be discussed further in this EIR: 

b. Expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels: The project does not propose the use of groundborne vibration construction equipment or 
activities such as pile driving. Construction equipment and activities would be limited to grading 
activities, import of soils, and constructing culverts to assist in diverting water runoff. 
Construction activities would cease after one month. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 

c. Create a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project: The project proposes the placement of a clean soil 
cap and does not include the construction of any structure or operational uses. There would be no 
permanent increase due to an operational use. Upon construction completion, the proposed 
project would be complete. Therefore, the proposed project would not create a substantial 
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permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 
the project.  

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels: The proposed 
project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public or public use 
airport (Sacramento Area Council of Governments [SACOG] 2013).  

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels: The proposed project is not 
located within the vicinity of a private airstrip (SACOG 2013). 

Impact Significance 

Construction Noise Impacts 

Impacts would be considered significant under noise standard a. and d. above if noise-generating 
construction activities occur outside the allowed hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m., on Monday, 
Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Friday, and Saturday; or between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m. on Sunday 
(City Zoning Code). 

Impacts and Mitigation 

This section provides a detailed evaluation of potential noise impacts. The noise impact analysis 
addresses exceedance of existing noise level standards established within the local general plan 
or noise ordinance and creating a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels (noise 
standard a. and d.).  
 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS (PROJECT IMPACTS) 

Impact 4.6-1: The construction of the proposed project would not expose 
persons to or generate noise levels in excess of local 
standards, or create a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project. 

Significance before Mitigation: Potentially significant. 

Mitigation: See Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, below. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant. 
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General Discussion 

During the project, noise from construction activities would add to the noise environment in the 
immediate project area. During construction, anticipated equipment that would be used includes 
backhoes, front-end loaders, bull dozers, and dump trucks. Construction activities include 
grading and site preparation work occurring over a one-month period. Table 4.6-6, Construction 
Equipment Noise Levels, identifies noise levels for the project’s construction equipment. 

 

Table 4.6-6, Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Construction Equipment Actual Lmax (dBA) at 50 feet 

Backhoe 78 
Front End Loader 79 
Dozer 82 
Dump Truck 76 
Source: FHWA 2006 

 
Activities involved in construction would generate maximum noise levels ranging from 82.5 
dBA to 87.7 dBA at a distance of 25 feet (Appendix F, Noise Data). In addition, noise would be 
generated during the construction phase by increased truck traffic on area roadways. A 
significant project-generated noise source would be truck traffic associated with transport of soil 
materials to the construction, including earthmoving activities. This noise increase would be of 
limited duration (one month) and, because construction activities would occur during daytime 
hours established within the City’s Noise Ordinance at Section 8.68, construction activities 
would be exempt from the provisions of the City of Sacramento Noise Ordinance (Section 
8.68.080 Exemptions). However, as there are residences located within a quarter mile of the 
project site, the mitigation measure below is recommended to further reduce potential 
construction noise impacts to surrounding sensitive receptors. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 below, noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 

Prior to grading permit issuance, the The Construction Contractor shall implement, to the 
satisfaction of the City of Sacramento and to the greatest extent feasible, the following measures 
to ensure that, during construction, construction noise would be reduced by the greatest extent 
feasible when within 100 feet of a residential use or sensitive receptor: 
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 Construction contracts shall specify that all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, 
shall be equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers and other State 
required noise attenuation devices. 

 All construction equipment shall use available noise suppression devices and properly 
maintained mufflers. All internal combustion engines used in the project area shall be 
equipped with the type of muffler recommended by the vehicle manufacturer. In addition, 
all equipment shall be maintained in good mechanical condition to minimize noise 
created by faulty or poorly maintained engine, drive-train, and other components. 

 Construction noise reduction methods (i.e., shutting off idling equipment, installing 
temporary acoustic barriers around stationary construction noise sources, maximizing the 
distance between construction equipment staging areas and occupied residential areas, 
and use of electric air compressors and similar power tools, rather than diesel equipment) 
shall be employed where feasible. Staging of construction equipment and unnecessary 
idling of equipment shall be avoided whenever feasible. “Feasible,” as used here, means 
that the implementation of this measure would not have a notable effect on construction 
operations or schedule. 

 Property owners and occupants located within 100-feet of the project construction site 
shall be sent a notice, at least 15 days prior to commencement of construction, regarding 
the construction schedule of the proposed project. A sign, legible at a distance of 25 feet 
shall also be posted at the project construction site. All notices and signs shall be 
reviewed and approved by the City, prior to mailing or posting and shall indicate the 
dates and duration of construction activities, as well as provide a contact name and a 
telephone number where residents can inquire about the construction process and register 
complaints. 

 During construction, stationary construction equipment shall be placed such that emitted 
noise is directed away from sensitive noise receptors. 

 During construction, stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far as 
practical from noise sensitive receptors. 
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4.7 Transportation/Traffic 

4.7.1 Introduction 

This section describes the existing traffic and transportation setting of the project area and 
surrounding areas, and evaluates whether the proposed project would result in adverse traffic and 
transportation impacts. Specifically, the evaluation focuses on whether the proposed project 
would result in significant traffic impacts to surrounding land uses during construction. 

The description of the existing setting is based on information in the City of Sacramento 2030 
General Plan Master Environmental Impact Report (City of Sacramento 2009a), and 
Transportation Concept reports prepared by the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) for highways in the project area. The evaluation of impacts is based on estimates of 
increased roadway traffic generated by construction trips to and from the project.  

No Public and agency comments related to transportation/traffic were received during the public 
scoping period in response to the NOP.  

4.7.2 Environmental Setting 

Regional Setting 

The project site is within the City of Sacramento. The major access routes into the project area 
are described below. The project site is generally bounded by 65th Expressway on the east, Elder 
Creek Road on the south, and 63rd Street on the west. 

State Highways 

State highways that go through the study area or provide access into the project site include 
segments of US Highway 50 (US 50) and State Route 99 (SR 99). These highways are described 
below. 

US Highway 50 is a major east/west route in the City extending from downtown Sacramento to 
the Tahoe Basin. US 50 is an eight-lane freeway within the City. Accidents, events, and other 
incidents in the corridor can further increase congestion related delays in either direction, on any 
day, including weekends (City of Sacramento 2005).  

State Route 99 (SR 99) is a four- to six-lane highway extending south from Business 80 to 
South Sacramento, Elk Grove, and into the Central Valley. Within the City, SR 99 has high 
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes in each direction to encourage carpooling during peak commute 
periods. SR 99 is a major commute route between South Sacramento, Elk Grove, and downtown 
Sacramento (City of Sacramento 2005). 

Local Roadways (see Figure 1) 

65th Expressway is a major four-lane north-south arterial from Folsom Boulevard to Florin Road 
located east of the project site.   
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Elder Creek Road is a four-lane east-west arterial from Stockton Boulevard to Florin Perkins 
Road located south of the project site. Farther east of Florin Perkins Road, Elder Creek Road is a 
two-lane roadway. West of Stockton Bolulevard it becomes 47th Avenue.  

Stockton Boulevard is a four-lane, northwest-southeast roadway located west of the project site. 
Stockton Boulevard provides access to and from US 50, and extends southerly through South 
Sacramento.  

63rd Street is a two-lane north-south local street that provides direct access to the site. The street 
terminates at Morrison Creek to the north and is not a through street.  

Transit Service 

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) provides bus service near the project site. Two 
bus routes operate in the project area: Bus Route 81 (65th Expressway), and Route 51 (Stockton 
Boulevard) provides both weekday and weekend service in the project area. RT also provides 
light rail service in the Sacramento area. However, there is currently no light rail station in the 
project vicinity (RT 2013). 

Bikeways  

A Sacramento City/County Bicycle Task Force developed a 2010 Bikeway Master Plan for the 
region. The Master Plan, adopted in 1995, is a policy document that was prepared to coordinate 
and develop a bikeway system that will benefit and serve the recreational and transportation 
needs of the public (City, County, 2010). Based on the Master Plan, the City has developed an 
extensive bikeway network in the study area consisting of primarily Class II and Class III 
bikeways and limited Class I bikeways. A Class I bikeway (bike path) provides a separated right-
of-way for exclusive use by bicycles and pedestrians. A Class II bikeway (bike lane) provides a 
striped lane for one-way travel on a street or highway. A Class III bikeway is a facility shared 
with motorists and identified only by signs, and has no pavement markings or lane stripes. 
Within the study area, 65th Expressway and Elder Creek Road contain existing Class II bike 
lanes. In addition, Class II bike lanes also exist along Stockton Boulevard (City, 2013a). 

4.7.3 Regulatory Framework 

State Regulations 

California Department of Transportation 

Caltrans is responsible for all state-owned roadways and provides for planning, design, 
construction, operation, and maintenance of all of its facilities. Any improvements or 
modifications that would extend into the rights-of-way for a state highway or other state facility 
within the study area would need to be approved by Caltrans via an encroachment permit.  

Caltrans seeks to maintain a target level of service (LOS) at the transition between LOS C and D 
on state highways. However, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible and 
recommends that the Lead Agency consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target LOS 
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(Caltrans, 2002). If an existing state highway facility is operating at less than the appropriate 
target LOS, the existing LOS should be maintained (Caltrans, 2002). 

The existing LOS for both US 50 and SR 99 is LOS F. In accordance with the Caltrans Guide for 
the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (Caltrans, 2002), the existing LOS for these two state 
highways should be maintained. Thus, the target LOS for US 50 in the project area is LOS F 
(Caltrans 2010a), and the target LOS for SR 99 is LOS F (Caltrans 2010b). 

Local 

City of Sacramento 

The City of Sacramento Department of Transportation is responsible for maintaining City-owned 
roads, bridges and related facilities. The 2009 General Plan provides policies for achieving a 
balanced transportation system. As defined in Policy M 1.2.2 of the Mobility Element, LOS A-D 
should be maintained on all roads and intersections at all times, including peak travel times, 
unless maintaining this LOS would, in the City’s judgment, be infeasible and/or conflict with the 
achievement of other goals. LOS E or F conditions may be accepted, provided that provisions are 
made to improve the overall system and/or promote non-vehicular transportation as part of a 
development project or a City-initiated project. 

4.7.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, applicable agency plans, policies, and/or 
guidelines, and agency and professional standards, the proposed project would have an impact on 
transportation and/or traffic if it would: 

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit;  

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or 
highways;  

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks;  

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 

e. Result in adequate emergency access; and 
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f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, 
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities.  

Analysis Methodology 

The standards of significance above are assessed as the basis for determining the significance of 
impacts related to traffic and transportation systems. If necessary, mitigation measures are 
proposed to reduce significant impacts to less than significant. 

As indicated in Section 4.7.3, Regulatory Framework, the City considers LOS D or better to be 
acceptable for signalized intersections (Policy M 1.2.2). A significant impact would result if the 
level of service dropped below LOS D. The Caltrans target levels of service for the state 
highways are also provided above in Section 4.7.3, Regulatory Framework. The target level of 
service for both US 50 and SR 99 is LOS F. The approach for the evaluation of construction and 
operational effects of the proposed project is further described below. 

The proposed project would not result in transportation/traffic impacts related to the following 
criteria as stated below, and will not be discussed further in this EIR. 

c. Air Traffic Patterns: The nearest airport to the project site is the Sacramento Executive 
Airport, located approximately three miles to the west. This distance precludes the possibility of 
the proposed project altering aviation patterns or creating aviation hazards. No impacts would 
occur. 

d. and e. Roadway Safety and Emergency Access: The proposed project would not result in 
changes to the existing circulation patterns or require road closures that may impact pedestrian 
safety or emergency access. The project site is located at the terminus of 63rd Street, a 
discontinuous roadway, and therefore, does not allow for any through traffic. No impacts would 
occur. 

f. Public Transit, Bicycles, and Pedestrians: The project would not disrupt existing or planned 
transit services or facilities or create an inconsistency with applicable policies related to transit. 
Similarly, the project would not result in need for additional pedestrian or bicycle facilities. No 
impacts would occur. 

Project Construction 

Construction of project components would have temporary effects on segments of the roadway 
network in the project area by increasing traffic on roads that provide access to the project site. 
Most of the construction-related trips would likely occur between 6:00 A.M. to 7:00 A.M. and 3:00 

P.M. to 4:00 P.M., which are outside of the typical A.M. and P.M. peak hours within the project 
area.  
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Project Operations 

The proposed project would put a soil cap over an existing dump and would not result in any 
new land uses. No operational trips would generate post project completion. The City establishes 
the following criteria for preparing a Traffic Study: 

 The project will generate more than 100 new trips during the peak traffic hours of the 
adjacent roadways (a.m., p.m., or Midday). 

 The project will generate more than 50 new peak hour trips, and if a transportation 
facility (i.e., a roadway and/or intersection) located on a main access route to the site is 
currently operating at an unacceptable Level of Service. 

 The project may have a potential to create a hazard to public safety. 

 The project could substantially change the off-site transportation system (including 
facilities for vehicles, buses, light rail, pedestrians, bikes, etc.) or connections to it. 

The final determination regarding the need for traffic study is based on the potential for creating 
significant traffic and circulation related impacts together with the above-mentioned aspects. 
Since the project would not result in any operational trips the transportation analysis is devoted 
to the potential impacts during the construction phase (City of Sacramento, 2013b). 

Impacts and Mitigation 

TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

Impact 4.7-1: The proposed project would conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking into account 
all modes of transportation, or an applicable congestion 
management program.  

Significance before Mitigation: Potentially significant. 

Mitigation: See Mitigation Measure 4.7-1, below. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant. 

General Discussion 

The project site would not generate any operational vehicle trips traffic and would not impact 
existing or future levels of service at any intersections, or conflict with any applicable policy or 
congestion management program. No operational traffic impacts would occur. The analysis 
below is for construction period traffic impacts. 



Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project Section 4.7 
Final Environmental Impact Report Transportation/Traffic 

CalRecycle 4.7-6 

The proposed project would be constructed within a one-month period. Implementation of the 
proposed project would include import of clean soil cap to the project site. Approximately 8,370 
cubic yards (CY) of clean, imported soil (free of contamination from petroleum products or 
organics and construction debris, and not containing solely rock or solely clay material, hereafter 
referred to as “select soil”) and 17,400 square yards (sq yds) of erosion control seed mix would 
be required to provide for a 15-inch thick select-soil cap and vegetation. The source of select 
soils for the soil cap has not as yet been determined. There would likely be multiple sources for 
this material. Therefore, it is likely that different quantities of material would be imported at 
different times. Assuming a 16-CY load by each haul truck, there would be no more than 525 
truck trips over a three-week soil-delivery period.  

The likeliest route to deliver the material would be Southbound 99 (or Northbound 99), exiting 
47th Avenue/Elder Creek Road and traveling east, then making a left onto 63rd Street Loop and 
immediately entering the site to the east. Another alternative route could be travelling east or 
west on US 50, exiting 65th Expressway and traveling south, then making a right turn onto Elder 
Creek Road, and finally turning right on 63rd Street to enter the site from the east.  

All construction activity, including a staging area, would occur within the project site. The trucks 
scheduled for soil delivery to the project site are expected to depart immediately after delivering 
the soil, thereby, not requiring long-term parking on surface streets. However, the presence of 
large and slow-moving vehicles and construction equipment in the project vicinity may cause 
delays and inconvenience for motorists. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 is proposed, 
which would require implementation of a Construction Traffic Control Plan during construction 
activities to minimize impacts on surrounding roadways and nearby parking areas. The 
implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level. 

Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1:  Prior to the commencement of construction activities, CalRecycle 
shall prepare a Traffic Control Plan that would need to be approved by the City of Sacramento 
Public Works Department. The Traffic Control Plan shall include the following: 

 Construction-related truck traffic shall be scheduled to travel during non-peak hours (8:30 
a.m. to 4:00 p.m.) on surrounding roadways. 

 Proposed routing for all delivery and haul trucks shall be identified. To the extent feasible, 
truck routing shall avoid or minimize travel through residential areas. 

 Notification shall be sent to all neighboring property owners two working days in advance of 
beginning work. The notice shall describe the anticipated duration of construction, and the 
name and daytime telephone number of the person performing the work, as well as the 
CalRecycle project manager. 
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5. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

5.1 Introduction 

CEQA requires an EIR to describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
proposed project that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, while 
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant impacts (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126(a)). This section describes the range of alternatives considered, and compares the merits 
of the alternatives. 

The following comment related to alternatives was received during the public scoping period in 
response to the NOP: 

 The EIR should establish for each action alternative concentration specific cleanup goals 
for contaminants of concern to ensure that above background, health risk based, or other 
enforceable regulatory thresholds are not excluded from the cleanup. 

5.2 Project Alternatives 

CalRecycle has identified two alternatives to the proposed project: 

Alternative 1: Site Clean Closure Alternative—Complete removal of all waste and waste 
residuals, including contaminated soils, to a level where any remaining contaminant 
concentrations are at or below background levels or levels established by relevant regulatory 
agencies. 

Alternative 2: No Project Alternative—Assumes existing conditions, with the project site 
remaining in its present state. People and animals in the project area would be exposed to 
airborne contaminants through inhalation, ingestion, and direct skin contact resulting in adverse 
health effects. 

An off-site alternative is not considered because the proposed project is specific to the project 
site. 

5.3 Project Objectives 

The Solid Waste Disposal and Codisposal Site Cleanup Program (Program) was created for the 
cleanup of solid waste disposal sites throughout California where the responsible party either 
cannot be identified or is unable or unwilling to pay for timely remediation. In light of the 
limited availability of State funding, CalRecycle must prioritize projects for cleanup, in order to 
maximize such use of available funds. In prioritizing projects for cleanup CalRecycle may 
consider, among other factors:  (1) the actual or potential degree of risk to public health and 
safety and/or the environment posed by conditions at the site as determined by a comparison 
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with state minimum standards (27 CCR, Chapter 3, Subchapter 4, commencing with section 
20510 and Subchapter 5, commencing with section 21099) and (2) the ability of CalRecycle to 
perform a timely and efficient site cleanup which adequately addresses state minimum standards 
using available funds and maximizing such use of available funds (Public Resources Code 
Section 48021(a), 14 CCR 18903-04).  

CalRecycle is thus constrained in its ability to conduct a remediation that goes beyond bringing 
the site into compliance with state minimum standards, in that any endeavor exceeding this 
objective would be inconsistent with its prioritization mandate. Within this legal framework, the 
project objectives are as follows: 

 Achieve adequate compliance with state minimum standards for closed sites relating to 
grading, leachate control, drainage and erosion control and other violations at the project 
location in a timely and efficient manner utilizing and maximizing available funds as 
required by law. 

 Minimize the exposure of the public and the environment to potentially hazardous materials. 

5.4 Significant Impacts 

All potentially significant impacts of the proposed project as discussed in Chapter 4, with 
mitigation incorporated, are less than significant. The proposed project would not result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts that would need to be avoided or lessened in consideration 
of the alternatives to the proposed project. 

5.5 Alternatives Analysis 

CEQA Guidelines at Section 15126.6(d) allows the impacts of the alternatives to be discussed at 
a sufficient level of detail, but not as detailed as for the proposed project, to provide the public, 
other public agencies, and decision-makers enough information to evaluate the alternatives.  

5.5.1 Site Clean Closure Alternative 

Description 

The Site Clean Closure Alternative would involve the complete removal of all waste and waste 
residuals, including contaminated soils, to the point where remaining contaminant concentrations 
are at or below background levels or clean up levels established by the relevant regulatory 
agencies. While CalRecycle has not adopted regulations governing clean closure of solid waste 
sites, they have developed guidelines for overseeing a clean closure. Clean closure is a multi-step 
process that includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

1. Site characterization 

2. Clean closure plan preparation 
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3. Review and approval 

4. Actual clean closure; and 

5. Verification and approval of the clean closure. 

Because the project site was not a permitted solid waste disposal site, advance notification to the 
appropriate regulatory agencies (RWQCB, Sacramento County Department of Environmental 
Management, and possibly SMAQMD and/or DTSC) would be required under this alternative to 
allow review and approval of the proposal as well as observation of the site prior to, during, and 
after clean closure to verify that the site has been properly clean closed.  

The project site is estimated to contain approximately 86,000 cubic yards of contaminated waste 
(CIWMB 2004). The contaminated fill would be removed and replaced with select clean soil. 
The surface would be compacted and graded and then hydroseeded to minimize erosion. The 
construction portion of this project alternative would take about four to seven weeks to complete. 
Assuming that 16-cubic-yard-capacity trucks are used for hauling the waste away and returning 
with clean soil to fill in the resulting pit, the project alternative would generate approximately 
10,750 truck trips spread out during an approximately seven-week period. As with the proposed 
project, there would be no operations under this alternative, and therefore, there would be no 
operational impacts. 

In addition to CalRecycle who would oversee the Clean Closure activity, the RWQCB and 
Sacramento County Department of Environmental Management must both make a final 
determination that a solid waste disposal site has been properly clean closed. This determination 
ensures that the potential threats to public health and safety and the environment due to the 
disposal of solid waste at the site have been mitigated by the clean closure process.  

Clean closure of the project site would ensure that waste materials and residuals are removed and 
disposed of in a safe and environmentally sound manner. Further, it provides the advantage of 
postclosure land uses for the site. While there is the potential for the site to be used for future 
development, this alternative only considers clean closure of the site and does not consider 
development of any kind or construction of any structures. 

It should be noted that the Site Clean Closure Alternative is not a feasible alternative because 
clean closure of the site could not be conducted under the Solid Waste Disposal and Codisposal 
Site Cleanup Program. Clean closure would go beyond bringing the site into compliance with 
state minimum standards that the program is designed to achieve. CalRecycle is constrained in 
its ability to conduct a remediation that goes beyond bringing the site into compliance with state 
minimum standards. Therefore, this alternative would not achieve the project objectives, as 
described in Section 5.3 above.  
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Impacts Compared to the Proposed Project 

Resource Topics with No Impacts under the Proposed Project 

As with the proposed project, because the location is the same, the project proposes no 
structures, and the project is a short-term construction project, the following resource topics 
would have no impact under the Site Clean Closure Alternative: 

 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 Land Use and Planning 

 Mineral Resources 

 Population and Housing 

 Public Services 

 Recreation 

 Utilities and Service Systems 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

This alternative would differ from the proposed project in that the waste and contaminated soil 
would be hauled off site to be recycled or disposed of at an approved waste disposal or treatment 
facility. Handling of wastes and contaminated soil under this alternative would be in keeping 
with the regulations governing the transport, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
wastes. Likewise, OSHA safety standards would be maintained for workers and the haulers. As 
this alternative would adhere to all federal, state, and local laws regulating hazards and 
hazardous materials, impacts would be less than significant. 

Compared to the proposed project which would have no impact, the Site Clean Closure 
Alternative would have less-than-significant impacts from hazards and hazardous materials. 

Resource Topics with Less‐than‐Significant Impacts under the Proposed Project 

For the following topics, the Site Clean Closure Alternative would require the same mitigation 
measures and would result in the same less-than-significant impacts with the implementation of 
identified measures as the proposed project: 

 Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources 

 Geology and Soils 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 
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Air Quality and GHG Emissions 

This alternative would generate approximately 10,750 truck trips. As can be seen from the table 
above, this alternative would not exceed the SMAQMD threshold for NOx emissions, as shown 
in Table 5-1 below. The SMAQMD does not expect construction activity to generate high 
concentrations of other criteria air pollutants, such as NO2, SOX, CO, and, therefore, does not 
recommend evaluation of these pollutants. The Site Clean Closure Alternative would have a less-
than-significant construction emissions impact. 

Because the SMAQMD has not established thresholds of significance for GHG emissions, this 
alternative would be required to abide by the best management practices for GHG during 
construction, as would be done for the proposed project. This alternative would have a less-than-
significant impact related to GHG emissions. 

Although this alternative would generate more truck trips and would have a longer construction 
period than the proposed project, construction activities under this alternative would not exceed 
significance thresholds for criteria pollutants as shown in Table 5-1 below. Similar to the 
proposed project, with implementation of the mitigation measures and best management 
practices, air quality and greenhouse gas emissions impacts under this alternative would be less 
than significant. 

Table 5-1 Estimated Emissions for the Site Clean Closure Alternative 

 
Construction Phase 

Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions  GHG Emissions 

  NOX  PM10  PM2.5  CO  SO2  ROG  CO2  CH4  N2O  CO2e 

Earth Moving Activities                   

Construction 
Emissions (lbs/day) 

135.96  262.04  6.06 111.53 2.19 15.14 4,458.39 0.30  0.00  4,464.72

SMAQMD CEQA 
Threshold 

85 
lbs/day 

n/a  n/a n/a n/a ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐

Would Project Exceed 
Threshold and Require 
Mitigation? 

Yes  n/a  n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a  n/a  n/a

 

Notes: 

Construction Emissions were calculated using CalEEMod. Emission values shown are those calculated after implementation of required 
construction control measures such as dewatering.  

lbs/day = pounds per day 

Maximum Emissions based on CalEEMod Summer Results 
GHG Emissions based on CalEEMod Annual Results 
‐‐ = no threshold; lbs/day = pounds per day; n/a = not applicable  

Noise 

Although this alternative would generate more construction activity, and for a longer period of 
time, the construction equipment noise levels would not increase significantly. The project site is 
comparatively small at 3.6 acres and is therefore limited in the number of construction 
equipment that can operate at any one time. Construction activities would generate maximum 
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noise levels ranging from 82.5 dBA to 87.7 dBA at a distance of 25 feet (see Appendix F), 
similar to the proposed project. The increased number of truck trips would create an additional 
source of noise on area roadways; however, the increase would be temporary. As with the 
proposed project, the noise increase would be of short duration and because construction 
activities would occur during daytime hours established within the City’s Noise Ordinance at 
Section 8.68, construction activities would be exempt from the provisions of the City of 
Sacramento Noise Ordinance (Section 8.68.080 Exemptions). However, as there are residences 
located in close proximity to the project site, similar to the proposed project, Mitigation Measure 
4.6-1 is recommended to further reduce potential construction noise impacts to surrounding 
sensitive receptors. Similar to the proposed project, construction noise impacts under the Site 
Clean Closure Alternative would be less than significant. 

Transportation/Traffic 

This alternative would result in construction traffic impacts similar to the proposed project. As 
with the proposed project, this alternative would be subject to Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 which 
requires implementation of a Construction Traffic Control Plan. Even though this alternative 
would generate approximately 10,750  truck trips, the trips would be spread out over a longer 
construction period (roughly up to seven weeks).  

Similar to the proposed project, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1, construction 
traffic impacts under the Site Clean Closure Alternative would be less than significant. 

5.5.2 No Project Alternative 

Description 

The No Project Alternative assumes that the existing conditions would remain. The project site 
would continue to pose a health hazard to people and pets in the project area from airborne 
contamination through inhalation, ingestion, and direct skin contact. The project site is zoned for 
residential use. However, because the Site Investigation Report has identified hazardous wastes 
at the project site, no residential development could occur under this alternative. Similar to the 
Site Clean Close Alternative, it is assumed that there would be no future development on the 
project site. 

It should be noted that the No Project Alternative is not a feasible alternative because the Site 
Investigation Report identified hazardous wastes at the project site, a former burn dump site. 
CalRecycle is mandated by California Code of Regulations, Title 27 Section 21100(d) to apply 
closure regulations to former burn dump sites, such as the project site, that pose a threat to public 
health. 
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Impacts Compared to the Proposed Project 

Resource Topics with No Impacts under the Proposed Project 

Because the No Project Alternative would occur at the project site, and no structures would be 
constructed, the following resource topics would have no impact under this alternative: 

 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 Land Use and Planning 

 Mineral Resources 

 Population and Housing 

 Public Services 

 Recreation 

 Utilities and Service Systems 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain as is. The Site Investigation 
Report prepared for the project site found contaminant concentrations exceeding the soluble 
threshold limit concentration (STLC) and evidence of waste exposure caused by erosion 
(CIWMB 2004).This alternative could create a significant hazard to the public by exposing 
people to airborne contamination, and could create a significant hazard to the environment from 
the potential for toxic substances to leach into the underlying water table because of the lack of a 
drainage system. Compared to the proposed project which had no impacts, the No Project 
Alternative, which would leave the contaminants in their present state, would create a significant 
and unavoidable impact exposing people and the environment to hazards and hazardous 
materials. 

The mitigation measures required to reduce this significant effect would be to abide by the 
recommendations of the Site Investigation Report which recommends a cover be placed on the 
site to meet state minimum standards and to prevent exposure to the public and the environment, 
which is the proposed project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Under the No Project Alternative, as discussed under Hazards and Hazardous Materials above, 
the hazardous waste identified at the project site has the potential to leach into the underlying 
water table. The lack of good drainage on the site has also resulted in evidence of waste exposure 
caused by erosion. Therefore, the No Project Alternative has the potential to provide a source of 
polluted runoff and to degrade water quality. As described above, this alternative assumes 
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existing conditions with no actions to improve existing conditions. Therefore, compared to the 
proposed project, the No Project Alternative would have potentially significant and unavoidable 
impacts on hydrology and water quality. 

Resource Topics with Less‐than‐Significant Impacts under the Proposed Project 

Under the No Project Alternative the following resources would have no impacts because there 
would be no construction activities and the assumption is that the site would remain undeveloped 
and vacant.  

 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources 

 Geology and Soils 

 Noise 

 Transportation/Traffic 

5.6 Alternatives Conclusion 

Table 5-2, Summary Comparison of Impacts for Proposed Project and Alternatives, below, 
summarizes the impacts of the proposed project and the two project alternatives.  

As shown in Table 5-2, Alternative 1, the Site Clean Closure Alternative, has greater 
environmental impacts compared to the proposed project. This alternative achieves the project 
objective of minimizing exposure of the public and the environment to potentially hazardous 
materials; however, it does not meet the project objective of consistency with CalRecycle’s 
prioritization mandate. The Site Clean Closure Alternative far exceeds the state minimum 
standards and is not feasible for CalRecycle to implement, as previously described in Section 
5.5.1.  

Alternative 2, the No Project Alternative, compared to the project results in significant and 
unavoidable impacts regarding exposing people and the environment to hazardous materials, and 
degrade water quality. However, the No Project Alternative does not meet either project 
objective. Further, the No Project Alternative is infeasible because CalRecycle is mandated to 
protect human health and the environment in accordance with Title 27 California Code of 
Regulations (Chapter 3, Subchapter 4, commencing with section 20510 and Subchapter 5, 
commencing with section 21099).   

An off-site alternative was not identified because the project is site-specific. Apart from the two 
alternatives discussed above, no other alternatives were identified for this project. Of the two 
alternatives identified, neither met both objectives of the project.  
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CEQA Guidelines at Section 15126.6 requires that an environmentally superior alternative be 
identified, which reduces or avoids to the greatest extent the environmental impacts identified for 
the project. As stated above, the No Project Alternative had fewer overall impacts than the 
proposed project, but it would result in significant and unavoidable impacts and did not meet the 
objective of protecting people and the environment which is the reason for the project. The Site 
Clean Closure Alternative did not reduce any of the proposed project impacts. Therefore, an 
environmentally superior alternative was not identified for the proposed project. 

Table 5-2 Summary Comparison of Impacts for Proposed Project and Alternatives 

 Proposed Project 
Site Clean 
Closure 
Alternative 

No Project 
Alternative 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impact 4.1-1: The proposed project could potentially 
conflict with an applicable air quality plan and result in 
a cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria 
air pollutants. 

LS LS N 

Impact 4.1-2: Construction activities from the 
proposed project would generate emissions of criteria 
pollutants on a short-term basis; these emissions could 
potentially result in violations of air quality standards. 

LS LS N 

Impact 4.1-3: The proposed project could potentially 
generate GHG emissions that would have a significant 
impact on the environment or would otherwise conflict 
with an applicable GHG reduction plan, policy, or 
regulation. 

LS LS N 

Biological Resources 

Impact 4.2-1: Proposed project activities may have a 
substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on special-status wildlife species 

LSM LSM N 

Impact 4.2-4: Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance 

LSM LSM N 

Cultural Resources 

Impact 4.3-1: Implementation of the proposed project 
would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a known historical or unique 
archaeological resource. 

LS LS N 

Impact 4.3-2: Implementation of the proposed project 
could cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an as-yet undiscovered/unrecorded 
historical resource or unique archaeological resource 

LSM LS N 

Impact 4.3-3: Implementation of the proposed project 
could cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an as-yet undiscovered/unrecorded 

LSM LS N 
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Table 5-2 Summary Comparison of Impacts for Proposed Project and Alternatives 

 Proposed Project 
Site Clean 
Closure 
Alternative 

No Project 
Alternative 

paleontological resource or unique archaeological 
resource 

Impact 4.3-4: Implementation of the proposed project 
may cause disturbance to human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

LSM LSM N 

Geology and Soils 

Impact 4.4-1: The proposed project could result in 
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 

LS LS N 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact: Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. 

N N SU 

 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact 4.5-1: Construction activities associated with 
the proposed project have the potential to degrade 
water quality due to the release of sediments and 
contaminants. 

LSM LSM SU 

Impact 4.5-2: The proposed project would not alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or result in substantial erosion or siltation or 
flooding on- or off-site, or which could exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage 
systems, or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff 

LS LS N 

Noise 

Impact 4.6-1: The construction of the proposed project 
would not create a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. 

LSM LSM N 

Transportation/Traffic 

Impact 4.7-1: The proposed project’s construction 
related vehicle trips would result in disruption of 
transportation system or cause inconvenience to 
neighboring land uses. 

LSM LSM N 

Cumulative Impacts 

Impact 6-1: The proposed project could result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

LS LS N 
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Table 5-2 Summary Comparison of Impacts for Proposed Project and Alternatives 

 Proposed Project 
Site Clean 
Closure 
Alternative 

No Project 
Alternative 

standard. 

Impact 6-2: The proposed project together with 
cumulative development, including past, present and 
future development in the project area would not result 
in significant biological resources impacts. 

LS LS N 

Impact 6-3: The proposed project together with 
cumulative development, including past, present and 
future development would not result in significant 
cultural resources impacts. 

LSM LSM N 

Impact 6-4: The proposed project together with 
cumulative development, including past, present and 
future development could result in significant soil 
erosion impacts. 

LS LS N 

Impact 6-5: The proposed project together with 
cumulative development, including past, present and 
future development could result in substantial erosion 
or siltation or flooding on- or off-site, or which could 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water 
drainage systems, or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff. 

LS LS N 

Impact 6-6: The proposed project together with past, 
present, and future projects could create a substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project. 

LSM LSM N 

Impact 6-7: The proposed project together with 
present and future projects could result in construction 
traffic impacts. 

LSM LSM N 

Key: 
N No Impact 
LS Less than Significant 
LSM Less than Significant with Mitigation 
SU Significant and Unavoidable 
 Impact is greater or lesser than the proposed project 
Changes from the proposed project impact are in bold text. 
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6. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

6.1 Introduction 

CEQA requires that in addition to project impacts, an EIR must discuss cumulative impacts. 
According to Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines: 

‘Cumulative impacts’ refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, 
are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. 

(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of 
separate projects. 

(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment, which 
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts 
can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a 
period of time. 

Section 15130(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clarifies a number of issues with respect to cumulative 
impacts, as follows: 

 An EIR should not discuss cumulative impacts to which the project would not contribute. 

 If the combined cumulative impact (impacts from other projects combined with the impact 
from the proposed project) is not significant, then the EIR should briefly indicate why the 
impact is not significant, and no further evaluation is necessary. 

 If the combined cumulative impact is significant, the EIR also must indicate whether the 
project’s contribution to that significant cumulative impact will or will not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

 An EIR may determine that the project’s contribution is rendered less than cumulatively 
considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation 
measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.  

6.2 Analytical Approach 

Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provides additional guidance with respect to how an 
adequate cumulative impact analysis might be completed and notes that this may be based on: 

A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, 
including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the Lead Agency, or 
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A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or 
in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or 
evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. 

To evaluate the cumulative impacts of the proposed project, the analysis in this EIR uses the City 
of Sacramento 2030 General Plan to ascertain cumulative impacts, as appropriate for the 
resource topic being evaluated. The cumulative context and the geographical area considered for 
each topic area are not necessarily the same. For example, because all development in an air 
basin contributes to regional emissions of criteria pollutants, the cumulative air quality 
discussion would consider emissions in the entire air basin. In contrast, because use and transport 
of hazardous materials are localized to the project site and access routes, the cumulative hazards 
and hazardous materials discussion would consider only other projects in the project area.  

The following resource topics are not discussed in the cumulative impact analysis because the 
proposed project would not impact these areas as discussed in Chapter 7, Impact Overview and 
Growth Inducement: aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, land use and planning, 
hazards and hazardous materials, mineral resources, population and housing, public services, 
recreation, and utilities and service systems. 

Resource topics for which the proposed project has the potential to have an impact, and for 
which the proposed project can potentially contribute an incremental impact that would be 
cumulatively considerable are discussed briefly in the impact analysis below. 

6.3 Impact Analysis 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The proposed project’s cumulative geographic context for air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions is the Sacramento Valley Air Basin which includes the project site and surrounding 
area.  

Greenhouse gas emissions are by their nature, a cumulative impact. As discussed in Chapter 4, 
the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

CRITERIA POLLUTANTS 

Impact 6-1: The proposed project could result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard. 

Significance: Less than significant. 
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Mitigation: None required. 

General Discussion 

As discussed in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions section, the proposed project 
would not contribute to an existing exceedance of the ozone standards. Further, all projects in the 
Sacramento Valley Air Basin are required to implement the SMAQMD’s Basic Construction 
Emissions Control Practices. According to the SMAQMD CEQA Guide, if an individual 
project’s emissions would not exceed the significance thresholds, then it would not be expected 
to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution and the impact would be less than 
significant (SMAQMD 2011). 

Biological Resources 

The geographic context for cumulative impacts on biological resources is the project site and the 
area surrounding the project site. 
 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact 6-2: The proposed project together with cumulative development, 
including past, present and future development in the project 
area would not result in significant biological resources 
impacts. 

Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

 

General Discussion 

The project area is designated a low density traditional neighborhood in the Fruitridge Broadway 
Community Plan (City of Sacramento 2009b). The project site and the surrounding area are not 
in an opportunity area identified in the Community Plan. The project site is surrounded by 
developed and disturbed areas occupied by single-family homes, mobile homes and some multi-
family two-story residential buildings. Morrison Creek, which is adjacent to the site is 
channelized and does not support riparian habitat. The project site is the only undeveloped lot in 
the immediate vicinity. 
 
The proposed project could impact sensitive raptor species that may use the project area for 
foraging. The impact would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.2-1a and 4.2-1b. The impact and mitigation measures are confined to the project site and would 
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not combine with potential projects in other parts of the neighborhood. The proposed project 
would not result in significant cumulative impacts on biological resources.  

Cultural Resources 

The geographic context for cumulative impacts on cultural resources is the project site and the 
area surrounding the project site. 
 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact 6-3: The proposed project together with cumulative development, 
including past, present and future development would not 
result in significant cultural resources impacts. 

Significance: Potentially significant. 

Mitigation: 

Significance after Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 4.3-2, 4.3-3, and 4.3-4. 

Less than significant. 

 

General Discussion 

The proposed project does not have any historic resources, therefore, it would not contribute to a 
cumulative impact on historic resources. The proposed project together with past, present, and 
future development could potentially have a significant impact on an archaeological resource or 
could potentially disturb human remains, resulting in a cumulative significant impact. 
However, it is reasonable to assume that all projects would be required to comply with federal, 
state, and local laws to protect cultural resources similar to the proposed project. The 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-2, 4.3-3, and 4.3-4 would ensure that the proposed 
project’s contribution to the potential cumulative impact is less than significant. 

Geology and Soils 

The geographic context for cumulative impacts from geology and soils is the project site. 
Although the entire State is a seismically active region, the specific conditions at individual 
project sites vary and can have different impacts. The project site does not have any seismic 
features that would result in potentially significant seismic impacts. Potential cumulative 
geological impacts are typically confined to specific areas and do not necessarily combine to 
create a cumulative impact. 
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SOIL EROSION 

Impact 6-4: The proposed project together with cumulative development, 
including past, present and future development could result in 
significant soil erosion impacts. 

Significance: Less than Significant. 

Mitigation None required. 

 

General Discussion 

Soil erosion impacts are confined to the project site, and all projects, past, present and future, are 
required to abide by local laws and building codes to prevent soil erosion impacts during 
construction. The proposed project has a less-than-significant impact on soil erosion and would 
not contribute to a significant cumulative impact related to soil erosion. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The cumulative geographic context for hydrology and water quality impacts is the Morrison 
Creek watershed, which includes the project site and the surrounding area, within the larger 
Sacramento River watershed. 
 

DRAINAGE IMPACTS 

Impact 6-5: The proposed project together with cumulative development, 
including past, present and future development could result in 
substantial erosion or siltation or flooding on- or off-site, or 
which could exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm 
water drainage systems, or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff. 

Significance: Less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

General Discussion 

Present and future projects are required to comply with local standards and requirements for 
controlling runoff and regulating water quality. All construction projects require National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits from the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board which requires implementation of best management practices that reduce impacts 
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to water quality. The proposed project would comply with all state and local regulations 
regarding water quality and would result in a less-than-significant impact on drainage patterns 
and stormwater runoff. Therefore, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project to water 
quality impacts together with other past, present, and future project would be less than 
significant. 

Noise 

The cumulative geographic context for construction noise impacts is the project site and 
immediate vicinity. The analysis includes noise from construction activities as well as noise 
generated by construction traffic on access roads.  
 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS (PROJECT IMPACTS) 

Impact 6-6: The proposed project together with past, present, and future 
projects could create a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project. 

Significance before Mitigation: 

Mitigation 

Potentially significant 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant 

General Discussion 

If there are other construction projects that would be constructed simultaneously with the 
proposed project, a potentially significant cumulative noise impact could occur. However, any 
project in the vicinity would be subject to the local noise ordinance which regulates the hours of 
construction activities to avoid significant noise impacts to sensitive receptors. The proposed 
project with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 would have a less-than-significant 
noise impact on nearby sensitive receptors. Further, the proposed project is short term and no 
projects in the immediate vicinity of the project site have been identified. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not contribute to a cumulatively significant noise impact. 

Transportation/Traffic 

The cumulative geographic context for construction traffic impacts is the project site and on 
access roads. 
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CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

Impact 6-7: The proposed project together with present and future projects 
could result in construction traffic impacts. 

Significance before Mitigation: Potentially significant. 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 4.7-1. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant. 

General Discussion 

If there are other construction projects that would be constructed simultaneously with the 
proposed project, a potentially significant cumulative traffic impact could occur. The proposed 
project with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would have a less-than-significant 
construction traffic impact. A review of the General Plan and the Fruitridge Broadway 
Community Plan do not identify any potential projects or opportunity sites in the vicinity of the 
project site. The Sacramento City Unified School District has improvements planned for 
Camellia Elementary School, within 0.5 mile of the project site.  However, a conversation with 
the District indicated that the District does not anticipate implementing any of the proposed 
improvements within the next six to eight months, which is the anticipated period for the 
proposed project to be implemented. Because the proposed project is limited to one-month 
duration and no projects in the immediate vicinity of the project site have been identified, it is 
anticipated that the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulatively significant 
construction traffic impact. 
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7. IMPACT OVERVIEW AND GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

7.1 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

Significant and unavoidable impacts would result if a project reaches or exceeds the defined 
threshold of significance and no feasible mitigation measure is identified to reduce the 
significant impact to a less-than-significant level. While the proposed project is anticipated to 
have potentially significant impacts, mitigation measures were identified that would reduce the 
impacts to less-than-significant levels as detailed in Chapter 4 of this EIR. The proposed project 
would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts. 

7.2 Growth Inducing Impacts 

This section discusses how the proposed project “could foster economic or population growth, or 
the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment” as required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d).  

The proposed project is on private property. The project site is unused and devoid of structures. 
The current use of the property would not change as a result of the proposed project. The 
proposed project would not add infrastructure, utilities, or recreation areas or create jobs that 
would result in an increased population. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
growth inducing impacts. 

7.3 Significant Irreversible Environmental Effects 

This section discusses any significant irreversible environmental changes that could result from 
the proposed project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) requires that irretrievable 
commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is 
justified. The CEQA Guidelines identify three distinct categories of significant irreversible 
changes: (1) changes in land use that would commit future generations; (2) irreversible changes 
from environmental actions; and (3) consumption of non-renewable resources. 

The proposed project would not change the current use of the project site. Therefore, it would not 
commit future generations to significant changes in land use. 

The proposed project is an approximately one-month construction effort that is intended to 
enhance public safety. No significant irreversible environmental changes due to the proposed 
actions are anticipated.  

The proposed project is located in an urban developed area. The construction of the proposed 
project would use energy produced from nonrenewable resources, however, the project duration 
is one month and would not consume significant amounts of energy. 
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7.4 Effects Found Not to be Significant 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated on December 18, 2013, to solicit comments on the 
project from interested agencies and the public. Comments were received from the California 
Department of Toxic Substances and the City of Sacramento (see Appendix A). An Initial Study 
was not prepared for the proposed project. 

The NOP indicated that there would be temporary construction-period impacts on air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise 
and traffic, and would incorporate the findings of cultural resources and biological resources 
studies. On further analysis it was determined that the proposed project would not have any 
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. All other topics have been fully analyzed in 
this EIR. 

The NOP further indicated that no impacts were anticipated on agricultural and forestry 
resources, land use and planning, mineral resources, population and housing, public services, 
recreation, and utilities and service systems. During the EIR analysis, it was determined that the 
proposed project would not have an impact on aesthetics and hazards and hazardous materials.  
The rationale for these topics that were not discussed fully because the proposed project would 
not have any impacts, are presented below.  

7.4.1 Aesthetics 

The project site is a privately owned parcel surrounded by a mix of multi-family and single-
family residences up to two stories tall. The project site is level as is the surrounding area. With 
the exception of a few trees along the project boundary, the project site is devoid of structures or 
tall features. The project site is visible from 63rd Street on the west, 65th Street Expressway on 
the east, and Elder Creek Road on the south. Morrison Creek runs along the north edge of the 
project site. The proposed project would construct a soil cap mound on the project site with 1.0 
to 3.0 percent slopes resulting in a gentle rise of about five feet in the center. The finished soil 
cap would be vegetated with hydroseed. No structures are proposed under the project. There are 
no scenic views, scenic highways, or historic buildings in the project area. The proposed project 
would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, nor would it substantially damage 
scenic resources, including, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic 
highway. 

Although the project site is essentially level, it is uneven with discarded objects protruding 
through the surface. The proposed project when completed would be a smooth mound that is 
vegetated, significantly improving the visual character of the project site. The proposed project 
would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings. 
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The proposed project would create a new natural vegetated surface. It would not create a new 
source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area. 

Based on the above, the proposed project would not have an impact on aesthetics. 

7.4.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

The project site and the surrounding area are designated by the California Department of 
Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as Urban and Built-Up Land 
(Department of Conservation, 2013). Therefore, the proposed project would not convert prime 
farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance to non-agricultural use, would 
not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, and would not 
involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. The proposed project would have no 
impact on agricultural resources. 

7.4.3 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

A Site Investigation Report (CIWMB 2004) completed for the project site and included in 
Appendix G of this EIR, determined that the project site is not a hazardous materials site as 
defined in Government Code Section 65962.5.  

Although some hazardous waste has been identified at the site, the proposed project would not 
transport contaminated soil off the project site. No treatment of the wastes at the project site 
would occur. The project site would be graded with minimal disturbance to of the buried wastes 
to accommodate a new compacted clean soil cap. If any large discarded objects, such as 
refrigerators or washing machines, are close to the surface and provide an impediment to 
grading, they would be removed and transported to a recycling facility or an approved waste 
facility for disposal. It is anticipated that the number of items to be removed would be minimal to 
none. The new soil cap would be graded to inhibit any surface water infiltration into the existing 
wastes and to create better drainage to the perimeter of the waste footprint. Clean soil would be 
transported to the project site from an off-site location. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. 

There are no schools within a quarter mile of the project site. Camellia Elementary School is 
approximately 0.3 mile to the southeast, and Will C. Wood Middle School is approximately 0.5 
mile to the north. The nearest airport to the proposed site is Sacramento Executive Airport, 
approximately three miles to the west. The proposed project is not located within an area covered 
by the Sacramento Executive Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan or, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport. The proposed project would not emit hazardous materials 
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emissions near a school and would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area. 

The proposed project would not change the existing street access or result in road closures. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

The proposed project is located within an urban area. There are no wildlands in the project 
vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. 

The proposed project would have no hazards and hazardous material impacts. 

7.4.4 Land Use and Planning 

The proposed project would take place within the boundaries of existing parcels in the City of 
Sacramento. The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. 

The proposed project is within the City of Sacramento General Plan’s “Traditional 
Neighborhood Low Density” land use. The project site is zoned “Standard Single Family” (R-1) 
and “Single Family Alternative” (R-1A). The project site consists of undeveloped parcels that 
were originally used as a borrow pit and was later filled in with rubbish and used as a burn site 
and illegal dumping area. The parcels within the project site are currently undeveloped. The 
proposed project would not construct any structures on the site. Therefore, there would be no 
conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect.  

The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan because none of these types of plans exist for the proposed project 
site and the surrounding area. The proposed project would have no impact on land use and 
planning. 

7.4.5 Mineral Resources 

The California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology has classified lands 
into Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs) based on guidelines adopted by the California State 
Mining and Geology Board, as mandated by the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) 
of 1974. The project area is mapped as MRZ-3, area containing mineral deposits, the 
significance of which cannot be evaluated from available data. The project site is a former quarry 
site which has been used as a burn site and an illegal dump site. The proposed project covers the 
site with a clean soil cap. Thus, the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of 
a mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state; and would 
not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site 
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delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. The proposed project 
would have no impact on mineral resources. 

7.4.6 Population and Housing 

The proposed project would not construct residential or commercial structures, nor would it 
construct roads or improve utilities. Therefore, the project would not induce substantial 
population growth in the area, either directly (e.g., new homes or businesses) or indirectly (e.g., 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure). Further, the proposed project would not 
displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere, and would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The proposed project would have no impact on 
population and housing. 

7.4.7 Public Services 

The project does not propose any structures. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for 
fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities. The proposed project 
would have no impact on public services. 

7.4.8 Recreation 

The project does not propose any structures or create a use that would increase population. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreation facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated. Further, the proposed project would not include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreation facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment. The proposed project would have no impact on 
recreation. 

7.4.9 Utilities and Service Systems 

The project does not propose any structures or create a use that would increase population. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board; would not require or result in the construction 
of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; and would not require or 
result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.  

The proposed project would not create a need for water and would therefore not affect water 
supplies or water treatment. 
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The project would generate minimal solid waste in the form of any large discarded and partially 
buried items, such as refrigerators or washing machines, which cannot be graded during the 
construction period of the project. These items would be disposed of at an approved facility that 
complies with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  

The proposed project would have no impact on utilities and service systems. 
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8. REPORT PREPARERS AND ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS 

CONSULTED 

8.1 Introduction 

CEQA Guidelines at Section 15129 require that an EIR identify all federal, State, or local 
agencies, other organizations, and private individuals consulted in preparing the draft EIR, and 
the persons, firm, or agency preparing the draft EIR, by contract or other authorization. 

8.2 Report Preparers 

Lead Agency 

Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) 
Waste Permitting, Compliance and Mitigation Division 
1001 I Street, P.O. Box 4025 
Sacramento, CA 95812-4025 
 
Wes Mindermann, Senior Waste Management Engineer 
Mustafe Botan, Waste Management Engineer 
Harllee Branch, Senior Attorney 
 

CEQA Consultant 

URS Corporation 
100 W. San Fernando Street, Suite 200 
San Jose, CA 95113-2254 
 
Ann Sansevero, CEQA Project Manager 
Reema Mahamood, Deputy Project Manager, CEQA Analyst 
Trevor Burwell, PhD, Senior Ecologist 
Michelle Dunn, CEQA Analyst 
Ben Elliott, RPA, Senior Archaeologist 
Tina Garg, CEQA Analyst 
Mathew Korve, PE, Senior Engineer 
Huey Nham, PE, Senior Civil Engineer 
Janis Offermann, RPA, Senior Cultural Resources Specialist 
Christopher Peske, Archaeological Technician 
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8.3 Organizations and Person Consulted 

Sacramento County Environmental Management  

Sacramento County 
Environmental Management Department 
Environmental Compliance Division 
10590 Armstrong Avenue, Suite A 
Mather, CA 95655 
 
Lisa Todd, Supervisor 
 

City of Sacramento 

City of Sacramento 
Community Development Department 
Environmental Planning Services 
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
 
Tom Buford, Senior Planner 
Dana Allen, Associate Planner 
 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 
1001 I Street, MS21-5 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Timothy Patenaude 
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10. COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

10.1 Comments Received 

The Draft EIR was made available for public review from April 8, 2013 through May 22, 2013. 
Comments were accepted via mail or electronic mail. The State Clearinghouse Document Details 
Report indicates the agencies that were sent the Draft EIR for review. Only one comment letter 
was received from the Central Valley RWQCB.  

The State Clearinghouse letter including the Document Details Report and the Central Valley 
RWQCB letter is provided at the end of this section. The State Clearinghouse does not comment 
on the Draft EIR and a response is neither required nor appropriate. Each comment within the 
Central Valley RWQCB letter is designated a number. Responses to the numbered comments are 
provided below. 

10.2 Responses to Comments  

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Response to Comment 1: Construction Storm Water General Permit 

This comment refers to a general description of the requirements for obtaining the Storm Water 
General Permit for projects that disturb more than one acre of soil. Section 4.5.3, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft EIR discusses the requirements for a Storm 
Water General Permit under the Clean Water Act. Mitigation Measure 4.5-1, outlined in Section 
5.4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, would ensure that the 
proposed project would obtain an NPDES Construction General Permit prior to construction 
activities. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

Response to Comment 2: Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 

(MS4) Permit 

This comment refers to the MS4 Permit that is required for new development or redevelopment 
projects. The proposed project as described in Chapter 3, Project Description of the Draft EIR, is 
a remediation project that does not involve construction of any structures on the project site, and 
does not propose a sewer system. Therefore, the MS4 Permit does not apply to the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment 3: Industrial Storm Water General Permit 

This comment refers to the Industrial Storm Water General Permit that is required for industrial 
sites. The proposed project as described in Chapter 3, Project Description of the Draft EIR, is a 
remediation project on a currently undeveloped site.  The proposed project does not propose an 
industrial or any other use for the project site. Therefore, the Industrial Storm Water General 
Permit does not apply to the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment 4: Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit 

This comment refers to a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 Permit that is applicable to 
projects that would impact navigable waters. As described in the Draft EIR in Chapter 3, Project 
Description, Section 3.1, Background, and Section 4.5.4, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures, the project site is adjacent to Morrison Creek, which has a two-foot-
high engineered berm and subsurface lining that provides a hydrologic barrier between the creek 
and the project site. As described in the Draft EIR Section 3.4, Proposed Project, all earthwork 
would be conducted outside the creek right-of-way and stormwater would be retained onsite 
during most rain events. During extreme rain events, the northern edge of the retention swale rim 
would function as an emergency release into the existing ditch on the upland side of the levee 
and stormwater release into Morrison Creek. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly 
or indirectly impact Morrison Creek, and would not require a CWA Section 404 Permit. 

Response to Comment 5: Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit 

This comment refers to water quality certification under CWA Section 401. As discussed in the 
response to Comment A-4, above, the project would not directly or indirectly impact Morrison 
Creek.  Therefore, the proposed project would not require a CWA Section 401 Permit. 

Response to Comment 6: Waste Discharge Requirements 

This comment refers to discharges into waters of the State. As discussed above, Morrison Creek 
is separated from the project site by a two-foot-high engineered berm. The proposed project 
would not directly or indirectly impact Morrison Creek. The proposed project does not propose 
any use for the project site after project completion. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
require a Waste Discharge Requirement permit. 
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Figure 3: Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan
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Mahamood, Reema

From: Botan, Mustafe <Mustafe.Botan@CalRecycle.ca.gov>

Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2013 10:49 AM

To: Mahamood, Reema

Subject: FW: Warings Dump Soil Cap Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

 

 

From: Tom Buford [mailto:TBuford@cityofsacramento.org]  

Sent: Monday, December 17, 2012 1:38 PM 
To: Botan, Mustafe 

Cc: Bill Busath; Dana Allen; Jeffrey Heeren 
Subject: Warings Dump Soil Cap Project 

 

Mustafe: 

 

Thank you for your advance call on the Warings Dump project. I received the Notice of Preparation. 

 

Dana Allen will be your contact in environmental review for the City. I’ve copied Bill Busath in Department of Utilities as 

well. 

 

Based on review of the NOP and my conversation with Mr. Busath, it does not appear the City would issue a permit for 

the project, and any actions the City would take appear to be limited and would simply follow-up on your agency’s 

actions. Under those circumstances it  does not appear we would take actions subject to CEQA, and would not be a 

Responsible Agency. 

 

Please include Ms. Allen on the mailing list for future CEQA notices: 

 

Dana Allen, Associate Planner 

City of Sacramento 

Community Development Department 

300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor 

Sacramento, CA 95811 

 

Thanks. 

 

Tom 

 

Tom Buford, Senior Planner 

Environmental Planning Services 

300 Richards Blvd., Third Floor 

Sacramento, CA 95811 

Phone: (916) 808-7931 

Cell: (916) 541-5396 

Email: tbuford@cityofsacramento.org 

 



1

Mahamood, Reema

From: Botan, Mustafe <Mustafe.Botan@CalRecycle.ca.gov>

Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 8:20 AM

To: Mahamood, Reema

Cc: Healy, Bob; Sansevero, Ann

Subject: FW: Waring's Dump NOP SCH# 2012122041

Reema, 

 

Please see below email from DTSC.  It was sent to me on Friday, the comments due date.  Please take a look and let us 

discuss. 

 

Regards, 

M 

 

From: Patenaude, Tim@DTSC [mailto:Tim.Patenaude@dtsc.ca.gov]  

Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 4:50 PM 

To: Botan, Mustafe 
Cc: Beckman, William@DTSC; Lewis, Jr., McKinley@DTSC 

Subject: Waring's Dump NOP SCH# 2012122041 

 

Mr Botan, 

I have read the subject Document and have the following comments 

1. 2. Project Description, Proposed Project: The project description does not include a discussion of the presence 

and distribution of soil contamination. Since burn dumps are known to contain various hazardous contaminants, 

it seems the Project Description would include a discussion on sampling and analysis conducted to identify the 

nature and extent of any soil contamination. 

2. 3.0 Probable Environmental Effects of the Project: Environmental effects could include hazardous substances 

releases via dust, vehicular tracking, and storm water run-off during construction. 

3. 5.0 Alternatives: The proposed project and alternative evaluation should include some form of land use control 

after cleanup (e.i. land use covenant, deed restriction, etc) to preclude sensitive land use for areas where waste 

is left in place.   

4. The EIR should  establish concentration specific cleanup goals for contaminants of concern.  Lead is a typical 

contaminant found at burn dumps. It also seems that several alternatives would require confirmation sampling 

to ensure that contaminates; above background, health risk based  or other enforceable regulatory thresholds, 

are not excluded from the cleanup.   
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Appendix B Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions Calculations 
 





CalEEMod	Assumptions/Inputs	
Model Run on February 4, 2013. Model is CalEEMod v.2011.1.1 

Notes: project file was not saved as file was too large. To recreate model, use the following 

assumptions/inputs identified below. Unless identified below, default settings were utilized. 

Project	Characteristics	
PROJECT NAME  Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project 

PROJECT LOCATION  Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

CLIMATE ZONE  6 

LAND USE SETTING  Urban 

OPERATIONAL YEAR  2013 

POLLUTANTS SELECTED  All 

Land	Use	
Land Use Type  None Selected 

REMARKS: The project site is currently undeveloped. The project does not propose the construction of new 
buildings or future operational uses. The project site will remain vacant with vegetation growth. 

Construction	

Construction	Phase	
CONSTRUCTION 
PHASE 

PHASE TYPE  START DATE  END DATE  DAYS/WEEK  TOTAL 
DAYS 

CONSTRUCTION 
PHASE 
DESCRIPTION 

Earthmoving 
Activities 

Grading  7/1/2013  7/31/2013  5 days/week  23 days  Earthmoving 
activities 
include 
preliminary 
surface 
grading and 
compaction 
prior to soil 
hauling and 
soil cap 
placement. 

REMARKS: A one-month project completion schedule is estimated. The soil delivery is anticipated to be over 

a three-week period. Preliminary surface grading and compaction would occur prior to placement of soil-cap. 

Off	Road	Equipment	
For the following phases, no construction equipment is required or necessary for the project: 



Site preparation, building construction, paving, architectural coating, and demolition. 

Phase	Name:	Earthmoving	Activities	
EQUIPMENT TYPE  UNIT AMOUNT  HOURS/DAY 

Off‐Highway Trucks  40  8 

Rubber Tired Dozers  1  8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes  2  8 

REMARKS: Anticipated construction equipment usage as 8/hrs per day is a conservative estimate as it 

assumes all construction equipment will be used all day daily. Actual construction equipment usage would 
not be as intensive as assumptions made here. 

Dust	From	Material	Movement	
Phase Name: Earth Moving Activities 

Material Imported: 8,370 Cubic Yards 

No Material Exported 

Material Import/Exported Phased: Yes. 

Area of Impact: 3.6 acres 

REMARKS: Project impact area is 3.6 acres. 

Demolition	
Not applicable to the proposed project. 

Trips	and	VMT	
PHASE NAME  TOTAL # TRIPS HAULING 

Earthmoving Activities  525 

Notes: Other input areas are default values. 
 
REMARKS: Anticipating a total capacity of 16 cubic yard per haul truck, there would be no more than 525 
truck trips to import soil to the project site during a 3-week period. 
 

On‐Road	Fugitive	Dust	
Default values 

Architectural	Coatings	
Not Applicable to the proposed project. 

Operational	
Not applicable to the proposed project 



Vegetation	

Land	Use	Change	
VEGETATION 
LAND USE 

TYPE 

VEGETATION 
LAND USE 

SUBTYPE 

INITIAL 
ACRES 

FINAL 
ACRES 

ANNUAL CO2 
ACCUMULATION 

PER ACRE 

(TONNES 
CO2/YEAR) 

Others  Others  0  3.6  0 

REMARKS: The project includes adding 17,400 square yards of erosion control seed mix to reduce erosion of 
the newly placed soil-cap. 

Sequestration	
Not applicable to proposed project – no trees on site or proposed. 

Mitigation	

Construction	

Off‐Road	Equipment	
EQUIPMENT  TYPE  # OF EQUIPMENT 

MITIGATED 

Rubber Tired Dozer  1 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes  2 

Off‐Highway Trucks  40 

Fugitive	Dust	
Soil Stabilizer for Unpaved Roads. Checked 

Water Exposed Area. Frequency: 2 times per day 

Replace Ground Cover of Area Disturbed. Checked 

Traffic	
Not Applicable to proposed project as there are no operational uses proposed. 
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Off-road Equipment - No Paving proposed.

Off-road Equipment - No building construction proposed.

Construction Phase - A one-month project completion schedule is estimated. The soil delivery is anticipated to be over a three-week period. Preliminary 
surface grading and compaction would occur prior to placement of soil-cap.

Land Use - The project site is currently undeveloped. The project does not propose the construction of new buildings or future operational uses. The 
project site will remain vacant with vegetation growth.

Project Characteristics -

Off-road Equipment - No site preparation proposed.

Off-road Equipment - Anticipated construction equipment usage as 8/hrs per day is a conservative estimate as it assumes all construction equipment will 
be used all day daily. Actual construction equipment usage would not be as intensive as assumptions made here.

Off-road Equipment - No demolition proposed.

Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual

Waring's Dump Soil Cap Project

1.1 Land Usage

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

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company

Date: 2/4/2013CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Land Use Change - The project includes adding 17,400 square yards of erosion control seed mix to reduce erosion of the newly placed soil-cap.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Trips and VMT - Anticipating a total capacity of 16 cubic yard per haul truck, there would be no more than 525 truck trips to import soil to the project site 
during a 3-week period.

Off-road Equipment - No architectural coatings proposed.

Grading - The project impact area is 3.6 acres.

2.0 Emissions Summary

2013 0.02 0.14 0.17 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.16 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 60.29 60.29 0.00 0.00 60.38

Total 0.02 0.14 0.17 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.16 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 60.29 60.29 0.00 0.00 60.38

ROG NOx 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

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction

2013 0.06 0.47 0.37 0.00 0.20 0.02 0.22 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.00 60.29 60.29 0.00 0.00 60.38

Total 0.06 0.47 0.37 0.00 0.20 0.02 0.22 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.00 60.29 60.29 0.00 0.00 60.38

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction
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Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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 Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

2.3 Vegetation

Vegetation Land 
Change

0.00

Total 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 CO2e

Category tons MT

Vegetation

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Replace Ground Cover
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3.7 Earthmoving Activities - 2013

Off-Road 0.04 0.33 0.20 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 30.68 30.68 0.00 0.00 30.75

Fugitive Dust 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.04 0.33 0.20 0.00 0.07 0.02 0.09 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.00 30.68 30.68 0.00 0.00 30.75

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 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

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.31 10.31 0.00 0.00 10.32

Hauling 0.01 0.13 0.10 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.30 19.30 0.00 0.00 19.32

Total 0.02 0.14 0.17 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.61 29.61 0.00 0.00 29.64

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 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

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.31 10.31 0.00 0.00 10.32

Hauling 0.01 0.13 0.10 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.30 19.30 0.00 0.00 19.32

Total 0.02 0.14 0.17 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.61 29.61 0.00 0.00 29.64

ROG NOx 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 Construction Off-Site

3.7 Earthmoving Activities - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.68 30.68 0.00 0.00 30.75

Fugitive Dust 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 30.68 30.68 0.00 0.00 30.75

ROG NOx 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 Construction On-Site
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Total

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

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

Miles Trip %

5.0 Energy Detail

6.0 Area Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Mitigated
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9.1 Vegetation Land Change

Others 0 / 3.6 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Initial/Final ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Acres tons MT

Vegetation Type

Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons MT
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Off-road Equipment - No Paving proposed.

Off-road Equipment - No building construction proposed.

Construction Phase - A one-month project completion schedule is estimated. The soil delivery is anticipated to be over a three-week period. Preliminary 
surface grading and compaction would occur prior to placement of soil-cap.

Land Use - The project site is currently undeveloped. The project does not propose the construction of new buildings or future operational uses. The 
project site will remain vacant with vegetation growth.

Project Characteristics -

Off-road Equipment - No site preparation proposed.

Off-road Equipment - Anticipated construction equipment usage as 8/hrs per day is a conservative estimate as it assumes all construction equipment will 
be used all day daily. Actual construction equipment usage would not be as intensive as assumptions made here.

Off-road Equipment - No demolition proposed.

Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Summer

Waring's Dump Soil Cap Project

1.1 Land Usage

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

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company

Date: 2/4/2013CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Land Use Change - The project includes adding 17,400 square yards of erosion control seed mix to reduce erosion of the newly placed soil-cap.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Trips and VMT - Anticipating a total capacity of 16 cubic yard per haul truck, there would be no more than 525 truck trips to import soil to the project site 
during a 3-week period.

Off-road Equipment - No architectural coatings proposed.

Grading - The project impact area is 3.6 acres.

2.0 Emissions Summary

2013 1.86 12.04 14.95 0.06 16.51 0.42 16.92 1.53 0.38 1.92 0.00 5,883.96 0.00 0.45 0.00 5,893.31

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2013 5.53 41.13 31.94 0.06 19.95 1.93 21.88 3.36 1.90 5.26 0.00 5,883.96 0.00 0.45 0.00 5,893.31

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction
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Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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 Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Replace Ground Cover
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3.7 Earthmoving Activities - 2013

Off-Road 3.67 29.09 16.99 0.03 1.51 1.51 1.51 1.51 2,941.28 0.33 2,948.20

Fugitive Dust 6.26 0.00 6.26 3.32 0.00 3.32 0.00

Total 3.67 29.09 16.99 0.03 6.26 1.51 7.77 3.32 1.51 4.83 2,941.28 0.33 2,948.20

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 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

Worker 0.72 0.62 6.90 0.01 1.41 0.04 1.45 0.02 0.03 0.05 1,088.86 0.06 1,090.14

Hauling 1.14 11.42 8.04 0.02 12.28 0.38 12.66 0.02 0.35 0.37 1,853.82 0.05 1,854.97

Total 1.86 12.04 14.94 0.03 13.69 0.42 14.11 0.04 0.38 0.42 2,942.68 0.11 2,945.11

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Water Exposed Area
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 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

Worker 0.72 0.62 6.90 0.01 1.41 0.04 1.45 0.02 0.03 0.05 1,088.86 0.06 1,090.14

Hauling 1.14 11.42 8.04 0.02 12.28 0.38 12.66 0.02 0.35 0.37 1,853.82 0.05 1,854.97

Total 1.86 12.04 14.94 0.03 13.69 0.42 14.11 0.04 0.38 0.42 2,942.68 0.11 2,945.11

ROG NOx 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 Construction Off-Site

3.7 Earthmoving Activities - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,941.28 0.33 2,948.20

Fugitive Dust 2.82 0.00 2.82 1.49 0.00 1.49 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 2.82 0.00 2.82 1.49 0.00 1.49 0.00 2,941.28 0.33 2,948.20

ROG NOx 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 Construction On-Site
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Total

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

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

Miles Trip %

5.0 Energy Detail

6.0 Area Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Mitigated
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Off-road Equipment - No Paving proposed.

Off-road Equipment - No building construction proposed.

Construction Phase - A one-month project completion schedule is estimated. The soil delivery is anticipated to be over a three-week period. Preliminary 
surface grading and compaction would occur prior to placement of soil-cap.

Land Use - The project site is currently undeveloped. The project does not propose the construction of new buildings or future operational uses. The 
project site will remain vacant with vegetation growth.

Project Characteristics -

Off-road Equipment - No site preparation proposed.

Off-road Equipment - Anticipated construction equipment usage as 8/hrs per day is a conservative estimate as it assumes all construction equipment will 
be used all day daily. Actual construction equipment usage would not be as intensive as assumptions made here.

Off-road Equipment - No demolition proposed.

Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Winter

Waring's Dump Soil Cap Project

1.1 Land Usage

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

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company

Date: 2/4/2013CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Land Use Change - The project includes adding 17,400 square yards of erosion control seed mix to reduce erosion of the newly placed soil-cap.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Trips and VMT - Anticipating a total capacity of 16 cubic yard per haul truck, there would be no more than 525 truck trips to import soil to the project site 
during a 3-week period.

Off-road Equipment - No architectural coatings proposed.

Grading - The project impact area is 3.6 acres.

2.0 Emissions Summary

2013 1.94 12.38 15.09 0.05 16.51 0.42 16.93 1.53 0.39 1.92 0.00 5,729.63 0.00 0.45 0.00 5,738.98

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2013 5.60 41.47 32.09 0.05 19.95 1.94 21.89 3.36 1.90 5.26 0.00 5,729.63 0.00 0.45 0.00 5,738.98

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction
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Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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 Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Replace Ground Cover
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3.7 Earthmoving Activities - 2013

Off-Road 3.67 29.09 16.99 0.03 1.51 1.51 1.51 1.51 2,941.28 0.33 2,948.20

Fugitive Dust 6.26 0.00 6.26 3.32 0.00 3.32 0.00

Total 3.67 29.09 16.99 0.03 6.26 1.51 7.77 3.32 1.51 4.83 2,941.28 0.33 2,948.20

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 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

Worker 0.72 0.67 6.18 0.01 1.41 0.04 1.45 0.02 0.03 0.05 941.73 0.06 942.91

Hauling 1.22 11.71 8.91 0.02 12.28 0.39 12.66 0.02 0.35 0.38 1,846.62 0.06 1,847.87

Total 1.94 12.38 15.09 0.03 13.69 0.43 14.11 0.04 0.38 0.43 2,788.35 0.12 2,790.78

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Water Exposed Area
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 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

Worker 0.72 0.67 6.18 0.01 1.41 0.04 1.45 0.02 0.03 0.05 941.73 0.06 942.91

Hauling 1.22 11.71 8.91 0.02 12.28 0.39 12.66 0.02 0.35 0.38 1,846.62 0.06 1,847.87

Total 1.94 12.38 15.09 0.03 13.69 0.43 14.11 0.04 0.38 0.43 2,788.35 0.12 2,790.78

ROG NOx 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 Construction Off-Site

3.7 Earthmoving Activities - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,941.28 0.33 2,948.20

Fugitive Dust 2.82 0.00 2.82 1.49 0.00 1.49 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 2.82 0.00 2.82 1.49 0.00 1.49 0.00 2,941.28 0.33 2,948.20

ROG NOx 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 Construction On-Site
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Total

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

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

Miles Trip %

5.0 Energy Detail

6.0 Area Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Mitigated



CalEEMod	Assumptions/Inputs	
Model Run on January 30, 2013. Model is CalEEMod v.2011.1.1 

Notes: project file was not saved as file was too large. To recreate model, use the following 

assumptions/inputs identified below. Unless identified below, default settings were utilized. 

Project	Characteristics	
Project Name  Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project ‐ Alternatives 

Project Location  Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

Climate Zone  6 

Land Use Setting  Urban 

Operational Year  2013 

Pollutants Selected  All 

Land	Use	
Land Use Type  None Selected 

REMARKS: The project site is currently undeveloped. The project does not propose the construction of new 
buildings or future operational uses. The project site will remain vacant with vegetation growth. 

Construction	

Construction	Phase	
Construction 
Phase 

Phase Type  Start Date  End Date  Days/Week  Total 
Days 

Construction 
Phase 
Description 

Earthmoving 
Activities 

Grading  7/1/2013  8/31/2013  5 days/week  45 days  Earthmoving 
Activities 
includes 
excavation 
of existing 
waste, 
hauling of 
waste and 
importing 
new clean 
soil, surface 
grading and 
soil 
compaction 



REMARKS: A two-month project completion schedule is estimated. Soil/waste excavation and export, soil 
delivery and import are anticipated to be over a seven-week period. Surface grading and soil compaction 
would occur during and at the end of the construction period. 
 

Off	Road	Equipment	

Phase	Name:	Earthmoving	Activities	
Equipment Type  Unit Amount  Hours/Day 

Off‐Highway Trucks  100  8 

Rubber Tired Dozers  1  8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes  2  8 

Excavators  2  8 

REMARKS: Conservatively assumes each piece of equipment runs all day daily. Soil/debris exported and 
imported would entail approximately 8,125 total truck trips over the course of the construction period. 
 

For the following phases, no construction equipment is required or necessary for the project: 

Site preparation, building construction, paving, architectural coating, and demolition. 

Dust	From	Material	Movement	
Phase Name: Earthmoving Activities 

Material Exported: 65,000 cubic yards 

Material Imported: 65,000 Cubic Yards 

Material Import/Exported Phased: Yes. 

Area of Impact: 3.6 acres 

REMARKS: Project impact area is 3.6 acres. 

Demolition	
Not applicable to the proposed project. 

Trips	and	VMT	
Input areas are default values. 
 
REMARKS: Anticipating a total capacity of 16 cubic yard per haul truck, there would be no more than 8,125 
truck trips to import soil to the project site during a 7-week period. 
 

On‐Road	Fugitive	Dust	
Default values 

Architectural	Coatings	
Not Applicable to the proposed project. 



Operational	
Not applicable to the proposed project 

REMARKS: This portion of the model is not applicable to the proposed project as there is no operational use 

proposed. 

Vegetation	

Land	Use	Change	
Vegetation 
Land Use 
Type 

Vegetation 
Land Use 
Subtype 

Initial 
Acres 

Final 
Acres 

Annual CO2 
accumulation 
per acre 
(tonnes 
CO2/year) 

Others  Others  3.6  3.6  0 

REMARKS: The project includes adding erosion control seed mix to reduce erosion. 

Sequestration	
Not applicable to proposed project – no trees on site or proposed. 

Mitigation	

Construction	

Off‐Road	Equipment	
Equipment  Type  # of Equipment 

Mitigated 
Fuel Type   

Rubber Tired Dozer  1  Diesel   

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes  2  Diesel   

Off‐Highway Trucks  100  Diesel   

Excavators  2  Diesel   

Fugitive	Dust	
Soil Stabilizer for Unpaved Roads. Checked 

Water Exposed Area. Frequency: 2 times per day 

Replace Ground Cover of Area Disturbed. Checked 

Traffic	
Not Applicable to proposed project as there are no operational uses proposed. 
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Construction Phase - A two-month project completion schedule is estimated. Soil/waste excavation and export, soil delivery and import are anticipated to 
be over a seven-week period. Surface grading and soil compaction would occur during and at the end of the construction period.

Land Use - The project site is currently undeveloped. The project does not propose the construction of new buildings or future operational uses. The 
project site will remain vacant with vegetation growth.

Project Characteristics -

Off-road Equipment - Conservatively assumes each piece of equipment runs all day daily. Soil/debris exported and imported would entail approximately 
8,125 total truck trips over the course of the construction period.

Vehicle Trips - This portion of the model is not applicable to the proposed project as there is no operational use proposed.

Trips and VMT - Anticipating a total capacity of 16 cubic yard per haul truck, there would be no more than 8,125 truck trips to import soil to the project site 
during a 7-week period.

Grading - Project impact area is 3.6 acres.

Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Annual

Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project - Alternatives

1.1 Land Usage

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

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company

Date: 1/30/2013CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Off-road Equipment - There is no paving phase.

Off-road Equipment - There is no architectural coating phase.

Off-road Equipment - No demolition is proposed.

Off-road Equipment - There is no Building Construction Phase

Land Use Change - The project includes adding erosion control seed mix to reduce erosion.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Off-road Equipment - There is no Site Preparation Phase

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2013 0.04 0.04 0.35 0.04 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 4,571.04 4,571.04 0.33 0.00 4,577.86

Total 0.04 0.04 0.35 0.04 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 4,571.04 4,571.04 0.33 0.00 4,577.86

ROG NOx 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

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction

2013 4.05 33.03 12.34 0.04 0.21 1.19 1.41 0.08 1.19 1.27 0.00 4,571.04 4,571.04 0.33 0.00 4,577.86

Total 4.05 33.03 12.34 0.04 0.21 1.19 1.41 0.08 1.19 1.27 0.00 4,571.04 4,571.04 0.33 0.00 4,577.86

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction
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Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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 Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

2.3 Vegetation

Vegetation Land 
Change

0.00

Total 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 CO2e

Category tons MT

Vegetation

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Replace Ground Cover
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3.7 Earthmoving Activities - 2013

Off-Road 4.01 32.99 11.99 0.04 1.19 1.19 1.19 1.19 0.00 4,521.93 4,521.93 0.32 0.00 4,528.70

Fugitive Dust 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 4.01 32.99 11.99 0.04 0.15 1.19 1.34 0.08 1.19 1.27 0.00 4,521.93 4,521.93 0.32 0.00 4,528.70

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 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

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.35 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.11 49.11 0.00 0.00 49.17

Hauling 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

Total 0.04 0.04 0.35 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.11 49.11 0.00 0.00 49.17

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 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

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.35 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.11 49.11 0.00 0.00 49.17

Hauling 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

Total 0.04 0.04 0.35 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.11 49.11 0.00 0.00 49.17

ROG NOx 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 Construction Off-Site

3.7 Earthmoving Activities - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,521.93 4,521.93 0.32 0.00 4,528.70

Fugitive Dust 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 4,521.93 4,521.93 0.32 0.00 4,528.70

ROG NOx 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 Construction On-Site
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Total

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

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

Miles Trip %

5.0 Energy Detail

6.0 Area Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Mitigated
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9.1 Vegetation Land Change

Others 3.6 / 3.6 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Initial/Final ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Acres tons MT

Vegetation Type

Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons MT
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Construction Phase - A two-month project completion schedule is estimated. Soil/waste excavation and export, soil delivery and import are anticipated to 
be over a seven-week period. Surface grading and soil compaction would occur during and at the end of the construction period.

Land Use - The project site is currently undeveloped. The project does not propose the construction of new buildings or future operational uses. The 
project site will remain vacant with vegetation growth.

Project Characteristics -

Off-road Equipment - Conservatively assumes each piece of equipment runs all day daily. Soil/debris exported and imported would entail approximately 
8,125 total truck trips over the course of the construction period.

Vehicle Trips - This portion of the model is not applicable to the proposed project as there is no operational use proposed.

Trips and VMT - Anticipating a total capacity of 16 cubic yard per haul truck, there would be no more than 8,125 truck trips to import soil to the project site 
during a 7-week period.

Grading - Project impact area is 3.6 acres.

Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Summer

Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project - Alternatives

1.1 Land Usage

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

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company

Date: 1/30/2013CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Off-road Equipment - There is no paving phase.

Off-road Equipment - There is no architectural coating phase.

Off-road Equipment - No demolition is proposed.

Off-road Equipment - There is no Building Construction Phase

Land Use Change - The project includes adding erosion control seed mix to reduce erosion.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Off-road Equipment - There is no Site Preparation Phase

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2013 1.76 1.50 16.81 1.98 6.45 0.09 6.54 1.58 0.08 1.66 0.00 224,248.6
0

0.00 15.94 0.00 224,583.3
7

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2013 180.14 1,468.12 549.94 1.98 10.14 53.06 63.19 3.45 53.05 56.50 0.00 224,248.6
0

0.00 15.94 0.00 224,583.3
7

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction
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Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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 Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Replace Ground Cover
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3.7 Earthmoving Activities - 2013

Off-Road 178.38 1,466.61 533.12 1.95 52.97 52.97 52.97 52.97 221,597.0
2

15.79 221,928.6
6

Fugitive Dust 6.70 0.00 6.70 3.40 0.00 3.40 0.00

Total 178.38 1,466.61 533.12 1.95 6.70 52.97 59.67 3.40 52.97 56.37 221,597.0
2

15.79 221,928.6
6

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 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

Worker 1.76 1.50 16.81 0.03 3.43 0.09 3.52 0.05 0.08 0.13 2,651.58 0.15 2,654.70

Hauling 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

Total 1.76 1.50 16.81 0.03 3.43 0.09 3.52 0.05 0.08 0.13 2,651.58 0.15 2,654.70

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site



6 of 9

4.0 Mobile Detail

Vendor 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

Worker 1.76 1.50 16.81 0.03 3.43 0.09 3.52 0.05 0.08 0.13 2,651.58 0.15 2,654.70

Hauling 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

Total 1.76 1.50 16.81 0.03 3.43 0.09 3.52 0.05 0.08 0.13 2,651.58 0.15 2,654.70

ROG NOx 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 Construction Off-Site

3.7 Earthmoving Activities - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 221,597.0
2

15.79 221,928.6
6

Fugitive Dust 3.02 0.00 3.02 1.53 0.00 1.53 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.95 3.02 0.00 3.02 1.53 0.00 1.53 0.00 221,597.0
2

15.79 221,928.6
6

ROG NOx 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 Construction On-Site
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Total

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

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

Miles Trip %

5.0 Energy Detail

6.0 Area Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Mitigated
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Construction Phase - A two-month project completion schedule is estimated. Soil/waste excavation and export, soil delivery and import are anticipated to 
be over a seven-week period. Surface grading and soil compaction would occur during and at the end of the construction period.

Land Use - The project site is currently undeveloped. The project does not propose the construction of new buildings or future operational uses. The 
project site will remain vacant with vegetation growth.

Project Characteristics -

Off-road Equipment - Conservatively assumes each piece of equipment runs all day daily. Soil/debris exported and imported would entail approximately 
8,125 total truck trips over the course of the construction period.

Vehicle Trips - This portion of the model is not applicable to the proposed project as there is no operational use proposed.

Trips and VMT - Anticipating a total capacity of 16 cubic yard per haul truck, there would be no more than 8,125 truck trips to import soil to the project site 
during a 7-week period.

Grading - Project impact area is 3.6 acres.

Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD Air District, Winter

Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project - Alternatives

1.1 Land Usage

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

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company

Date: 1/30/2013CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1



2 of 9

Off-road Equipment - There is no paving phase.

Off-road Equipment - There is no architectural coating phase.

Off-road Equipment - No demolition is proposed.

Off-road Equipment - There is no Building Construction Phase

Land Use Change - The project includes adding erosion control seed mix to reduce erosion.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Off-road Equipment - There is no Site Preparation Phase

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2013 1.75 1.64 15.05 1.98 6.45 0.09 6.54 1.58 0.08 1.66 0.00 223,890.3
0

0.00 15.93 0.00 224,224.8
2

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2013 180.14 1,468.25 548.18 1.98 10.14 53.06 63.19 3.45 53.05 56.50 0.00 223,890.3
0

0.00 15.93 0.00 224,224.8
2

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction
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Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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 Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Replace Ground Cover
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3.7 Earthmoving Activities - 2013

Off-Road 178.38 1,466.61 533.12 1.95 52.97 52.97 52.97 52.97 221,597.0
2

15.79 221,928.6
6

Fugitive Dust 6.70 0.00 6.70 3.40 0.00 3.40 0.00

Total 178.38 1,466.61 533.12 1.95 6.70 52.97 59.67 3.40 52.97 56.37 221,597.0
2

15.79 221,928.6
6

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 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

Worker 1.75 1.64 15.05 0.02 3.43 0.09 3.52 0.05 0.08 0.13 2,293.28 0.14 2,296.15

Hauling 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

Total 1.75 1.64 15.05 0.02 3.43 0.09 3.52 0.05 0.08 0.13 2,293.28 0.14 2,296.15

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

Vendor 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

Worker 1.75 1.64 15.05 0.02 3.43 0.09 3.52 0.05 0.08 0.13 2,293.28 0.14 2,296.15

Hauling 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

Total 1.75 1.64 15.05 0.02 3.43 0.09 3.52 0.05 0.08 0.13 2,293.28 0.14 2,296.15

ROG NOx 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 Construction Off-Site

3.7 Earthmoving Activities - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 221,597.0
2

15.79 221,928.6
6

Fugitive Dust 3.02 0.00 3.02 1.53 0.00 1.53 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.95 3.02 0.00 3.02 1.53 0.00 1.53 0.00 221,597.0
2

15.79 221,928.6
6

ROG NOx 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 Construction On-Site
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Total

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

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

Miles Trip %

5.0 Energy Detail

6.0 Area Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx 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
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx 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

Mitigated
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1 Introduction 
1.1 Project Location 
Waring’s Dump is located in the south portion of the city of Sacramento, California and is 

bounded by Morrison Creek to the north; 63rd Street to the west; parcels fronting Elder Creek 

Road to the south, and 65th Street Expressway to the east. The Project area is located on a 

total of 5.04 acres of privately held property, comprising Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 

38-182-005 (0.89 acre), 38-182-006 (0.67 acre), 38-182-007 (0.91 acre), 38-182-010 (0.67 

acre), and 38-202-001 (1.9 acres). The dump is on the United States Geological Survey 

(USGS) “Sacramento East” 7.5’quadrangle within the southeast ¼ of the southeast ¼ of 

Section 28, Township 8 North, Range 5 East (Figure 1). 

1.2 Project Description 
The proposed Project would implement remediation actions at the abandoned Waring’s 

Dump by surface grading and soil capping of the former dump site with compacted soil.  The 

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) is proposing to 

grade and place a soil cap over the former dump known as Waring’s Dump.  

The Project area was largely undeveloped until its use as a rock and gravel borrow site for the 

construction of State Route 99 in the 1930s. At a depth of approximately 50 feet, the borrow 

pit eventually received water overflow from Morrison Creek, rising to a depth of 20 to 30 feet 

at its center.  A request by former owners Albert and Frances Waring to fill the pit with 

rubbish and construction waste was granted by the City in the late 1940s.  Over a decade or 

more, the dump received domestic refuse that appears to have been burned on-site. It is now 

classified as a Closed Illegal and Abandoned disposal site. 

A Final Site Investigation Work Plan and Final Site Investigation Report were prepared by 

the California Integrated Waste Management Board (now referred to as CalRecycle) in 2004. 

Deposits were found to be up to 24 feet in depth in the middle of the site. The deposit is bowl 

shaped, deepest in the middle and trending upwards in elevation towards the margins.  

CalRecycle also determined the amount of cover overlying waste material, the horizontal and 

vertical extent of waste material, and the chemical characteristics of Waring’s Dump. 

CalRecycle concluded that the most appropriate method of site remediation would be to cap 

the dump wastes in place. Some surface grading would be required to re-contour the Project 

area to control stormwater run-off.  The depth to which grading will occur will be minimized 

as the objective is to leave wastes undisturbed and in place.  

The purpose of this Biological Resources Technical Report is to provide information on the 

existing biological resources in the Project area that may be affected by the proposed Project. 
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2 Methods 
2.1 Field Survey 
Trevor A. Burwell, Ph.D. conducted a biological field survey of the proposed project area on 

July 23, 2012. Dr. Burwell conducted the survey by walking the extent of the area of potential 

ground disturbance and by describing and recording plant and wildlife species observed. Dr. 

Burwell walked the project area in a zig-zag transect such that the entire ground surface was 

observed within 10 meters. Focused searches for potential special-status species, including 

nesting birds, was conducted where woody vegetation or uneven ground was encountered 

that may provide habitat for nesting birds or burrowing animals.  

The biological field survey was conducted while CalRecycle project engineer Mustafe Botan, 

PE and Lea Gibson, an Environmental Specialist from Sacramento County Environmental 

Management Department (Local Enforcement Agency), were present on site to confirm the 

extent of the area of potential ground disturbance. Dr. Burwell took photographs from 

representative viewing locations throughout the Project area (see Figures section). 

Photograph locations, viewing direction, and potential special-status species occurrences 

were marked by hand on a high-resolution aerial image of the Project area. A global 

positioning system (GPS) receiver was available but not used during the survey due to the 

lack of special-status species or sensitive habitats (defined below in Section 2.2) observed in 

the Project area. The survey was completed within 4 hours. Weather conditions were calm 

winds, clear skies, and temperatures between 95 and 100 degrees F.  

2.2 Special-Status Species and Sensitive Habitat 
The potential for special-status species and sensitive habitats to occur in the Project area or 

be affected by the Project was evaluated by conducting a search of the most recent versions 

(as of July 2012) of the California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG’s) California 

Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFG 2012a) and the California Native Plant Society’s 

(CNPS) Electronic Inventory (CNPS 2012) databases for reported species occurrences in the 

USGS topographic quad covering the Project area (i.e., Sacramento East) and eight adjacent 

quads (Carmichael, Florin, Sacramento West, Taylor Monument, Citrus Heights, Clarksburg, 

Elk Grove, Florin, and Rio Linda).  

For the purposes of this technical report, special-status species include: 

• Plants and animals listed under the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (federal ESA) 

• Actively nesting birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (U.S.C. 

Sections 703 to 712) 

• Plants and animals listed under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) 

• Plants listed under the California Native Plant Protection Act (CNPPA) 



 

Biological Resources Assessment 2-2  November 2012 
Proposed Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project     
 

• Plants and animals protected under California Fish and Game Code 

• Plants and animnals protected under other regulations, such as those species that meet 

the definitions of rare, threatened, or endangered under California Environmental Qualty 

Act (CEQA) Guidelines Sections 15380 and 15125, including heritage trees as defined 

under City of Sacramento Municipal Code Chapter 12.64, Heritage Trees.  

Heritage trees defined by the City of Sacramento include any tree of any species with a single 

or cumulative circumference trunk circumference of 100 inches or more, which is of good 

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

standards of shape and location for its species. 

Sensitive communities were considered which represent rare vegetation types (CDFG 2012a) 

or have limited distribution statewide or within a county or region. These communities are 

often vulnerable to the environmental effects of projects (CDFG 2000, 2009), and include 

riparian and wetland associated vegetation types associated with streams, wetlands, vernal 

pools, and other jurisdictional waters of the U.S. as defined under the federal Clean Water 

Act (CWA). 
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3 Results 
3.1 Vegetation and Wildlife 
Vegetation in the Project area is a non-native annual grassland dominated by non-native 

invasive grass and forb (i.e., herbaceous) species. The dominant plant species include wild 

oat, yellow star thistle, Bermuda grass, bull thistle, chicory, and bindweed. A list of plant 

species observed, including their common names, scientific names, and native/non-native 

status is provided in Table 3-1. Wildlife species observed are listed in Table 3-2.  

The quality of the vegetation in the Project area is highly degraded due to disking, debris 

dumping, and fire. At the time of field surveys in July 2012, approximately 70% of the 

proposed Project area was disked. Areas that were not disked include soil and debris piles, 

and areas adjacent to fences. Figure 1 is an aerial image of the Project area with photopoint 

locations and viewing directions. Figures 2 through 13 are representative photographs of the 

Project area. 

Table 3-1: Plant Species Observed in the Project Area 

Common Name Scientific name Native 

scarlet pimpernel Anagallis arvensis  

giant reed Arundo donax  

Indian milkweed Asclepias eriocarpa X 

narrow-leaved milkweed Asclepias fascicularis X 

wild oat Avena fatua  

common oat Avena sativa  

mustard Brassica nigra  

ripgut brome Bromus diandrus  

soft brome Bromus hordeaceus  

foxtail brome Bromus madritensis  

yellow starthistle Centaurea solstitialis  

chickory Cichorium intybus  

bull thistle Cirsium vulgare  

bindweed Convolvulus arvensis  

Bermuda grass Cynodon dactylon  

orchard grass Dactylis glomerata  

filaree Erodium botrys  

eucalyptus Eucalyptus sp.  
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Table 3-1: Plant Species Observed in the Project Area 

Common Name Scientific name Native 

Italian rye grass Festuca perennis  

fig Ficus carica  

fennel Foeniculum vulgare  

ash (ornamental) Fraxinus sp.  

English walnut Juglans regia  

prickly lettuce Lactuca serriola  

glossy privet Ligustrum lucidum  

cheeseweed Malva parviflora  

plantain Plantago major  

valley oak Quercus lobata X 

cork oak Quercus suber  

wild radish Raphanus sativus  

Himalayan blackberry Rubus discolor  

dock Rumex crispus  

tumbleweed Salsola tragus  

sow thistle Sonchus asper ssp. asper  

Chinese elm Ulmus parvifolia  

vetch Vicia sativa  

wild grape Vitis californica X 

 
Table 3-2: Wildlife Species Observed In The Project Area 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Western fence lizard Sceloporus occidentalis 

House sparrow Passer domesticus 

Red-tail hawk Buteo jamaicensis 

Mourning dove Zenaida macroura 

Barn swallow Hirundo rustica 

American robin Turdus migratorius 

Anna's hummingbird Calypte anna 

Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus 

California quail Callipepla californica 

Mockingbird Mimus polyglottos 
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3.2 Special-Status Species and Sensitive Habitats 
A heritage tree, as defined by Sacramento Municipal Code Chapter 12.64, was observed in the 

Project area. This tree is a non-native, multi-stem eucalyptus with a cumulative trunk 

circumference of 175 inches. It occurs along the fenceline on the southern edge of the 

proposed Project area. Two special-status bird species, a red-tail hawk and a loggerhead 

shrike, were observed in flight over the Project area.  Nesting habitat for these species does 

not occur in the Project area, but may occur in the vicinity. No other special-status species 

were observed in the Project area. The results of CNDDB and CNPS database searches for 

special-status species and sensitive habitats with potential to occur in the Project area are 

described in Appendix A. 

The Project area contains potentially suitable habitat for special-status bird species that nest 

within non-native annual grassland. Grassland nesting bird species with potential to occur 

include burrowing owl, which may occupy mammal burrows or cavities in debris piles. A 

focused search for mammal burrows and debris pile cavities found no evidence of occupation 

by burrowing owls, such as owl feathers, whitewash, or pellets.  

Bird nesting activity was not observed in trees on or adjacent to the Project area. Large 

stature trees in the Project vicinity (within ¼ mile) have potential to support nesting raptors 

and other special-status bird species protected under the MBTA or state Fish and Game 

Code. The urbanized setting of the Project area includes noise, lighting, ground disturbance 

(e.g., disking) and other ongoing habitat disturbances, but there is a small potential for 

construction-related activities to disturb special-status bird nesting activities in the Project 

vicinity. 

No sensitive habitats occur in the Project area. Morrison Creek occurs adjacent to the site 

and is considered a jurisdictional water of the U.S., but the bed and bank of the creek are 

outside the area of potential ground disturbance. As a straightened concrete channel, it 

supports no riparian or wetland associated vegetation community and provides little natural 

habitat value. The proposed Project is expected to avoid direct and indirect impacts to 

Morrison Creek as trenching, grading, excavation, and fill are expected to occur on the 

landside of the existing earthen levee. 
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4 Conclusions and Recommendations 
Habitat in the Project area is non-native annual grassland. The Project area is isolated from 

other natural areas due to the surrounding urban development. A concrete-lined segment of 

Morrison Creek is located immediately to the north of the Project area.  The creek is 

separated from the Project area by a low earthen levee, and the Project includes no activities 

in the bed or bank of the creek. No other potentially jurisdictional areas or other sensitive 

communities were observed in the Project area or vicinity. 

Project implementation is expected to include grading, trenching, excavation and fill. The 

finished cap is expected to be planted with grassland species. Grassland vegetation cover 

would potentially be restored within 1 year of seeding.  

Although no active nesting was observed during field surveys, non-native grassland in the 

Project area and trees in the vicinity (within ¼ mile) have potential to support special-status 

nesting bird species. Potential impacts to nesting bird species can be avoided by either: 

• Initiating ground disturbance, vegetation removal, and other construction activities 

outside of the nesting season (i.e., generally August 15 through February 1) 

• Conducting a pre-construction nesting bird survey in the Project area and trees in the 

Project area’s immediate vicinity (i.e., within ¼ mile).   

If special-status bird species are actively nesting at the time of construction initiation, impact 

avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures may include delaying construction until the 

cessation of nesting activities or consulting with CDFG to establish adequate non-

disturbance buffer areas until the young have fledged. 

Burrowing owls have potential to occupy the Project area outside of the nesting season. 

Therefore, it is recommended that pre-construction surveys for burrowing owls be conducted 

any time of the year using methods consistent with CDFG guidelines (CDFG 2012b, 

Appendix D).  

The Project area contains a multi-stem eucalyptus tree that meets the definition of a heritage 

tree under the City of Sacramento’s Municipal Code 12.64. If the Project proposes to remove 

the tree or conduct ground-disturbing work within the dripline area of the tree (including 

trenching, excavation, fill, vehicle or equipment storage, root cutting, or pruning), the Project 

applicant will be required to obtain a permit from the City of Sacramento.The permit 

application is a single page form, and requires a $50 application fee. 
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Figure 1. Aerial Image of Project Area, Photopoint Locations, and Viewing Direction. 
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Figure 2. Photopoint Location 1, Looking East from the Southwest Corner. 

 
Figure 3. Photopoint Location 2, Looking Northeast from the Southwest Corner. 
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Figure 4. Photopoint Location 3, Looking North from the Southwest Corner. 

 
Figure 5. Photopoint Location 4, Looking West from the Southeast Corner. 



 FIGURES 
  
 

   
Warings Dump Biological Resources Technical Report Figures 4  November 2012 

   

 

 

 
Figure 6. Photopoint Location 5, Looking Northwest from the Southeast Corner. 

 
Figure 7. Photopoint Location 6, Looking North from the Southeast Corner. 
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Figure 8. Photopoint Location 7, Looking South from the Northeast Corner. 

 
Figure 9. Photopoint Location 8, Looking Southwest from the Northeast Corner. 
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Figure 10. Photopoint Location 9, Looking West-Southwest from the Northeast Corner. 

 
Figure 11. Photopoint Location 10, Looking East-Northeast from the Northwest 
Corner. 
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Figure 12. Photopoint Location 11, Looking Southeast from the Northwest Corner. 

 
Figure 13. Photopoint Location 12, Looking South from the Northwest Corner. 
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APPENDIX A: Special-Status Species and Sensitive Communities with Potential to 
Occur in the Waring’s Dump Project Area. 

Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Listing Status1 Potential To Occur In Project Area Or 
Be Affected By The Project 

Federal State 

Invertebrates 

Branchinecta 
lynchi 

vernal pool fairy 
shrimp 

FE - Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Branchinecta 
mesovallensis 

midvalley fairy 
shrimp 

- - Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Linderiella 
occidentalis 

California 
linderiella 

- - Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Lepidurus 
packardi 

vernal pool 
tadpole shrimp 

FE - Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Dumontia 
oregonensis 

hairy water flea - - Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Desmocerus 
californicus 
dimorphus 

valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle 

FT - Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Hydrochara 
rickseckeri 

Ricksecker's 
water scavenger 
beetle 

- - Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Reptiles 

Emys marmorata western pond 
turtle 

- SSC Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Thamnophis gigas giant garter 
snake 

FT ST Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Amphibians 

Spea hammondii western 
spadefoot 

- SSC Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 
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Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Listing Status1 Potential To Occur In Project Area Or 
Be Affected By The Project 

Federal State 

Birds 

Phalacrocorax 
auritus 

double-crested 
cormorant 

- WL Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Ardea herodias great blue heron - - Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Ardea alba great egret - - Not observed during field work. The Project 
site has low quality foraging habitat but does 
not contain suitable nesting habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Egretta thula snowy egret - - Not observed during field work. The Project 
site has low quality foraging habitat but does 
not contain suitable nesting habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Nycticorax 
nycticorax 

black-crowned 
night heron 

- - Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Elanus leucurus white-tailed kite - FP Not observed during field work. The Project 
site has low quality foraging habitat but does 
not contain suitable nesting habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected be affected by 
the Project. 

Accipiter cooperii Cooper's hawk - WL Not observed during field work. The Project 
site has low quality foraging habitat but does 
not contain suitable nesting habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Buteo swainsoni Swainson's 
hawk 

- ST Not observed during field work. The Project 
site has low quality foraging habitat but does 
not contain suitable nesting habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected be affected by 
the Project. 

Buteo regalis ferruginous hawk - WL Not observed during field work. The Project 
site has low quality foraging habitat but does 
not contain suitable nesting habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected be affected by 
the Project. 

Aquila chrysaetos golden eagle - FP, 
WL 

Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 
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Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Listing Status1 Potential To Occur In Project Area Or 
Be Affected By The Project 

Federal State 

Falco columbarius merlin - WL Not observed during field work. The Project 
site has low quality foraging habitat but does 
not contain suitable nesting habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected be affected by 
the Project. 

Coccyzus 
americanus 
occidentalis 

western yellow-
billed cuckoo 

C SE Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Athene 
cunicularia 

burrowing owl - SSC Not observed during field work. The Project 
area has potential nesting habitat for this 
species in ground squirrel burrows and debris 
piles. A focused search did not identify any 
potentially active burrows. Suitable burrow 
habitat occurs in the Project area, and 
burrowing owls may occupy the site in the 
future. Consequently, pre-construction 
surveys consistent with methods in CDFG 
2012b, Appendiix D, are recommended. 

Progne subis purple martin - SSC Not observed during field work. The Project 
site has low quality foraging habitat but does 
not contain suitable nesting habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected be affected by 
the Project. 

Riparia riparia bank swallow - ST Not observed during field work. The Project 
site has low quality foraging habitat but does 
not contain suitable nesting habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected be affected by 
the Project. 

Vireo bellii 
pusillus 

least Bell's vireo FE SE Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable nesting habitat 
for this species, and it is not expected to 
occur or be affected by the Project. 

Agelaius tricolor tricolored 
blackbird 

- SSC Not observed during field work. The Project 
site has low quality foraging habitat but does 
not contain suitable nesting habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected be affected by 
the Project. 

Xanthocephalus 
xanthocephalus 

yellow-headed 
blackbird 

- SSC Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable nesting habitat 
for this species, and it is not expected to 
occur or be affected by the Project. 

Fish 

Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha 

chinook salmon - 
Central Valley 
spring-run ESU 

FT ST Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 
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Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Listing Status1 Potential To Occur In Project Area Or 
Be Affected By The Project 

Federal State 

Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha 

chinook salmon - 
Sacramento 
River winter-run 
ESU 

FE SE Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Pogonichthys 
macrolepidotus 

Sacramento 
splittail 

- SSC Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Archoplites 
interruptus 

Sacramento 
perch 

- SSC Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Mammals 

Lasiurus cinereus hoary bat - - Not observed during field work. The Project 
site has low quality foraging habitat but does 
not contain suitable nesting habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Taxidea taxus American badger - SSC Not observed during field work. The Project 
site has potential nesting habitat for this 
species in ground squirrel burrows and debris 
piles. A focused search did not identify any 
potentially active burrows, and active nests or 
occupied burrows are not expected to occur 
or be affected by the Project. 

Sensitive Communities 

Northern Hardpan Vernal Pool - - Not observed during field work and it is not 
expected to occur or be affected by the 
Project. 

Northern Claypan Vernal Pool - - Not observed during field work and it is not 
expected to occur or be affected by the 
Project. 

Northern Volcanic Mud Flow Vernal 
Pool 

- - Not observed during field work and it is not 
expected to occur or be affected by the 
Project. 

Great Valley Cottonwood Riparian 
Forest 

- - Not observed during field work and it is not 
expected to occur or be affected by the 
Project. 

Great Valley Valley Oak Riparian 
Forest 

- - Not observed during field work and it is not 
expected to occur or be affected by the 
Project. 

Elderberry Savanna - - Not observed during field work and it is not 
expected to occur or be affected by the 
Project. 
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Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Listing Status1 Potential To Occur In Project Area Or 
Be Affected By The Project 

Federal State 

Plants 

Carex comosa bristly sedge - 2.1 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Centromadia 
parryi ssp. rudis 

Parry's rough 
tarplant 

 4.2 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Cuscuta 
obtusiflora var. 
glandulosa 

Peruvian dodder - 2.2 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Downingia pusilla dwarf downingia - 2.2 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Fritillaria agrestis stinkbells - 4.2 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Gratiola 
heterosepala 

Boggs Lake 
hedge-hyssop 

- SE, 
1B.2 

Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Hesperevax 
caulescens 

hogwallow 
starfish 

 4.2 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Hibiscus 
lasiocarpos var. 
occidentalis 

woolly rose-
mallow 

- 1B.2 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Juglans hindsii Northern 
California black 
walnut 

- 1B.1 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Juncus 
leiospermus var. 
ahartii 

Ahart's dwarf 
rush 

- 1B.2 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Legenere limosa legenere - 1B.1 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 
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Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Listing Status1 Potential To Occur In Project Area Or 
Be Affected By The Project 

Federal State 

Lepidium latipes 
var. heckardii 

Heckard's 
pepper-grass 

- 1B.2 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Lilaeopsis masonii Mason's 
lilaeopsis 

- Rare, 
1B.1 

Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Orcuttia tenuis slender Orcutt 
grass 

FT SE Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Orcuttia viscida Sacramento 
Orcutt grass 

FE CE, 
1B.1 

Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Plagiobothrys 
hystriculus 

bearded 
popcornflower 

- 1B.1 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Sagittaria 
sanfordii 

Sanford's 
arrowhead 

- 1B.2 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Symphyotrichum 
lentum 

Suisun Marsh 
aster 

- 1B.2 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Trifolium 
hydrophilum 

saline clover - 1B.2 Not observed during field work. The Project 
area does not contain suitable habitat for this 
species, and it is not expected to occur or be 
affected by the Project. 

Sources: CDFG 2012a, CNPS 2012. 
1. Listing Status 
“—“ signifies “no status designation, but potential impacts should be described under CEQA Guidelines Sections 

15380 and 15125.” 
Federal 
 FE:  Listed as endangered under the federal ESA. 
 FT:  Listed as threatened under the federal ESA. 
 C:  A candidate for listing under the federal ESA. 
State  
 SE:  Listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act. 
 ST:  Listed as threatened under the California Endangered Species Act. 
 SSC: A California Species of Special Concern. 
 Rare: Listed as rare under the CNPPA. 
 WL: Watch list. 
California Rare Plant Rank: 
 1B: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. 
 2: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere. 
 3: More information is needed. 
 4: Limited distribution or infrequent throughout California: 
 0.1:  Seriously endangered in California. 



 

Appendix A 7 of 7  November 2012 

 0.2:  Fairly endangered in California. 
 0.3:  Not very endangered in California
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Executive Summary 

The California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) is proposing to grade 

and place a soil cap over a former dump that operated for approximately a decade during the 1940s 

and 50s, known as Waring’s Dump. Waring’s Dump is located in the south portion of the city of 

Sacramento, California, on privately held property identified by Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 

38-182-005, 38-182-006, 38-182-007, 38-182-010, and 38-202-001. The approximately 5-acre 

dump site is bounded by Morrison Creek to the north, 63rd Street  to the west; parcels fronting Elder 

Creek Road to the south, and 65th Street Expressway to the east. The Project area is on the United 

States Geological Survey (USGS) 1968 “Sacramento East” 7.5’quadrangle within the southeast ¼ of 

the southeast ¼ of Section 28, Township 8 North, Range 5 East (Figure 1).  

This cultural resource assessment is being conducted because the proposed project would require 

soil grading and capping of disposal wastes in place. The cultural resources study was conducted in 

accordance with the Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) of 1970, as amended. According to Article 5, Section 15064.5 of the CEQA guidelines, a 

project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. Lead agencies are 

required to identify any historic resources that may be affected by any undertaking involving state or 

county lands, funds, or permitting. 

The cultural resources assessment consisted of (1) a literature review to identify any previously 

recorded archaeological sites that could be affected by the proposed Project, and (2) a field survey to 

locate the recorded sites and any other sites that may exist but have not yet been recorded. No 

prehistoric cultural resources were identified during the assessment. Evidence of Waring’s Dump 

was observed in the Project area. Historic-era refuse related to the operating period of the dump was 

assessed for its eligibility for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. Waring’s 

Dump is recommended “ineligible” for listing on the California Register given its lack of research 

potential; therefore, archaeological clearance is recommended for the proposed grading and capping 

of Waring’s Dump. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Project Location 

The former Waring’s Dump is located in the south portion of the city of Sacramento, California and is 

bounded by Morrison Creek to the north; 63rd Street to the west; parcels fronting Elder Creek Road 

to the south and 65th Street Expressway to the east. Waring’s Dump is comprise of a total of 5.04 

acres of privately held property, comprising Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 38-182-005 (0.89 

acre), 38-182-006 (0.67 acre), 38-182-007 (0.91 acre), 38-182-010 (0.67 acre), and 38-202-001 (1.9 

acres). The dump is on the United States Geological Survey (USGS) “Sacramento East” 

7.5’quadrangle within the southeast ¼ of the southeast ¼ of Section 28, Township 8 North, Range 5 

East (Figure 1).  

1.2 Project Description and Area of Potential Effect 

A Final Site Investigation Work Plan and Final Site Investigation Report were prepared by California 

Integrated Waste Management Board (now referred to as CalRecycle) in 2004 to determine the 

amount of cover overlying waste material, the horizontal and vertical extent of waste material, and 

the chemical characteristics of the Waring’s Dump site. Based on the results of the Final Site 

Investigation Report it was determined that the most appropriate method of site remediation would 

be to cap the dump wastes in place. Some surface grading may be required to re-contour the Project 

area in order to control run off. The depth to which grading will occur will be minimized as the 

objective is to leave wastes undisturbed and in place.  

The Area of Potential Effect (APE), depicted in Figure 2, includes all of the approximately 5-acre 

Waring’s Dump site located in APNs 38-182-005, 38-182-007, 38-182-010, 38-182-006, and 38-

202-001. The vertical APE will likely be approximately 2 feet, and likely less in some areas of the site. 

Clean fill is to be placed on top of the site subsequent to grading.  

1.3 Regulatory Setting and Need for Study 

This cultural resources study was conducted in accordance with the Guidelines for the 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as amended. 

According to Article 5, Section 15064.5 of CEQA, a project with an effect that may cause a substantial 

adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant 

effect on the environment. Lead agencies are required to identify any historic resources that may be 

affected by any undertaking involving state or county lands, funds, or permitting.  

The significance of such resources that may be affected by the undertaking must be evaluated using 

the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code SS5024.1, 

Title 14 CCR, Section 4852). The criteria for significance are as follows:  

(1) is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States;  
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(2) is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;  

(3) 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  

(4) has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  

Furthermore, it is recommended under CEQA guidelines that all cultural resources be preserved in-

situ whenever possible by avoidance. Whenever a historical resource or unique archaeological 

resource (Public Resources Code SS21083.2) cannot be avoided by project activities, effects shall be 

addressed and mitigated as outlined in SS15126.4 and SS15331 of CEQA. 

1.4 Personnel 

The fieldwork, analysis, and reporting was directed by professionals who meet the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48 C.F.R. § 44716 

[1983]). The following personnel contributed to the assessment: 

• Janis Offermann, Registered Professional Archaeologist (RPA), acted as Principal Investigator 

for the cultural resources assessment. She has a B.A. in anthropology from Sonoma State 

University (California) and an M.A. in anthropology from the University of California, Davis. She 

has 37 years of experience in California archaeology and cultural resource management. 

• Ben Elliott, RPA, authored this document and directed the research and field efforts of the 

assessment. He has a B.A. in anthropology from University of California, Santa Cruz and an M.A. 

in cultural resources management from Sonoma State University (California). He has 11 years of 

experience in archaeology and cultural resource management in California and the Great Basin.  

• Christopher Peske assisted with research, field and reporting efforts. He has a B.A. in 

anthropology from the University of California, Davis. He has one year of experience in California 

archaeology and cultural resource management. 
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2 Project Context 

2.1 Environmental Setting 

The Project is located at the southern end of the Sacramento Valley of California, approximately 7 

miles south of the confluence of the American and Sacramento rivers. The Sacramento Valley is a 

wide, flat valley, which, together with the San Joaquin Valley, forms what is commonly referred to as 

the Great or Central Valley. The province is bounded on the east by the Sierra Nevada Mountains and 

on the west by the Coast Ranges. The landscape in the region is characterized by a wide valley floor 

plain. The natural topography of the Project area would be virtually flat. Morrison Creek, which 

forms the northern boundary of the Project area, has been heavily modified from its natural state. 

The creek was widened, deepened and realigned for flood control purposes in the mid-1960s and an 

engineered levee now separates it from the former Waring’s dump (CIWMB 2004). The natural 

environment in the project vicinity has undergone significant alteration as a result of modern 

encroachment. Industrial and multifamily residential development and appurtenant infrastructure 

characterize the area at present. 

2.2 Geomorphic Setting 

The Project area is adjacent to Morrison Creek. Although the creek has been channelized, it can be 

deduced that fluvial deposits are present in the Project area. The Final Site Investigation Report 

prepared by CalRecycle states the Project area was a borrow site during the 1930s construction of 

State Route (SR) 99 and described the extracted material as “sand and gravel and topsoil” 

(CalRecycle 2004). The site investigation also identified a dense clay layer at which delimits the 

vertical extent of the borrow area. The presence of clay suggests the possibility of land surface 

stability during some point in the past, and therefore has potential to harbor archaeological deposits. 

Up to 24 feet of disposal deposit now overlay this clay layer in the Project area (CIWMB 2004).  

2.3 Prehistoric Context 

The following sections are adapted from Dexter 2010. 

Sacramento County and the surrounding Central Valley contain evidence of human use and 

occupation that spans the known periods of prehistory. The earliest sites are from the Paleo-Indian 

period (approximately 11,550 B.C. to 8,550 B.C.). Artifacts from this earliest period primarily consist 

of large, fluted, stone projectile points and crescentic objects of indeterminate use. Most of the 

evidence for the earliest occupation is in the Tulare Basin of San Joaquin Valley, although one fluted 

projectile point has been recovered in the Sacramento Valley near Thomes Creek. The Lower (8,550 

B.C. to 5,550 B.C.), Middle (5,550 B.C. to 550 B.C.), and Upper Archaic (550 B.C. to 1,100 A.D.) 

periods followed the Paleo-Indian period. Archaic sites are recognized by ground stone implements 

associated with food processing. In addition, Archaic artifacts include projectile (atlatl) points, large 

bifacial and core tools. Archaic sites are typically homogenous and indicate a subsistence economy 

focused on hunting and gathering. The beginnings of a unique Central Valley adaptation occurred 

during the Middle Archaic period. During late prehistory in central California, the Emergent 
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Occupation period (1,000 A.D. to the 1770s) was a time of technological development. Groups 

migrating west from eastern desert areas to California introduced technological advances that 

included ceramics, bows and arrows, projectile points, and the cremation of remains. This period 

saw the introduction of the bow and arrow, population growth, more complex settlement and 

political traditions, and the development of much larger permanent villages. 

2.4 Ethnographic Context 

The Project area is located in the central portion of Sacramento County and south of the American 

River on the border of the historical territory of the Nisenan people, and the northern territory of the 

Plains (Eastern) Miwok people. The Nisenan people are from the Penutian language family. Their 

territory extended from between the American and Cosumnes rivers northward to Marysville, and 

was bounded by the Sacramento and Feather rivers on the west and the Sierra crest on the east. The 

Plains Miwok people speak a different language from the Utian branch of the Penutian family. Their 

territory extended south from Sacramento towards the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and the 

Cosumnes River, and east into the foothills of the Sierra Nevada.  

Traditionally, the Plains (Eastern) Miwok were divided into smaller groups called tribelets, which 

were politically distinguished and exhibited cultural and linguistic variation from other tribelets 

within the larger Miwok culture. Each tribelet was led by a single person who inherited the position 

through the male lineage. On occasion, when there was no male heir, the position would pass to the 

daughter of the former leader or, when the designee was too young, the duties would pass to the 

former leader’s widow. 

The Nisenan lived in permanent villages along the American, Sacramento, Feather, Bear, and Yuba 

rivers. Each village was led by a headman. It is unclear which villages exercised the greatest influence 

in the region, but it is reported that the Nisenan village of Pusune, located at the mouth of the 

American River, was dominant in the Project area. The closest village to the project site was the 

village of Sama. The larger villages, with populations of up to 500, exercised political control over 

the smaller surrounding villages. Villages were constructed on rises near rivers or streams, varied in 

size from 3 to 50 homes, and typically contained a dance house and acorn granary. Houses were 

dome shaped, 10 to 15 feet in width, and covered with earth or marsh plants called tule.  

The Eastern Miwok village of Hulpumne, on the left bank of the Sacramento River was closest to the 

Project area total (Levy 1978: 399). The Plains Miwok exhibited the highest population density of any 

other Native Californian tribe with approximately 400 persons per village and perhaps as many as 

11,000 people in total (Levy 1978: 402). Residential structures were similar of that of the Nisenan, 

but an Eastern Miwok village typically included two types of assembly houses, a sweat house, acorn 

granaries, grinding huts and small conical hut occupied by women during menses (Levy 1878:409).  

Local subsistence for both groups included animal sources and seasonally available plant sources. 

Typical fauna hunted or collected by the Miwok and Nisenan included deer, mussels, fish, rabbit, and 

fowl. Some examples of plant resources were the all-important acorn; nuts such as hazelnut, 

buckeye, and pine; seeds; roots; mushrooms; and plants used as greens, such as columbine and 

milkweed. Bear also played an important dietary and ceremonial function on the Nisenan way of life.  
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Contact between the Nisenan, Miwok, and Europeans began in 1772. A major malaria epidemic that 

raged in the Central Valley decimated large portions of the native population in 1833. The Nisenan 

and Miwok cultures were severely impacted by Spanish colonization. Their socio-political structure 

was drastically disrupted beginning with the Spanish Mission period and again during the Gold Rush 

of 1849. 

By the end of the nineteenth century, most Nisenan and Miwok had been disenfranchised from their 

lands and were relegated to reservations. Those who lived amongst Euro-American society tended to 

live in rural areas or the edges of small towns on less-desirable land. Employment opportunities were 

few. Most were poorly paid and labored in mines, on ranches, or in towns, although some survived 

by incorporating traditional subsistence strategies. Both the Nisenan and Miwok are now politically 

active and their tribal governments are working to preserve elements of their traditional society and 

culture. 

2.5 Historic-era Context 

The mid-sixteenth century saw the first European contact with indigenous groups throughout 

Southern California, and additional explorers had moved northward into the Sacramento region by 

1772. Spanish missionaries and military personnel began to arrive in what was then called Alta 

California during the late eighteenth century. The Northern California missions closest to the Project 

area included the Mission San Francisco de Asis (Mission Dolores); Mission San Jose, Mission San 

Rafael Arcangel, and the Mission San Francisco Solano (or Sonoma Mission). Between the founding 

of the Mission San Francisco de Asis (Mission Dolores) in 1776 and the last mission, the Sonoma 

Mission in 1834, the indigenous population in the region dwindled as the Spanish military and 

religious presence became permanent. California became part of Mexico in 1821 and missions were 

secularized in 1833. 

During the Mexican period, large tracts of land were granted to Mexican individuals, and the rancho 

system was established. The downtown Sacramento area is rich in historic features and includes 

portions of the old New Helvetia Land grant deeded to John Sutter by the Mexican government in 

1841. Nearby historical features include Sutter’s Fort, travel routes, canneries, and various houses. 

During this period, cattle ranching superseded agricultural enterprises, restricting native tribal 

groups’ access to traditional hunting and gathering areas. The Mexican period was officially ended at 

the conclusion of the Mexican-American War in 1848. A profusion of European and American 

immigrants began to arrive in the region in 1849 as a result of the Gold Rush. After California 

became part of the Union in 1850, ranching, farming, and dairy activities became the mainstay of the 

California economy. The area around Sutter’s Fort and along the waterfront of the Sacramento River 

quickly urbanized in the 1850s. Sacramento eventually became the seat of state government in 1854 

and has grown to merge with other cities and towns including that of the Project area. 

2.6 Waring’s Dump 

The Project area was largely undeveloped until its use as a rock and gravel borrow site for the 

construction of SR 99. At a depth of approximately 50 feet, the borrow pit received overflows from 

Morrison Creek and seepage to a depth of 20 to 30 feet.  A request by former owners Albert and 
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Frances Waring to fill the excavated area with rubbish and construction waste was granted by the 

City in the late 1940s. The dump received domestic refuse that appears to have been burned on-site. 

Waring’s Dump functioned as a waste disposal dump for approximately a decade from the late 1940s 

to late 1950s before being closed under a City of Sacramento order. It is now classified as a Closed 

Illegal and Abandoned disposal site. Illegal disposal of waste continues at the site present day, as 

evidenced during the field investigation. Deposits initially thought to be 6 to 8 feet in depth were 

found to be up to 24 feet in depth in the middle of the site during the site investigation. The deposit 

is bowl shaped, deepest in the middle and trending upwards in elevation towards the margins. 

Household and industrial waste, construction debris, and cannery refuse was deposited and burned 

on-site during the period of operation of Waring’s Dump (CIWMB 2004). 
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3 Inventory Methods 

The goals of this cultural resources inventory were to identify and completely document the location, 

qualities, and condition of all potential historical resources in the Project area. Methods employed to 

achieve these goals follow. 

3.1 Native American Consultation 

A request for a review of the Sacred Lands File was sent to the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) on August 27, 2012. The response to this request is discussed in Section 4.1 of 

this document.  

3.2 Archival Research 

An archival records search was conducted at the North Central Information Center (NCIC), an 

affiliate of the California Historical Resources Information System, located at California State 

University, Sacramento. The records search was performed July 19, 2012, by Mr. Ben Elliott of URS. 

The records and literature generated as a result of the search are summarized in Section 4.2 of this 

document. The results of the records search are included Appendix B. 

3.3 Pedestrian Survey 

An intensive pedestrian survey of the entire APE as conducted July 23, 2012, by URS Corporation 

archaeologists Ben Elliott and Christopher Peske. The APE was surveyed using 15-meter transect 

intervals. During the survey, the ground surface was inspected for evidence of prehistoric and 

historic-era use, including evidence of topographic disturbance, soil discoloration, charcoal, 

modified bone or stone, and exotic materials. Results of the pedestrian survey are summarized in 

Section 4.3 of this document. 
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4 Inventory Results 

4.1 Native American Consultation 

The NAHC responded August 28, 2012, stating no sacred lands hand been identified in the Project 

area. The NAHC also provided a list of Native American individuals/organizations that may have 

knowledge of cultural resources in the Project area. Correspondence with the NAHC is included in 

Appendix A of this document. 

4.2 Archival Research 

Review of the records and literature completed by Mr. Ben Elliott July 19, 2012, indicated the Project 

area had not been surveyed previously. The search did not identify any previously recorded cultural 

resources with the APE. One recorded prehistoric isolate had been previously identified within a ¼-

mile of the APE. 

Five previous studies have been conducted within a 1/4-mile of the APE:  

NCIC S-88 Johnson, Jerald J., 1974. Reconnaissance Archaeological Survey of the 

Morrison Stream Group in Sacramento County, California. U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District, 650 Capitol Mall, Sacramento, 

CA 95814.  

NCIC S-3314 Derr, Eleanor H., Cultural Resources Unlimited, 1993. Stockton 

Boulevard Development Plan (930201A). Submitted to Environmental 

Science Associates, Inc., Sacramento, CA.  

NCIC S-8687 Green, Julia and Kyle Johnson of ECORP Consulting Inc., 2005. 

Cultural Resources Inventory Lemon Hill, Sacramento County, 

California Project 2005-101. Submitted to Advanced Development and 

Investing, Inc.  

NCIC S-10113 Historic Resource Associates, 2007. SMUD Cingular Colocation Project 

Sprint PCS Site SF0XC529-B. Submitted to Ramaker & Associates, Inc.  

NCIC S-10571 Billat, Lorna of Earth Touch Inc., 2010. Elder Creek SMUD – CA-

SAC0569A. Submitted to Clearwire Wireless Broadband.  

One previous cultural resource was identified in the record search area: 

P-34-1681 Cultural resource P-34-1681 is a single stone tool production waste flake 

also known as debitage.  

4.3 Pedestrian Survey 

Much of the ground surface of the APE was obscured by vegetation. Approximately half of the APE 

was covered by both non-native, invasive grass and forb plant species while the other half had been 
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recently disk plowed, which provided excellent ground visibility. Evidence of the mid-century-era 

landfill was observed on the surface in several portions of the APE. Various individual artifact loci 

were recorded using a global position system receiver capable of sub-meter accuracy and 

documented in accordance with the California Office of Historic Preservation guidelines 

(Archaeological Resource Management Reports [ARMR]: Recommended Contents and Format). 

Most of the debris observed on-site was composed of modern construction/demolition material 

including concrete, brick, polyvinyl chloride pipe, plastics, sheet metal, and asphalt. For further 

information regarding the recorded historic-era constituents of the resource refer to the Department 

of Parks and Recreation form in Appendix C.  

No materials related to Native American occupation of the area were identified during the APE 

survey. Given that dump activities caused soil disturbance to a depth of 24 feet, it is unlikely that any 

prehistoric remains that may have once been present currently exist intact, if at all. 

No evidence of human remains were identified during the APE survey.
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5 Evaluation Statement 

5.1 Evaluation Statement 

The features and artifacts at the former Waring’s Dump do not meet the eligibility criteria for listing 

on the California Register. Under Criterion 1, the dump's structures and deposit lack association with 

events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of the history of Sacramento 

County, California, or the United States. Though the deposit is temporally discrete it appears to be an 

ordinary dump typical of small communities. Use of the dump appears to have ended prior to 

urbanization of this portion of the City of Sacramento and would have been on the City’s outskirts 

(CIWMB 2004). Such dumps were most often located in areas considered to be of little value.  

While small solid waste dumps were more common before the 20th century, Waring’s Dump is of a 

relatively recent date. It is therefore not associated with the early pioneer period of Sacramento 

County. The artifacts that occur within Waring’s Dump were imported from various locales within 

the southern Sacramento area and are not associated with any particular family or event. As stated in 

Criterion 2, the site is not clearly associated with the lives of persons important to our past.  

The artifacts deposited within the dump represent numerous households and businesses within the 

southern Sacramento area; however, given the burning and extensive mixing, there is no way to 

directly associate any of the materials with a particular person or place. Waring’s Dump is, therefore, 

not eligible under Criterion 3. 

Under Criterion 4, Waring’s Dump does not include features or artifacts that would yield information 

important in history. Though there are artifacts deposited within the dump that are older than 50 

years, they consist primarily of typical domestic refuse and do not represent unique types of artifacts. 

In addition, much of the deposited materials lack physical integrity, having been incinerated to 

reduce volume and subsequently crushed by the dumping of used road construction material such as 

asphalt and concrete. Furthermore the depth of disturbance at the dump (24 feet) suggests that any 

prehistoric deposits that may have once been present in the current APE were destroyed during use 

of the location as a dump site, and such subsurface materials likely no longer exist intact in the 

immediate Project area. 

Waring’s Dump does not appear to meet eligibility requirements for listing on the CRHR given its 

lack of research potential. No further cultural resources consideration or treatment is recommended 

for Waring’s Dump.  
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6 Summary and Recommendations  

6.1 Summary 

CalRecycle proposes to remediate APNs: 38-182-005, 38-182-007, 38-182-010, 38-182-006 and 38-

202-001, formerly known as Waring’s Dump, located in the southern portion of the City of 

Sacramento. Remediation activities would include surface grading of the Project area and soil 

capping of the dump wastes. A cultural resources assessment of the Waring’s Dump Project area was 

completed and identified evidence of the former Waring’s Dump, a dump operated during the late 

1940s to late 1950s. The resource was thoroughly documented to California Office of Historic 

Preservation (ARMR) standards and the resource’s eligibility for listing in the CRHR was assessed. 

The resource appears ineligible for listing in the CRHR and no further cultural resources treatment 

or consideration of the resource is recommended.  

There is a possibility that other archaeological resources are present. Archaeological sites may be 

buried with no surface manifestation. If prehistoric or historic-era materials unrelated to the former 

Waring’s Dump are encountered, it is recommended that all work in the vicinity halt until a qualified 

archaeologist can evaluate the discovery and make recommendations. Prehistoric materials will most 

likely include obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e. g., projectile points, knives, choppers), tool-

making debris, or milling equipment, such as mortars and pestles. Historic-era materials might 

include remains of agricultural implements; stone or concrete footings and walls; and deposits of 

metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse.  

The possibility of encountering human remains cannot be discounted. In accordance with Section 

7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, it is a misdemeanor to knowingly disturb a human 

burial. If human remains are encountered, work should halt in the vicinity of the remains and, as 

required by law, the Sacramento County Coroner should be notified immediately. If human remains 

are of Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC) within 24 hours of that determination. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code 

5097.98, the NAHC, in turn, will immediately contact an individual who is most likely descended 

from the remains (aka: a Most Likely Descendent, MLD). The MLD has 48 hours to inspect the site 

and recommend treatment of the remains. The landowner is obligated to work with the MLD in good 

faith to find a respectful resolution to the situation and entertain all reasonable options regarding the 

descendants' preferences for treatment.  
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Appendix C 

California Department of Parks and Recreation 523 Series 
Form for Warings Dump  

 



State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   

PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial not yet assigned  
       NRHP Status Code: 7 
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 6 *Resource Name or #: Waring’s Dump 
 
P1.  Other Identifier: not applicable 

*P2.  Location:   Not for Publication     Unrestricted *a. County: Sacramento  
    *b.  USGS 7.5' Quad: Sacramento East, Calif. Date: 1968 T 8N; R 5E; SE ¼ of SE ¼ of Sec 28; M.D.B.M. 
     c.  Address:  not applicable                                                       
 d.  UTM: Zone: 11N; north: mE 636948, mN 426379, east:  mE 63996, mN 4263839,  
 south mE 636940, mN 4263778, west:  mE 636895, mN 4263825  (GPS; NAD 83) 
  

e.  Other Locational Data: Waring’s Dump is occupies land northwest of the intersection of Elder Creek Road and 65th 
Expressway between said intersection and Morrison Creek near the southeastern limits of the City of Sacramento, California. 
Access to the property must be acquired by the property owner. Ingress/egress is from 63rd Street.   

 
Elevation:   average elevation is approximately 31 feet amsl 
 
*P3a.  Description: Warings Dump is a Closed Illegal and Abandoned (CIA) waste disposal site located in the southern portion of 
the City of Sacramento. It occupies an approximately 8-acrea area comprised of several privately owned parcels. The surface of the 
site is littered with modern refuse, construction debris, and demolition waste. Two discrete loci of historic period material were 
identified by URS archaeologists during a pedestrian survey conducted July 23, 2012. The material dates to the operating years of 
the dump. Warings dump operated as a burn dump for approximately a decade between the late 1940s and late 1950s. The dump 
received household refuse as well as industrial and construction waste.  
     

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH4. 
  *P4.  Resources Present: Building Structure Object Site District Element of District Other (Isolates, etc.) 

 
P5b.  Description of Photo:  
Overview of Warings Dump;  
view towards the South. 
 

*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources: Historic  
Prehistoric Both 
 

*P7.  Owner and Address:   
Krishna Living Trust 
P.O. Box 162783 
Sacramento, California 95824 
  

*P8.  Recorded by:   
B. Elliott and C. Peske  
URS Corporation 
2870 Gateway Oaks Drive, 150 
Sacramento, California 95833  
*P9.  Date Recorded:   
07/23/12 
 
*P10.  Survey Type:  
                                                                                                                                                                         
Pedestrian survey at 15 m intervals  

 
 
 
 
 
*P11.  Report Citation: URS Corporation, 2012 

Cultural Resources Assessment of Warings Dump, Sacramento County, California. 
 

*Attachments: NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record  District Record  Linear Feature Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
Artifact Record  Photograph Record   Other (List): 

 
 
 

P5a.   



 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 

State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Trinomial   

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD 
Page 2 of 6 *Resource Name or #:  CA-KER-774H 
 

*A1.  Dimensions:  a. Length: 335 feet (north-south) ×  b.  Width: 325 feet (east-west) 
Method of Measurement:   Paced     Taped     Visual estimate     Other:  GPS 
Method of Determination (Check any that apply.):  Artifacts    Features    Soil    Vegetation    Topography 
 Cut bank    Animal burrow    Excavation    Property boundary    Other (Explain):   

Reliability of Determination:   High   Medium     Low    Explain: 
Limitations (Check any that apply):   Restricted access    Paved/built over    Site limits incompletely defined 
 Disturbances    Vegetation     Other (Explain): Dense stands of both ruderal and native vegetation obscured ground 
surface over approximately 50% of the area occupied by Warings Dump. 

A2.  Depth: from 6 to 8 feet BGS to 24 feet BGS at center  None  Unknown    Method of Determination:   
 

*A3.  Human Remains:   Present    Absent    Possible    Unknown (Explain):   
The presence of remains is unlikely based upon land-use history at the dump site and nature of operations at the dump. 

 
*A4.  Features (Number, briefly describe, indicate size, list associated cultural constituents, and show location of each feature on sketch map.): 
 F1:  One concrete slab was recorded in the southern portion of the site. 

 
*A5.  Cultural Constituents (Describe and quantify artifacts, ecofacts, cultural residues, etc., not associated with features.):   
See attached Artifact Record (DPR 523C; page 3). 
 

*A6.  Were Specimens Collected?   No     Yes  (If yes, attach Artifact Record or catalog and identify where specimens are curated.) 
*A7.  Site Condition:   Good     Fair     Poor  (Describe disturbances.):   
*A8.  Nearest Water (Type, distance, and direction.):  Morrison Creek at north and west boundaries of the site.  
*A9.  Elevation: approximately 30 to 35 feet amsl 
 
A10.  Environmental Setting  (Describe culturally relevant variables such as vegetation, fauna, soils, geology, landform, slope, aspect, 

exposure, etc.): The site is located on flat terrain immediately southeast of Morrison Creek which feeds into Stone Lake west of 
Interstate 5 in the vicinity of Franklin, California. The natural geomorphic setting of the immediate Project area included fluvial 
deposits deposited by Morrison Creek. 3-ares of these deposits were removed from the Project area (at depths of up to 50 feet 
BGS) during construction of what is now SR 99.  Site investigations conducted in 2004 by the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board (CIWMB) identified a layer of dense clay below dump wastes (CIWMB 2004). This clay layer would 
presumably have underlain the sand and gravels removed as barrow. The site is in a now urbanized environment. On-site 
vegetation includes both ruderal and native species though ruderal grasses and plants predominate.      

 
A11.  Historical Information: Warings Dump received domestic refuse from the late 1940s to late 1950s. The refuse was placed in a 

low area created by the extraction of borrow material used in construction of SR-99. The refuse was burned to reduce volume. 
The dump was closed under a City order in the late 1950s. The City of Sacramento had grown into the area by this time and 
residents had begun filing complaints (CIWMB 2004). Since the area remained unmodified, undeveloped and unsecured, illegal 
dumping has continued to present day.  

 
*A12.  Age:   Prehistoric    Protohistoric    1542-1769    1769-1848    1848-1880    1880-1914    1914-1945 
 Post 1945     Undetermined     Describe position in regional prehistoric chronology or factual historic dates if known:   

 
A13.  Interpretations (Discuss data potential, function[s], ethnic affiliation, and other interpretations):    
A14.  Remarks:  Much of the historic-period waste is not visible on the ground surface as it has been concealed by episodes of 

subsequent, modern-era disposal as well as overgrowth. 
 A15.  References:  
California Integrated Waste Management Board 2004, Site Investigation Report: Warings Dump, 63rd and Morrison Creek, 

Sacramento, California 95819. Sacramento. 
A16.  Photographs (List subjects, direction of view, and accession numbers or attach a Photograph Record.):   See attached photo record 
 Original Media/Negatives Kept at:   

*A17.  Form Prepared by: Ben Elliott Date: 08/29/2012 
  
Affiliation and Address:   URS Corporation  
   2870 Gateway Oaks Dr., Suite 150  
   Sacramento, California  95833  
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 *Required information 
 
 
 

State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
Department of Parks and Recreation Trinomial   

ARTIFACT RECORD  
Page 3 of 6 Resource Name or #:  Warings Dump 
 
Location Where Collected Specimens are Curated:  No artifacts were collected. 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
A1 – is an isolated iron wheel of indeterminate age. 
 
Locus 1 – consists of diffuse scatter historic-era material including broken “Coca-Cola” bottles; a milk glass threaded top cold 
cream jar; canning jar fragments; an Owens graduated medicinal bottle; a green bottle with DURAGLASS makers mark of a 
style that dates to 1940-1963; a clear medicinal bottle with possible Reed Glass Company maker’s mark (1927-1956); and amber 
Clorox bottle fragments. 
 
Locus 2 – consists of burned wood fragments that may or may not have been historic in age as well as modern –era refuse. 
 
Concentration 1 – consists of brown and clear bottle glass with Maywood Bottle & Glass Company (1930-1961) and Owens 
Illinois (1929-1954) maker’s marks.  
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



*Map Name(s): Florin, Sacramento East

Page  4  of  6 *Resource Name or #: Waring's Dump

*Scale: 1:24,000 *Date of Map: 1968, 1992

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
LOCATION MAP

DPR 523J (1/95) *Required Information
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*Map Name(s): NA

Page  5  of  6 *Resource Name or #: Waring's Dump

*Scale: 1:2,400 *Date of Map: NA

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
SKETCH MAP

DPR 523J (1/95) *Required Information

0 200100
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State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#   

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial   
Page 6 of 6 *Resource Name or #: Warings Dump   

*Recorded by: B. Elliott and C. Peske of URS Corporation   *Date: 07/23/12   Continuation  Update  

DPR 523L (1/95) *Required information 

*A5.  Cultural Constituents (cont.): 

 
 

Artifacts at Locus 1 
 

 
 

Artifacts at Concentration 1 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

This technical memorandum presents a Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan for the proposed soil 

capping project (the Project) at the former Waring’s Dump site in the south portion of the city of 

Sacramento, California. This technical memorandum also provides an evaluation of the proposed 

project’s effects upon local hydrology and hydraulics, in support of subsequent review under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

1. Project Location 

Waring’s Dump is located in the south portion of the city of Sacramento, California and is bounded 

by Morrison Creek to the north; 63rd Street to the west; parcels fronting Elder Creek Road to the 

south, and 65th Street Expressway to the east. The Project area comprises 5.04 acres of privately held 

property, and is defined by Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 38-182-005 (0.89 acre), 38-182-006 

(0.67 acre), 38-182-007 (0.91 acre), 38-182-010 (0.67 acre), and 38-202-001 (1.9 acres). The dump 

is on the United States Geological Survey (USGS) “Sacramento East” 7.5’ quadrangle within the 

southeast ¼ of Section 28, Township 8 North, Range 5 East (Figure 1). 

2. Project Description 

The California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) proposes to 

implement remediation actions at the former Waring’s Dump through surface grading and soil 

capping of the former dump site waste materials.   The Project area was largely undeveloped until its 

use as a rock and gravel borrow site for the construction of State Route 99 in the 1930s. At a depth of 

approximately 50 feet, the borrow pit eventually received water overflow from Morrison Creek, rising 

to a depth of 20 to 30 feet at its center.  A request by former owners Albert and Frances Waring to fill 

the pit with rubbish and construction waste was granted by the City in the late 1940s.  Over a decade 

or more, the dump received domestic refuse that appears to have been burned on-site. It is now 

classified as a Closed Illegal and Abandoned disposal site. 

A Final Site Investigation Work Plan and Final Site Investigation Report were prepared by the 

California Integrated Waste Management Board (now referred to as CalRecycle) in 2004. Deposits 

were found to be up to 24 feet in depth in the middle of the site. The deposit is bowl shaped, deepest 

in the middle and trending upwards in elevation towards the margins.  CalRecycle also determined 

the amount of cover overlying waste material, the horizontal and vertical extent of waste material, 

and the chemical characteristics of Waring’s Dump. CalRecycle concluded that the most appropriate 

method of site remediation would be to cap the dump wastes in place. Some surface grading would 

be required to re-contour the Project area to control stormwater run-off.  The depth to which grading 

will occur will be minimized as the objective is to leave wastes undisturbed and in place.  
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There are several residences on 63rd Street immediately west of the Project area.  To the north, the 

adjacent Morrison Creek functions primarily as a lined drainage canal managed by the City of 

Sacramento. The creek channel is approximately 12-feet deep and 80-feet wide when measured from 

the top of the levees.  The levees rise approximately 2 feet above the surrounding terrain; there is a 

small ditch on the upland side of the south levee that collects runoff from that levee. A culvert 

conveys levee runoff from the ditch into the creek. A fence separates the ditch from the dump 

property.   

It is the intent of the proposed project to avoid direct or indirect effects upon Morrison Creek and to 

retain the 100-year 24-hr storm event on-site. As in the existing condition, any overflow over the 

100-year storm capacity would discharge to the existing culvert through the Morrison Creek levee. 

Other than a planned culvert beneath the access driveway, no structures are proposed for this 

Project. 

3. Design Personnel 

Contributions to this Technical Memorandum, and attached Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan, 

were made by Mr. Matthew Korve, PE, and Mr. Huey Nham, PE, of URS Corporation. 

Mr. Korve has 12 years of experience specializing in roadway design, drainage design, traffic control 

plans, and utility coordination.  He is technically proficient in preparing comprehensive plans, 

specifications, and estimates (PS&E) packages, as well as project approval documents and planning 

studies.  He is adept at utilizing a variety of software, including MicroStation, AUTOTURN, and 

InRoads.  He has been a California Professional Civil Engineer, certification number 63248, since 

2001. 

Mr. Nham has 19 years of engineering experience, including hydraulic and hydrologic analysis and 

drainage design, traffic signal design, intersection design, and capacity and level of service analysis 

for various transportation facilities.  He has experience with various design application software 

programs such as HYDRAIN, HEC-2, HEC-12, HEC-RAS, Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), 

MicroStation, and Inroads. He has been a California registered engineer, certification number 65138, 

since 2003. 

4. Grading and Drainage 

This section describes the Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan prepared by URS Corporation and 

presented in Attachment 1.  This conceptual design is not intended for construction purposes, but is 

for planning and analysis of preferred remediation actions proposed at the former Waring’s Dump 

site. Attachment 1 depicts the conceptual finished surface grade and does not include or represent 

subgrade conditions or cross-sections indicating waste depth.   

Grading 
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Existing ground elevation at the Project area is generally at 30 feet above mean sea level (MSL), and 

varies between 29 and 33 feet MSL.  Approximately 3.8 acres within the 5-acre Project area would be 

graded and compacted, and capped with a 15 inch thick select-soil cap and vegetation.  Any debris 

unearthed during grading would be reburied such that no material is protruding from the graded 

surface.   

A 15-inch thick soil cap consisting of select, imported fill would be placed and compacted on top of 

the graded waste materials to the finished grade shown in Attachment 1.  The proposed mound 

would have side-slopes varying between 1.0% and 3.0% within an approximately 3.8 acre area and 

reach a maximum elevation of 34.5 feet MSL.  Sloped trapezoidal bioswales with a 1-foot bottom 

width and 2:1 side-slopes would be placed around the perimeter of the mound.  The bioswales will be 

graded (at ~0.35%) to flow from the southeast corner of the subject property around each side of the 

soil-capped waste mound to a common low point at the northwest corner.   

A culvert will be placed beneath an existing driveway at the southwest corner of the Project Area to 

allow vehicle access over the bioswale.  Approximately 8,370 cubic yards (CY) of import borrow and 

17,400 square yards of erosion control will be required for this Project.  For erosion control, a seed 

mix (to be determined during final design) would be applied and maintained for growth. Large 

construction equipment that may be used to complete this Project include: dump trucks, front-end 

loaders, back-hoes, and bull dozers.  Construction would be completed outside the rainy season, or 

as specified by the CalRecycle, and applicable construction best management practices (BMPs) will 

be employed.   

Drainage 

Currently, stormwater collects in numerous small depressions throughout the Project area.  Any on-

site infiltration under existing conditions passes through the waste area below.  During extreme 

precipitation events, it is likely that excess runoff would flow from the bioswales into the drainage 

ditch along the south side of Morrison Creek levee.  The proposed design would not substantially 

alter the existing drainage pattern, and therefore would not create a condition that would result in 

erosion, or a violation of water quality standards, or discharges requirements.   

Stormwater will sheet flow to the perimeter of the capped waste area and collect in the sloped 

bioswales at the perimeter of the proposed soil cap and flow to the northwest portion of the Project 

Area.  This design would reduce the potential for groundwater contamination since any post-project 

infiltration would occur outside the Waring’s Dump waste area. 

The 100-year, 24-hour event was used as the Project’s design storm to apply the U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers, Sacramento District, Hydrologic Engineering Center (HEC) Flood Hydrograph 

Program (HEC-1).  The HEC-1 analysis performed by URS Corporation for the conceptual design 

yields a peak flow of 8.8 cubic feet per second (cfs) and a total volume of 0.9 acre-feet (ac-ft) for the 

proposed Project area (see Table 1).  The proposed retention swales would have a storage capacity of 

1.0 ac-ft.   
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Table 1: Sacramento Method Results - 100-year, 24-hour Event 

Location  

Peak 
flow  

(cfs)  

Time of 
peak  

(hours)  

Watershed 
area  

(ac)  

Peak 
stage  

(feet)  

Peak 
storage  

(ac-ft)  

Diversion 
volume  

(ac-ft)  

Warings Dumpsite  8.8 12:27 6.4 N/A 0.9 0.0 

 

Water depth at this storage level is approximately 3 feet at the common low point which would be 

adjacent to the existing culvert through the Morrison Creek levee.  The northern edge of the 

retention swale rim would act as an emergency release into the ditch on the upland side of the levee.  

Should the retention swales ever overflow, runoff will sheet flow over a length of the rim into the 

existing ditch.  The existing ditch and culvert should have adequate capacity to convey any amount of 

projected runoff coming from the retention swales.  During more typical storm events for this area, 

stormwater would collect in the retention swales and then infiltrate and evaporate.   

5. Hydrology and Water Quality  

Implementation of the Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan has been evaluated for hydrology and 

water quality effects as enumerated in the CEQA Checklist.  Based on the proposed conceptual 

design, a thoughtful assessment of the project, and its anticipated BMPs, the Project is not expected 

to result in significant adverse effects to water resources when considering the following criteria: 

• Degrade water quality and/or violate any water quality standards 

• Result in substantial erosion 

• Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff resulting in flooding 

• Exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems 

• Place structures within 100-year floodplain or expose people or structures to a significant 

risk of injury or death involving flooding, including failure of a levee. 

6. List of Attachments 

The following are attached to this memorandum: 

• Attachment 1: Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan
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Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan 



Sacramento, California

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

WARINGS DUMP SITE

Project No.: 28645384

ATTACHMENT

September 17,  2012
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Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date 1/24/2013
Case Descr Waring's Dump Soil Cap Project

‐‐‐‐ Receptor #1 ‐‐‐‐
Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night
East Residential 55 45 35

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Backhoe No 40 77.6 25 0
Front End Loader No 40 79.1 25 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 25 0
Dump Truck No 40 76.5 25 0

Results
Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA) Noise Limit Exceedance (dBA)

Day Evening Night Day Evening Night
Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq
Backhoe 83.6 79.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Front End Loader 85.1 81.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dozer 87.7 83.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dump Truck 82.5 78.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 87.7 87.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.



!ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ 
 

Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 1/29/2013

Case Description:

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Sensitive Receptors Residential 55 55 45

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Backhoe No 40 77.6 25 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 25 0

Dump Truck No 40 76.5 25 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 25 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 25 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 25 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA) Noise Limit Exceedance (dBA)

Day Evening Night Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Backhoe 83.6 79.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 87.7 83.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dump Truck 82.5 78.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 86.7 82.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 86.7 82.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 83.6 79.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 87.7 89.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.
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Appendix G Site Investigation Report
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Appendix H Notice of Availability 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Implementation Procedures 

Biological Resources 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a:  Ground clearing or 
vegetation removal activities shall occur outside of the 
nesting season (September 1 through February 1), if 
feasible. However, if ground clearing or vegetation 
removal activities occur during the nesting season 
(February 15 through August 31), then pre-construction 
surveys for nesting birds shall be conducted in all area 
suitable for nesting that are located within 250 feet of the 
project area to be impacted. Surveys shall be conducted 
no more than 15 days prior to the beginning of ground 
disturbance. If an active nest is located, a 250-foot buffer 
shall be delineated and maintained around the nest until 
a qualified biologist has determined that fledging has 
occurred. Alternatively, CDFW may be consulted to 
determine if the protective buffer can be reduced based 
upon individual species responses to disturbance. 

CalRecycle 
Construction contractor(s)
Qualified biologist 

Before the start of 
construction activities 
during the nesting season, 
no more than 15 days prior 
to ground disturbance. 

CalRecycle and/or their 
construction contractor shall 
ensure that a qualified biologist 
conducts a survey for nesting birds 
as outlined in Mitigation Measure 
4.2-1a, if construction activities are 
scheduled during the bird nesting 
period, February 15 through 
August 31. 

If an active nest is located, 
protective actions as outlined in the 
mitigation measure shall be 
implemented. 

If the construction contractor is to 
be responsible for implementing 
this measure, CalRecycle shall 
ensure that the measure is 
included in construction bid 
documents and construction 
contracts. CalRecycle shall also 
ensure that the construction 
contractor implements the 
measure. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1b: No more than 30 days prior 
to the beginning of ground disturbance, a pre-
construction survey for burrowing owls shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist within the areas to be 
impacted in general accordance with the Burrowing Owl 
Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines by the 
California Burrowing Owl Consortium. Should the 
surveys be scheduled to occur during the period 
extending from February 1 through May 1, then surveys 
shall be conducted no more than 15 days prior to the 
start of ground disturbance. Surveys shall be conducted 
from two hours before sunset to one hour after sunset, or 
from one hour before sunrise to two hours after sunrise, 

CalRecycle 
Construction contractor(s)
Qualified biologist 

No more than 30 days prior 
to the beginning of ground 
disturbance. 

Should construction be 
scheduled to occur during 
the period extending from 
February 1 through May 1, 
then surveys shall be 
conducted no more than 15 
days prior to the start of 
ground disturbance. 

CalRecycle and/or their 
construction contractor shall 
ensure that a qualified biologist 
conducts a pre-construction survey 
for burrowing owls as outlined in 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-1b. 

If the construction contractor is to 
be responsible for implementing 
this measure, CalRecycle shall 
ensure that the measure is 
included in construction bid 
documents and construction 



Waring’s Dump Soil Cap Project           Appendix I 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program   
   

2 
 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Implementation Procedures 
and shall be conducted during weather conducive to 
observing owls outside of their burrows. No surveys shall 
occur during heavy rain, high winds, or dense fog. If 
occupied burrows are found, mitigation for potential 
impacts shall follow the guidelines outlined by the 
Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation 
Guidelines, including passive relocation. 

contracts. CalRecycle shall also 
ensure that the construction 
contractor implements the 
measure. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-4: For any activities that would 
remove one or more trees subject to City of Sacramento 
Ordinance 12.64.040, the applicant shall prepare and 
submit a tree removal and replacement plan to the City 
of Sacramento for review and approval including the 
removal fee which would go towards planting 
replacement tree(s) in the City. 

CalRecycle 
Construction contractor(s) 

Prior to removing any trees 
on the project site. 

CalRecycle and/or its construction 
contractor shall prepare and 
submit a tree removal and 
replacement plan to the City of 
Sacramento for review and 
approval. 

If the construction contractor is to 
be responsible for implementing 
this measure, CalRecycle shall 
ensure that the measure is 
included in construction bid 
documents and construction 
contracts. CalRecycle shall also 
ensure that the construction 
contractor implements the 
measures by preparing the tree 
removal and replacement plan and 
obtaining approval from the City. 

Cultural Resources 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2: If potentially significant 
archaeological resources are encountered during 
subsurface excavation activities, all construction 
activities within a 50-foot radius of the resource shall 
cease until a qualified archaeologist determines whether 
the resource requires further study. CalRecycle shall 
require that the applicant include a standard inadvertent 
discovery clause in every construction contract to inform 
contractors of this requirement. Any previously 
undiscovered resources found during construction shall 
be recorded on appropriate Department of Parks and 

CalRecycle 
Construction contractor(s)
Qualified archaeologist 

Construction bid document 
preparation. 

Construction contract 
preparation. 

Implement during all 
ground-disturbing 
construction activities. 

CalRecycle maintains a standard 
contract with its contractors that 
include compliance with all 
applicable laws and regulations.  

Any previously undiscovered 
resources unearthed shall be 
recorded and evaluated for 
significance by a qualified 
archaeologist in accordance with 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2. 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Implementation Procedures 
Recreation forms and evaluated for significance in terms 
of CEQA criteria by a qualified archaeologist. If the 
resource is determined to be significant under CEQA, 
CalRecycle and a qualified archaeologist shall determine 
whether preservation in place is feasible. Such 
preservation in place is the preferred mitigation. If such 
preservation is infeasible, the qualified archaeologist 
shall prepare and implement a research design and 
archaeological data recovery plan for the resource. The 
archaeologist shall also conduct appropriate technical 
analyses, prepare a comprehensive written report and 
file it with the North Central Information Center, and 
provide for the permanent curation of the recovered 
materials. 

In the event of a find, CalRecycle 
shall be responsible for ensuring 
the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-2. 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-3: In the event that plant or 
animal fossils are discovered during subsurface 
excavation activities for the proposed project, all 
excavation within 50 feet of the fossil shall cease until a 
qualified paleontologist has determined the significance 
of the find and provides recommendations in accordance 
with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards. If the 
find is determined to be significant and CalRecycle 
determines that avoidance is not feasible, the 
paleontologist shall design and implement a data 
recovery plan consistent with the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology standards. The plan shall be incorporated 
into the project. 

CalRecycle 
Construction contractor(s)
Qualified paleontologist 

Construction bid document 
preparation. 

Construction contract 
preparation. 

During project construction 
activities, as appropriate. 

 

CalRecycle shall include a 
standard inadvertent discovery 
clause in every construction 
contract. 

If plant or animal fossils are 
discovered during construction 
activities, the significance of the 
find shall be determined by a 
qualified Paleontologist as 
specified in Mitigation Measure 
4.3-3. 

In the event of a find, CalRecycle 
shall be responsible for ensuring 
the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-3. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4: If human remains are 
encountered, work should halt in the vicinity of the 
remains and, as required by law, the Sacramento County 
Coroner should be notified immediately. If human 
remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner must 
notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
within 24 hours of that determination. Pursuant to 
California Public Resources Code 5097.98, the NAHC, in 

CalRecycle 
Construction contractor(s)
 

Construction bid document 
preparation. 

Construction contract 
preparation. 

During project construction 
activities, as appropriate. 

CalRecycle shall include a 
standard inadvertent discovery 
clause in every construction 
contract. 

If human remains are encountered 
during construction activities, 
CalRecycle or its contractor(s) 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Implementation Procedures 
turn, will immediately contact an individual who is most 
likely descended from the remains (aka: a Most Likely 
Descendent, MLD). The MLD has 48 hours to inspect the 
site and recommend treatment of the remains. 
CalRecycle is obligated to work with the MLD in good 
faith to find a respectful resolution to the situation and 
entertain all reasonable options regarding the 
descendants' preferences for treatment. 

shall proceed as specified in 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4. 

In the event of a find, CalRecycle 
shall be responsible for ensuring 
the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-4. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1: If applicable, CalRecycle 
shall prepare a Notice of Intent (NOI) to be submitted to 
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
which indicates the intent to comply with the Statewide 
NPDES General Construction Permit (Order No. 2009-
0009-DWQ) prior to construction being initiated.  Prior to 
submittal of the NOI, CalRecycle shall prepare a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to 
comply with the Statewide NPDES General Construction 
Permit. The SWPPP shall include but will not be limited 
to the following elements: 

• Temporary erosion control measures shall be 
employed for disturbed areas. 

• No disturbed surfaces shall be left without erosion 
control measures in place during the winter and spring 
months. 

• Sediment shall be retained onsite by a system of 
sediment basins, traps, or other appropriate measures. 

• The construction contractor shall prepare a plan for the 
handling of hazardous materials on the construction 
site to eliminate or reduce discharge of materials to 
storm drains. 

• BMP performance and effectiveness shall be 
determined either by visual means where applicable 
(e.g., observation of above-normal sediment release), 
or by actual water sampling in cases where verification 
of contaminant reduction or elimination (such as 

CalRecycle 
Construction contractor(s) 

Prior to the start of 
construction activities. 

CalRecycle or its contractor(s) 
shall prepare a SWPPP and 
submit an NOI to the Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (CCRWQCB), if 
determined to be applicable in 
consultation with the CCRWQCB. 

If the NOI and SWPPP are not 
applicable to the Project, 
CalRecycle will implement 
standard erosion control and water 
pollution control best management 
practices during construction, as 
specified in the measure. 

If the construction contractor is to 
be responsible for implementing 
this measure, CalRecycle shall 
ensure that the measure is 
included in construction bid 
documents and construction 
contracts. CalRecycle shall also 
ensure that the construction 
contractor implements the 
measures.  

CalRecycle shall be responsible for 
ensuring that the construction 
contractor implements the SWPPP 
or construction best management 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Implementation Procedures 
inadvertent petroleum release) is required by the 
RWQCB to determine adequacy of the measure.  

• In the event of significant construction delays or delays 
in final landscape installation, native grasses or other 
appropriate vegetative cover shall be established on 
the construction site as soon as possible after 
disturbance, as an interim erosion control measure 
throughout the wet season. 

If the NOI and SWPPP are not applicable to the Project, 
CalRecycle will implement standard erosion control and 
water pollution control best management practices during 
construction.  Construction best management practices, 
will include those activities listed above under the 
SWPPP and will also include but will not be limited to the 
following types of measures:  scheduling of activities, 
prohibitions of certain practices, general good 
housekeeping practices, pollution prevention and 
education practices, construction procedures, and other 
management practices to prevent or reduce to the 
maximum extent practicable the discharge of pollutants 
directly or indirectly to waters of the United States. Best 
management practices also include treatment 
requirements, operating procedures, and practices to 
control construction site runoff, spillage or leaks, sludge 
or waste disposal, and drainage from materials storage 
areas. 

practices throughout construction 
by monitoring construction 
activities on a regular basis. 

Noise 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1: The Construction Contractor 
shall implement, to the satisfaction of the City of 
Sacramento and to the greatest extent feasible, the 
following measures to ensure that, during construction, 
construction noise would be reduced by the greatest 
extent feasible when within 100 feet of a residential use 
or sensitive receptor: 

• Construction contracts shall specify that all 
construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be 
equipped with properly operating and maintained 

CalRecycle 
Construction contractor(s)
 

Construction bid document 
preparation. 

Construction contract 
preparation. 
 
 
 
 
 

CalRecycle shall ensure that 
construction bid documents and 
contracts include the measures 
outlined in the mitigation measure. 

Noise suppression and reduction 
methods shall be approved by the 
City of Sacramento. 

CalRecycle or its contractor(s) 
shall ensure that all noise 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Implementation Procedures 
mufflers and other State required noise attenuation 
devices. 

• All construction equipment shall use available noise 
suppression devices and properly maintained mufflers. 
All internal combustion engines used in the project 
area shall be equipped with the type of muffler 
recommended by the vehicle manufacturer. In 
addition, all equipment shall be maintained in good 
mechanical condition to minimize noise created by 
faulty or poorly maintained engine, drive-train, and 
other components. 

• Construction noise reduction methods (i.e., shutting off 
idling equipment, installing temporary acoustic barriers 
around stationary construction noise sources, 
maximizing the distance between construction 
equipment staging areas and occupied residential 
areas, and use of electric air compressors and similar 
power tools, rather than diesel equipment) shall be 
employed where feasible. Staging of construction 
equipment and unnecessary idling of equipment shall 
be avoided whenever feasible. “Feasible,” as used 
here, means that the implementation of this measure 
would not have a notable effect on construction 
operations or schedule. 

• Property owners and occupants located within 100 feet 
of the project construction site shall be sent a notice, at 
least 15 days prior to commencement of construction, 
regarding the construction schedule of the proposed 
project. A sign, legible at a distance of 25 feet shall 
also be posted at the project construction site. All 
notices and signs shall be reviewed and approved by 
the City, prior to mailing or posting and shall indicate 
the dates and duration of construction activities, as 
well as provide a contact name and a telephone 
number where residents can inquire about the 
construction process and register complaints. 

• During construction, stationary construction equipment 
shall be placed such that emitted noise is directed 

 

 
 
15 days prior to 
construction 
commencement. 

suppression and noise reduction 
methods are implemented during 
construction activities. 

CalRecycle or its contractor(s) 
shall notify neighbors of the 
construction schedule. 

CalRecycle or its contractor(s) 
shall post a City-approved sign on 
the project site that is legible at a 
distance of 25 ft. 

CalRecycle shall be responsible for 
ensuring that the construction 
contractor implements this 
mitigation measure. 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure Responsible Party Mitigation Timing Implementation Procedures 
away from sensitive noise receptors. 

• During construction, stockpiling and vehicle staging 
areas shall be located as far as practical from noise 
sensitive receptors. 

Transportation/Traffic 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1:  Prior to the commencement 
of construction activities, CalRecycle shall prepare a 
Traffic Control Plan that would need to be approved by 
the City of Sacramento Public Works Department. The 
Traffic Control Plan shall include the following: 

• Construction-related truck traffic shall be scheduled to 
travel during non-peak hours (8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.) 
on surrounding roadways. 

• Proposed routing for all delivery and haul trucks shall 
be identified. To the extent feasible, truck routing shall 
avoid or minimize travel through residential areas. 

• Notification shall be sent to all neighboring property 
owners two working days in advance of beginning 
work. The notice shall describe the anticipated 
duration of construction, and the name and daytime 
telephone number of the person performing the work, 
as well as the CalRecycle project manager. 

CalRecycle 
Construction contractor(s) 

Prior to commencement of 
construction activities. 

 
 
 
 
At least 2 days in advance 
of commencement of 
construction activities. 

CalRecycle or its contractor shall 
prepare a Traffic Control Plan as 
outlined in the mitigation measure, 
and have it approved by the City of 
Sacramento Public Works 
Department. 

CalRecycle or its contractor(s) 
shall notify neighbors of the 
construction schedule, duration of 
construction, name and daytime 
telephone number of the person 
performing the work, as well as the 
CalRecycle project manager. 

If the construction contractor is to 
be responsible for implementing 
this measure, CalRecycle shall 
ensure that the measure is 
included in construction bid 
documents and construction 
contracts. CalRecycle shall also 
ensure that the construction 
contractor implements the 
measures by preparing the Traffic 
Control Plan and getting it 
approved by the City. 

CalRecycle shall be responsible for 
ensuring that the construction 
contractor implements the Traffic 
Control Plan throughout the 
construction period. 
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