RESOLUTION NO. 2007-903
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

December 11, 2007

CERTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND ADOPTING THE MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE
RAILYARDS SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT (P05-097)

BACKGROUND

A. On September 11, 2007, October 2, 2007 and October 22, 2007, the City
Planning Commission participated in the public hearings on the Sacramento
Railyards Specific Plan at the joint meetings with the Design Commission and
Preservation Commission.

B. On November 13, 2007, the City Planning Commission conducted a public
hearing on, and forwarded to the City Council a recommendation to approve with
conditions the Railyards Specific Plan and the various entittements for the
Sacramento Railyards Project.

C. On November 20, 2007, December 4, 2007, and December 11, 2007, the City
Council conducted public hearings, for which notice was given accordance with
Government Code Sections 65355 and 65453 and pursuant Sacramento City
Code Section 16.24.097, 17.208.020(C), and 17.200.010(C)(2)(a, b, and c)
(publication, posting, and mail 500’), and received and considered evidence
concerning the Railyards Specific Plan and the various entitlements for the
Sacramento Railyards Project.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1.  The City Council finds that the Environmental Impact Report for Railyards
Specific Plan Project (herein EIR) which consists of the Draft EIR and the
Final EIR (Response to Comments) (collectively the “EIR”) has been
completed in accordance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines and the
Sacramento Local Environmental Procedures.

Section 2.  The City Council certifies that the EIR was prepared, published, circulated
and reviewed in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the State
CEQA Guidelines and the Sacramento Local Environmental Procedures,
and constitutes an adequate, accurate, objective and complete Final
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Section 3.

Section 4.

Section 5.

Section 6.

Section 7.

Environmental Impact Report in full compliance with the requirements of
CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and the Sacramento Local
Environmental Procedures.

The City Council certifies that the EIR has been presented to the City
Council, and the City Council has reviewed the EIR and has considered
the information contained in the EIR prior to acting on the proposed
Project, and that the EIR reflects the City Council’s independent judgment
and analysis.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, and in support
of its approval of the Project, the City Council adopts the attached
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations in support of
approval of the Project as set forth in the attached Exhibit A of this
Resolution.

Pursuant to CEQA section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines section 15091,
and in support of its approval of the Project, the City Council adopts the
Mitigation Monitoring Program to require all reasonably feasible mitigation
measures be implemented by means of Project conditions, agreements, or
other measures, as set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring Program as set
forth in Exhibit B of this Resolution.

The City Council directs that, upon approval of the Project, the City’s
Environmental Planning Services shall file a notice of determination with
the County Clerk of Sacramento County and, if the Project requires a
discretionary approval from any state agency, with the State Office of
Planning and Research, pursuant to the provisions of CEQA section
21152. ~

Pursuant to Guidelines section 15091(e), the documents and other
materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City
Council has based its decision are located in and may be obtained from,
the Office of the City Clerk at 915 | Street, Sacramento, California. The
City Clerk is the custodian of records for all matters before the City
Council.

Table of Contents:

Exhibit A - CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the

Railyards Specific Plan Project.

Exhibit B — Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Railyards Specific Plan Project.
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Adopted by the City of Sacramento City Council on December 11, 2007 by the following
vote:

Ayes: Councilmembers Cohn, Fong, Hammond, McCarty, Pannell, Sheedy,
Tretheway, Waters, and Mayor Fargo.
Noes: None.
Abstain: None.
Absent: None.
dbuche Fo
rest Mayor Heathgr Fargo

Yty colon

hirley Concolino, City Clerk
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Adopted by the City of Sacramento City Council on December 11, 2007 by the following

vote:

Ayes: Councilmembers Cohn, Fong, Hammond, McCarty, Pannell, Sheedy,
Tretheway, Waters, and Mayor Fargo.

Noes: None.
Abstain: None.
Absent: None.
Attest:

Shirley Concolino, City Clerk
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December 11, 2007

Mayor Heather Fargo



Exhibit A

CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the Railyards Specific Plan Project

Description of the Project

The Railyards Specific Plan is a proposed mixed-use development in the downtown
area of the City of Sacramento. The proposed project would involve the development of
between 10,000 and approximately 12,500 dwelling units (du), 1,384,800 square feet
(sf) of retail, 491,000 sf of mixed use, 1,100 hotel rooms, 2,337,200 sf of office, 485,390
sf of historic/cultural space, and 41.16 acres of open space. The project would include
low-, medium-, and high-rise single use and mixed use residential, retail, office, and
hotel structures. The project also provides cultural/recreational facilities including but not
limited to the refurbished Central Shops buildings, numerous public parks and
walkways, and a proposed performing arts and education center. The proposed project
offers a network of public streets with vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian access,
aboveground and subgrade parking facilities and above surface and subsurface energy,
water, wastewater, and drainage infrastructure and facilities. The project would also
include approximately 32 acres designated for the development of the Sacramento
Intermodal Transit Facility (SITF), which would provide multiple modes of public transit
service including bus, rail, light rail, and passenger auto. The proposed project would
also involve the realignment of the tracks running from 3™ Street to 7" Street for use by
Amtrak, Union Pacific (UP), Sacramento Regional Transit (RT), and the potential future
construction of a regional high speed rail. The following entitlements are requested:

1. Rescission of the 1994 Railyards Specific Plan and Adoption of the proposed
Railyards Specific Plan;

2.  Amendment of City Code Title 17 (Zoning Code) to repeal and reenact Chapter

17.124 (Railyards Special Planning District), including establishing development

standards and new zoning classifications;

Adoption of the Railyards Design Guidelines;

Establishment of the Railyards Design Review District

Establishing the Central Shops Historic District and Placing the Central District in

the Sacramento Register of Historic and Cultural Resources

6. Adoption of a Development Agreement for the Sacramento Railyards Project;

7. Adoption of the Railyards Specific Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan;

8. Approval of Master Tentative (Parcel) Map and Modifications of the City
Subdivision Code (Title 16);

9. Approval to Rezone the Railyards Property;

10. Amendment to the General Plan Circulation Element;

11. Amendment to the Central City Community Plan;

12. Amendments to the Sign Code (Title 15);

13. Amendments to City Code Section 18.16.010 regarding Procedures for Adoption
and Review of Railyards Development Agreements;

o b
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14. Repealing Chapter 18.48 of the City Code regarding Development in the Railyards;

15. Repealing and Restating the Memorandum of Understanding Regarding
Remediation and Redevelopment of the Railyards;

16. Amendments to the Railyards Specific Plan/Richards Boulevard Area Plan Facility
Element;

17. Amending the Bikeway Maser Plan

18. Approval of Inclusionary Housing Plan; and

19. Approve Water Supply Assessment.

Findings Required Under CEQA

1. Procedural Findings
The City Council of the City of Sacramento finds as follows:

Based on the initial study conducted for Railyards Specific Plan, SCH # 2006032058,
(herein after the Project), the City of Sacramento’s Environmental Planning Services
determined, on substantial evidence, that the Project may have a significant effect on
the environment and prepared an environmental impact report (“EIR”) on the Project.
The EIR was prepared, noticed, published, circulated, reviewed, and completed in full
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code
§21000 et seq. (“CEQA”"), the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations
§15000 et seq.), and the City of Sacramento environmental guidelines, as follows:

a. A Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR was filed with the Office of
Planning and Research and each responsible and trustee agency and the Sacramento
County Clerk Recorder's Office and was circulated for public comments from March 10,
2006 through April 10, 2006.

b. A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed
to the Office of Planning and Research on August 20, 2007 to those public agencies
that have jurisdiction by law with respect to the Project, or which exercise authority over
resources that may be affected by the Project, and to other interested parties and
agencies as required by law. The comments of such persons and agencies were
sought.

C. An official 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIR was established
by the Office of Planning and Research. The public comment period began on August
20, 2007 and ended on October 4, 2007.

d. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was mailed to all interested
groups, organizations, and individuals who had previously requested notice in writing on
August 17, 2007. The NOA stated that the City of Sacramento had completed the Draft
EIR and that copies were available at the City of Sacramento, Development Services
Department, North Natomas Permit Center, 2101 Arena Boulevard, Second Floor and
New City Hall, 915 | Street, Third Floor, Sacramento, California 95814 (CDs only). The
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letter also indicated that the official 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR would
end on October 3, 2007.

e. A public notice was published in the Daily Recorder and Sacramento Bee

on August 20, 2007, which stated that the Draft EIR was available for public review and
comment.

f. A public notice was posted in the office of the Sacramento County Clerk on
August 20, 2007.

g. Following closure of the public comment period, all comments received on
the Draft EIR during the comment period, the City’s written responses to the significant
environmental points raised in those comments, and additional information added by the
City were added to the Draft EIR to produce the Final EIR.

2. Record of Proceedings

The following information is incorporated by reference and made part of the record
supporting these findings:

a. The Draft and Final EIR and all documents relied upon or incorporated by
reference;

b. The City of Sacramento General Plan, City of Sacramento, January, 1988
and all updates.

C. Environmental Impact Report City of Sacramento General Plan Update,
City of Sacramento, March, 1987 and all updates.

d. Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the
Adoption of the Sacramento General Plan Update, City of Sacramento, 1988 and all
updates.

e. Zoning Ordinance of the City of Sacramento

f. Blueprint Preferred Scenario for 2050, Sacramento Area Council of
Governments, December, 2004

g. The Central City Community Plan, City of Sacramento, May 15, 1980 and
all updates

h. The Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Project.

i All records of decision, staff reports, memoranda, maps, exhibits, letters,
synopses of meetings, and other documents approved, reviewed, relied upon, or

Resolution 2007-903 December 11, 2007 6



prepared by any City commissions, boards, officials, consultants, or staff relating to the
Project.

J- Additionally, the record may also include, but is not limited to the following
items as stated in Public Resources Code § 21167.6(e):

(1) All project application materials.

(2) All staff reports and related documents prepared by the respondent
public agency with respect to its compliance with the substantive and
procedural requirements of this division and with respect to the action on the
project.

(3) All staff reports and related documents prepared by the respondent
public agency and written testimony or documents submitted by any person
relevant to any findings or statement of overriding considerations adopted by
the respondent agency pursuant to this division.

(4) Any transcript or minutes of the proceedings at which the
Decision making body of the respondent public agency heard testimony on, or
considered any environmental document on, the project, and any transcript or
minutes of proceedings before any advisory body to the respondent public
agency that were presented to the decision making body prior to action on the
environmental documents or on the project.

(5) All notices issued by the respondent public agency to comply with this
division or with any other law governing the processing and approval of the
project.

(6) All written comments received in response to, or in connection with,
environmental documents prepared for the project, including responses to the
notice of preparation.

(7) All written evidence or correspondence submitted to, or transferred from,
the respondent public agency with respect to compliance with this division or
with respect to the project.

(8) Any proposed decisions or findings submitted to the decision making
body of the respondent public agency by its staff, or the project proponent,
project opponents, or other persons.

(9) The documentation of the final public agency decision, including the final
environmental impact report, mitigated negative declaration, or negative
declaration, and all documents, in addition to those referenced in paragraph
(3), cited or relied on in the findings or in a statement of overriding
considerations adopted pursuant to this division.

(10) Any other written materials relevant to the respondent public agency's
compliance with this division or to its decision on the merits of the project,
including the initial study, any drafts of any environmental document, or
portions thereof, that have been released for public review, and copies of
studies or other documents relied upon in any environmental document
prepared for the project and either made available to the public during the
public review period or included in the respondent public agency's files on the
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project, and all internal agency communications, including staff notes and
memoranda related to the project or to compliance with this division.

(11) The full written record before any inferior administrative decision
making body whose decision was appealed to a superior administrative
decision making body prior to the filing of litigation.

3. Findings

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where
feasible, to substantially lessen or avoid significant environment impacts that would
otherwise occur. Mitigation measures or alternatives are not required, however, where
such changes are infeasible or where the responsibility for the project lies with some
other agency. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, sub. (a), (b).)

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially
lessened, a public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve
the project if the agency first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting
forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the project’s “benefits” rendered
“acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse environmental effects.” (CEQA Guidelines, §§
15093, 15043, sub. (b); see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, sub. (b).)

In seeking to effectuate the substantive policy of CEQA to substantially lessen or avoid
significant environmental effects to the extent feasible, an agency, in adopting findings,
need not necessarily address the feasibility of both mitigation measures and
environmentally superior alternatives when contemplating approval of a proposed
project with significant impacts. Where a significant impact can be mitigated to an
“acceptable” level solely by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures, the agency, in
drafting its findings, has no obligation to consider the feasibility of any environmentally
superior alternative that could also substantially lessen or avoid that same impact —
even if the alternative would render the impact less severe than would the proposed
project as mitigated. (Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978) 83
Cal.App.3d 515, 521; see also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221
Cal.App.3d 692, 730-731; and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of
the University of California (“Laurel Heights I’) (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403.)

In these Findings, the City first addresses the extent to which each significant
environmental effect can be substantially lessened or avoided through the adoption of
feasible mitigation measures. Only after determining that, even with the adoption of all
feasible mitigation measures, an effect is significant and unavoidable does the City
address the extent to which alternatives described in the EIR are (i) environmentally
superior with respect to that effect and (i) “feasible” within the meaning of CEQA.

In cases in which a project’s significant effects cannot be mitigated or avoided, an

agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if it first
adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons why
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the agency found that the “benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the
environment.” (Public Resources Code, Section 21081, sub. (b); see also, CEQA
Guidelines, Sections 15093, 15043, sub.(b).) In the Statement of Overriding
Considerations found at the end of these Findings, the City identifies the specific
economic, social, and other considerations that, in its judgment, outweigh the significant
environmental effects that the Project will cause.

The California Supreme Court has stated that “[t]he wisdom of approving ... any
development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is
necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their constituents who
are responsible for such decisions. The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires
that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Goleta /1 (1990) 52 Cal.3d
553 at 576.)

In support of its approval of the Project, the City Council makes the following findings for
each of the significant environmental effects and alternatives of the Project identified in
the EIR pursuant to Section 21080 of CEQA and section 15091 of the CEQA
Guidelines:

A. Significant or Potentially Significant Impacts Mitigated to a Less
Than Significant Level.

The following significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the
Project, including cumulative impacts, are being mitigated to a less than significant level
and are set out below. Pursuant to section 21081(a)(1) of CEQA and section
15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, as to each such impact, the City Council, based
on the evidence in the record before it, finds that changes or alterations incorporated
into the Project by means of conditions or otherwise, mitigate, avoid or substantially
lessen to a level of insignificance these significant or potentially significant
environmental impacts of the Project. The basis for the finding for each identified
impact is set forth below.

Air Quality

6.1-1 The proposed project would generate particulate matter during grading of
construction site(s) and construction of the proposed structures. Without
mitigation, this is a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measures have been adopted to address
this impact:

The following measures are required by the SMAQMD for level one mitigation, and shall
be implemented during grading at all project sites:

a) Water all soil with sufficient frequency as to maintain soil moistness.
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b) Maintain two feet of freeboard space on haul trucks.

In addition, the following measures shall be implemented to further reduce the
PM; impact during construction activity:

C) All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud
or dirt from adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. (The use of
dry brushes is expressly prohibited except where preceded or
accompanied by sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.)

d) Wheel washers for all exiting trucks shall be installed, or all trucks and
equipment leaving the site shall be washed off.

e) Excavation and grading activity shall be suspended when winds exceed
20 mph.

f) During clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation operations, fugitive
dust emissions shall be controlled by watering exposed surfaces two times
per day, watering haul roads three times per day or paving of construction
roads, or dust-preventative measures. All onsite unpaved roads and offsite
unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions
using water or a chemical stabilizer or suppressant.

g) Onsite vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.

Finding: The proposed project could produce substantial emissions of PM4 with
consequent threats to the ambient air quality at nearby sensitive receptors. Mitigation
Measure 6.1-1 requires the applicant to take steps to reduce the amount of particulate
matter generated during grading, demolition and other earth moving activities on the
construction site. The SMAQMD’s Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento
County (Guide) establishes the levels of significance for particulate matter. According
to the Guide, compliance with Mitigation Measure 6.1-1 would decrease fugitive dust
(PM,0) impacts from the proposed project to a level that is considered less than
significant. (DEIR, p. 6.1-20)

6.1-2 Construction of the proposed project would generate emissions of ozone
precursors. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measures have been adopted to address
this impact:

The following measures shall be incorporated into construction contracts and included
on all construction plans:
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a) The project applicant and/or contractor shall provide a plan, for approval
by the City of Sacramento and the SMAQMD, demonstrating that the
heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used in the
construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles,
would achieve a project wide fleet-average 20% NO reduction and 45%
particulate reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet average at
time of construction. The SMAQMD shall make the final decision on the
emission control technologies to be used by the project construction
equipment; however, acceptable options for reducing emissions may
include use of late model engines, low-emission diesel products,
alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products,
and/or other options as they become available.

b) The project applicant and/or contractor shall submit to SMAQMD a
comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to
or greater than 50 horsepower, that shall be used an aggregate of 40 or
more hours during any phase of the construction project. The inventory
shall include the horsepower rating, engine production year, projected
hours of use or fuel throughput for each piece of equipment, and its
compliance status with respect to CARB emission reduction regulations
for off-road diesel equipment. The inventory shall be updated and
submitted monthly throughout the duration of the project, except that an
inventory shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no
construction activity occurs. At least 48 hours prior to the use of subject
heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project applicant and/or contractor
shall provide SMAQMD with the anticipated construction timeline,
including start date and name and phone number of the project manager
and on-site foreman.

c) The project applicant and/or contractor shall ensure that emissions from
all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the project site do not
exceed 40% opacity for more than three minutes in any one hour. Any
equipment found to exceed 40% opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be
repaired immediately and SMAQMD shall be notified within 48 hours of
identification of non-compliant equipment. A visual survey of all in-
operation equipment shall be made at least weekly by contractor
personnel certified to perform opacity readings, and a monthly summary of
the visual survey results shall be submitted to the SMAQMD throughout
the duration of the project, except that the monthly summary shall not be
required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs.
The monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles
surveyed as well as the dates of each survey.

d) Limit vehicle idling time to five minutes or less.

e) The project applicant shall pay into the SMAQMD’s construction mitigation
fund to offset construction-generated emissions of NO, that exceed
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SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold of 85 Ibs/day. The project applicant
shall coordinate with the SMAQMD for payment of fees into the Heavy-
Duty Low-Emission Vehicle Program designed to reduce construction
related emissions within the region. Fees shall be paid based upon the
applicable current SMAQMD Fee. The applicant shall keep track of actual
equipment use and their NO, emissions so that mitigation fees can be
adjusted accordingly for payment to the SMAQMD.

f) Construction equipment shall be kept in optimum running condition at all
times.

g) When appropriate, use alternative fueled (such as aqueous diesel fuel) or
catalyst equipped diesel construction equipment.

h) When appropriate, replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically driven
equivalents (provided they are not run via a portable generator set).

Finding: Construction of the project would generate emissions of ozone precursors
ROG and NO,. The SQAMD has not developed a level of significance for ROG in
construction equipment exhaust. However, the SQAMD has established a threshold of
85 pounds per day for NOy, from construction activity. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure 6.1-2 will reduce overall NO, emissions related to construction. When the NO,
reduction measures are not able to bring NO, emissions below 85 pounds per day, as
part of Mitigation Measure 6.1-2, applicant will pay into SQAMD’s construction
mitigation fund to offset the construction-generated emissions of NO,. Therefore,
compliance with Mitigation Measure 6.1-2 will reduce the impact of increased NO, to a
less than significant level. (DEIR, pp. 6.1-21 — 6.1-23)

6.1-7 The proposed Specific Plan could alter wind speed at ground level
(pedestrian level). Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address
this impact:

During design review for buildings over 100 feet in height, the applicant shall
demonstrate that ground-level winds would not exceed 35 miles per hour as the result
of the building design. If necessary to determine the potential ground-level wind speeds,
wind-tunnel testing will be conducted.

Finding: Compliance with Mitigation Measure 6.1-7 will ensure that construction of the
Specific Plan will not create excessive wind speeds at ground level. Buildings can be
configured in a manner that minimizes ground-level wind speeds. If necessary, wind
tunnel testing will ensure that the design of the Specific Plan will not create substantial
ground-level wind speeds. Implementation of this mitigation measure will reduce any
potential impact to less than significant. (DEIR, p. 6.1-31)
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6.1-8 Project Construction activities would contribute to cumulative increases in
ozone precursors. Without mitigation, this is a significant cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this cumulative impact:

Implement Mitigation Measures 6.1-2(a) through (e).

Finding: Without mitigation measures, construction of the project, combined with
other construction projects would cumulatively contribute to an increase in ozone
precursors. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 6.1-2(a) through (d) would reduce
the NO, emissions by a minimum of 20%. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.1-
2(e) would offset any emissions that exceed the SMAQD’s threshold. Further, any
construction off-site must comply with the same SMAQD reduction measures.
Therefore, implementation of this mitigation measures would reduce the project’s
contribution to cumulative emissions to a less than significant level. (DEIR, p. 6.1-32)

6.1-10 Project Construction activities would contribute to cumulative increases in
particulate matter in the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area. Without mitigation,
this is a significant cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

Implement Mitigation Measure 6.1-1 (a) through (g).

Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.1-1 would reduce the project’s
contribution to construction particulate matter emissions to less than cumulatively
considerable and this cumulative impact would be less than significant. (DEIR, p. 6.1-
33)

Biological Resources

6.2-2 Development of the Specific Plan could result in the loss of potential
nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, and other sensitive
riparian-nesting species, and burrowing owls. Without mitigation, this is a
potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

a) Nesting Swainson’s Hawk Habitat: If construction occurs during the breeding

season (February 1-August 31), the project applicant shall conduct CDFG-
recommended protocol-level surveys prior to construction as required by the
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b)

Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys
in California’s Central Valley or as required by the CDFG in the future. If active
nests are found in the construction area, mitigation measures consistent with the
Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo
swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California shall be incorporated in the
following manner or as directed by CDFG:

1)

2)

3)

4)

If an active nest is found no intensive new disturbances (e.g., heavy
equipment operation associated with construction, use of cranes or
draglines, new rock crushing activities) or other project-related activities
that may cause nest abandonment or forced fledging, can be initiated
within 200 yards (buffer zone) of an active nest between March 1 and
September 15. The size of the buffer area may be adjusted if a qualified
biologist and CDFG determine it would not be likely to have adverse
effects on the hawks. No project activity shall commence within the buffer
area until a qualified biologist confirms that the nest is no longer active.

Nest trees shall not be removed unless there is no feasible way of
avoiding removal of the tree. If a nest tree must be removed, a
Management Authorization (including conditions to offset the loss of the
nest tree) must be obtained from CDFG with the tree removal period
specified in the management Authorization, generally between October 1
and February 1.

If construction or other project-related activities that may cause nest
abandonment or forced fledging are necessary within the buffer zone,
monitoring of the nest site (funded by the project proponent) by a qualified
biologist will be required to determine if the nest is abandoned. If the nest
is abandoned and if the nestlings are still alive, the project proponent shall
fund the recovery and hacking (controlled release of captive reared young)
of the nestling(s).

Routine disturbances, such as routine maintenance activities within 0.25
mile of an active nest, shall not be prohibited.

Nesting habitat for other protected or sensitive avian species:

1)

2)

Vegetation removal and construction shall occur after between September
1 and January 31 whenever feasible.

Prior to any construction or vegetation removal between February 1 and
August 31, a nesting survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist of
all habitat within 500 feet of the construction area. Surveys shall be
conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to
commencement of construction activities and surveys will be conducted in
accordance with CDFG protocol as applicable. If no active nests are
identified on or within 500 feet of the construction site, no further mitigation
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3)

is necessary. This survey can be carried out concurrently with surveys for
other species provided it does not conflict with any established survey
protocols. A copy of the pre-construction survey shall be submitted to the
City of Sacramento. If an active nest of a sensitive species is identified
onsite (per established thresholds), specific mitigation measures shall be
developed in consultation with CDFG and USFWS. At a minimum, these
measures shall include a 500-foot no-work buffer that shall be maintained
between the nest and construction activity until CDFG and/or USFWS
approves of any other mitigation measures.

Completion of the nesting cycle shall be determined by qualified
ornithologist or biologist.

Burrowing Owl Nesting Habitat:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Prior to construction activity, focused pre-construction surveys shall be
conducted for burrowing owls where suitable habitat is present within the
construction areas. Surveys shall be conducted no less than 14 days and
no more than 30 days prior to commencement of construction activities
and surveys shall be conducted in accordance with CDFG burrowing owl
survey protocol.

If unoccupied burrows are found during the non-breeding season, the
project applicant may collapse the unoccupied burrows, or otherwise
obstruct their entrances to prevent owls from entering and nesting in the
burrows. This measure would prevent inadvertent impacts during
construction activities.

If no occupied burrows are found in the survey area, a letter report
documenting survey methods and findings shall be submitted to the City
and CDFG, and no further mitigation is necessary.

If occupied burrows are found, impacts on the burrows shall be avoided by
providing a buffer of 165 feet during the non-breeding season (September
1 through January 31) or 250 feet during the breeding season (February 1
through August 31). The size of the buffer area may be adjusted if a
qualified biologist and CDFG determine it would not be likely to have
adverse effects on the owls. No project activity shall commence within the
buffer area until a qualified biologist confirms that the burrow is no longer
occupied. If the burrow is occupied by a nesting pair, a minimum of

7.5 acres of foraging habitat contiguous to the burrow shall be maintained
until the breeding season is over.

If impacts on occupied burrows are unavoidable, onsite passive relocation
techniques approved by CDFG shall be used to encourage owls to move
to alternative burrows outside of the impact area. However, no occupied
burrows shall be disturbed during the nesting season unless a qualified
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biologist verifies through non-invasive methods that juveniles from the
occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of
independent survival. Mitigation for foraging habitat for relocated pairs
shall follow guidelines provided in the California Burrowing Owl
Consortium’s April 1995 Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation
Guidelines,' which ranges from 7.5 to 19.5 acres per pair.

Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.2-2 would require initial surveys to
determine the presence, or potential presence of Swainson’s Hawk, other riparian-
breeding avian species, or Burrowing Owis. In the event that an active nest site is
found, implementation of mitigation measures would require impact avoidance so that
there would be no loss or take of any species. This includes creating buffer zones
around nesting sites and avoiding certain activities during the nesting season. Full
compliance with these mitigation measures will reduce the impact to less than
significant. (DEIR, p. 6.2-32)

6.2-3 Development of the Specific Plan could resuit in take of an endangered and
threatened fish species and degradation of designated critical habitat. Without
mitigation, this is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

To avoid, minimize, or compensate for potential impacts to protected and sensitive
riverine species and critical habitat, and prevent any take of winter-run Chinook in the
Specific Plan Area the following actions shall be undertaken by the project applicant

a) Unless prior approval is granted by NMFS, USFWS, and/or CDFG, (as
applicable) in-water work shall be restricted to the July 1 to October 15
period to avoid construction impacts to winter-run and spring-run Chinook
salmon.

b) Project-related impacts to riverine (e.g., valley-foothill) riparian vegetation
shall be minimized by replacing lost vegetation onsite at a minimum ratio
of 1:1, along the Sacramento River, if feasible. Mitigation and/or
restoration plans for all habitats that require revegetation, habitat creation,
restoration, and enhancement shall be approved by the regulatory
agencies, as appropriate, and shall include construction specifications;
irrigation schedules; planting palettes (showing container stock/box
plantings, cutting specifications, and seed mixes); monitoring,
maintenance, and remediation schedules; and success criteria,
assurances and contingency measures. Revegetation specifications,
species composition and density shall be developed by an experienced
restoration ecologist. The restoration sites shall be evaluated to ensure

California Department of Fish and Game, 1995. Staff report on burrowing owl mitigation,
Sacramento, CA.
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that required revegetation has been performed in areas where temporary
construction has been completed. A report documenting restoration
efforts shall be submitted by the applicant to the City and applicable
regulatory agencies. If necessary, remedial revegetation should occur
during the same rainy season that the remedial recommendation is made.
Restoration sites shall be monitored by qualified restoration ecologists for
three to five years, or until success criteria are achieved. Restoration
plans shall be included in the final construction documents. Grading and
revegatation activities shall comply with applicable regulations and
mitigation measures identified in this EIR pertaining to dust, air emissions,
noise, water quality and other potential environmental effects.

c) The project applicant shall plant riparian vegetation and install biotechnical
features, such as brush piles, logs, and rootwads, to replace habitat
impacted by construction of the outfall structure. These structures shall
compensate for potential impacts associated with increased predation
around the new structure. Specific measures shall include elements that
contribute to nearshore cover in the immediate vicinity of the structure to
increase the potential for juvenile fish while discouraging occupancy of the
same structures by predaceous species. The precise amount and relative
value of affected riparian and cover habitat would be determined during
project-level analysis of proposed activities.

d) Because design of the outfall is conceptual it is unknown what the specific
final design would be, if dredging will be required, or if permanent impacts
to designated critical habitat would occur that could result in adverse
effects to listed species. If the final design does result in permanent
impacts to the river, and regulatory agencies determine this to result in
adverse effects to listed species, the area of river-bottom permanently
removed by the project shall be calculated and compensated at a
minimum 1:1 ratio, or as required by permitting agencies. Mitigation would
occur through creation, restoration, enhancement, and/or preservation of
this habitat within an approved off-site location and/or mitigation bank at a
ratio to be negotiated with the regulatory agencies. Mitigation banking
would involve using mitigation credits from mitigation banks approved by
the regulatory agencies (i.e., Kimball Island Mitigation Bank or alike).

Final mitigation ratios and locations are to be negotiated with the
regulatory agencies prior to riverbed disturbing activities and detailed
mitigation requirements will be identified in the final regulatory agency
permits.

Created, restored, or enhanced mitigation habitat will be conserved and
managed per the regulatory agencies’ permit requirements. For created,
restored, or enhanced mitigation habitat the City will prepare a Riverbed
Habitat Management Plan in coordination with, as applicable, the NMFS,
USFWS and/or CDFG. Prior to commencing any activities that would
impact riverbed critical habitat, the Habitat Management Plan will be
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¢)
Finding:

approved by the applicable regulatory agencies and shall include, at a
minimum; monitoring, maintenance, and remediation schedules; and
success criteria, and assurances and contingency measures to ensure the
viability of the mitigation areas. The Habitat Management Plan will, if
required by permits, also place all acquired in permanent conservation
easements, or other forms of protection to ensure the long-term protection
of their biological resources. These long-term management plans and
funding mechanisms will be reviewed and agreed to by the applicable
regulatory agencies that have regulatory authority over the biological
resources being mitigated; the terms will be based on reasonable
management requirements designed to ensure the long-term biological
resource viability at each mitigation site. If the off-site mitigation areas
purchased are covered by an approved management program, the City
will abide by the conditions of that program.

The project applicant shall require all contractors to develop Spill
Prevention Plans (SPP) and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans
(SWPPP). These plans shall contain BMPs to be implemented to
minimize the risk of sedimentation, turbidity, and hazardous material spills.
Applicable BMPs shall include permanent and temporary erosion control
measures, including the use of straw bales, muich or wattles, silt fences,
filter fabric, spill remediation material such as absorbent booms, proper
staging of fuel, out of channel equipment maintenance, and ultimately
seeding and revegetating. Preventing contaminants from entering the river
during construction and operation of the facilities would protect water
quality and the instream aquatic species.

The project shall adhere to current (e.g., those applicable at the time of
construction) Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board)
water quality objectives for the Sacramento River Basin. These objectives
currently require that project discharge cannot exceed 1 Nephelometric
Turbidity Unit (NTU) when natural turbidity is between 0 and 5 NTUs,

20 percent of natural turbidity levels when natural turbidity is between 5
and 50 NTUs, 10 NTUs when natural turbidity is between 50 and

100 NTUs, or 10 percent when natural turbidity is greater than 100 NTUs.
NTUs are an indicator of the amount of light that is scattered and
absorbed by suspended particles. A biological monitor shall supervise
construction activities when ground-disturbing and/or construction
activities occur below the top of the bank of the Sacramento River (e.g.,
in-channel work) and if objectives are exceeded, in-water construction
shall stop until objectives can be met.

Implement Mitigation Measures 6.6-1 and 6.6-5.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 6.2-3(a) through 6.2-3(f) would

restrict in-channel work to times outside the peak in and out migration, replace
permanently impacted habitat, implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
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prevent accidental loss and reduce potential construction impacts, and restore the
removed riparian vegetation to mitigate for loss of riparian habitat. This, in combination
with compliance with the CESA and FESA, CWA Regulations, National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Regulations, local water quality, and runoff
standards, and implementation of Mitigation Measures 6.6-2(a) and (b), and 6.6-5 would
reduce this impact by minimizing impacts to rare and endangered species and their
habitats, and ensuring stormwater water quality discharged to the river is within
permitted discharge limits which will take into consideration potential impacts to riverine
ecology and impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species. Full implementation of
these measures would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. (DEIR, p. 6.2-
38)

6.2-6 Development of the Specific Plan could result in the loss of a sensitive bat
species roosting site, which could result in substantially increased mortality or
reduced reproductive success. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

Prior to construction within 100 feet of the I-5 and | Street Bridge, the project applicant
shall conduct a pre-construction survey during the time when bats would be expected to
be present and active to determine the presence of roosting bats. This survey shall be
conducted by a wildlife biologist qualified to identify the species of bats using these
roosts. If no special status species bats are roosting, then no further mitigation is
required.

If special status bat species, e.g. roosting bats, are present, prior to construction within
100 feet of the I-5 and | Street Bridge, the project proponent shall provide for a
replacement roosting facility in the form of either a bat house or several bat boxes,
immediately adjacent to the I-5 and | Street Bridge. The wildlife biologist who conducted
the pre-construction surveys shall recommend appropriate bat exclusion devices (i.e.,
light weight polypropylene netting (<1/6" mesh), plastic sheeting, tube-type excluders,
etc.) that shall be installed at the bridge to prevent roosting bats from being on the
bridge when demolition or construction occurs, but located such that they would not
interfere with nesting purple martins (which shall take priority due to there tendency
permanently abandon nesting sites that have been subject to artificial exclusion
devices). The exclusion devices can be designed to serve multiple purposes if the
exclusion of other species (i.e., purple martins) is also required.

Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.2-6 will identify active roost sites,
exclude bats from roosting within the construction areas, and provide alternate roosting
sites. This mitigation measure would reduce impacts to special-status bat species to
less than significant. (DEIR, p. 6.2-41)
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6.2-7 Construction near I-5 and the | Street Bridge could result in increased
mortality and reproductive success of purple martins if construction would result
in the loss of a breeding colony. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

a) Prior to the realignment of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks and/or
removal of the existing overhead utility lines, the following measures shall
take place to reduce impacts to the purple martins.

1. To offset loss the loss of nesting material gathering site sand and
reduce potential predation from feral cats using tall vegetation as
ambush points, during railroad track realignment the project
applicant shall conduct weed abatement measures (e.g., weed
whacking) bi weekly from March 15" to May 15™. The area to be
maintained is the area that extends out 600 feet north of the
existing railroad, as detailed on Figure 5.5-1. The plant waste shall
be left in place from March 15" to May 15" to allow the purple
martins to use the “waste” for nest building material. This measure
is temporary and shall only occur while the existing railroad tracks
are being realigned.

2. To offset the potential impacts from loss of perching wires the
project applicant shall erect permanent perching structures, in close
proximity to the colony but within the footprint of the project, before
the removal of the existing utility lines and poles (wires for perching
should be 3/8-3/4 inch in diameter and shall be at least 19.5 feet off
the ground. Pole mounted structures could be mounted on light
poles or fencing for stability). In the event that the perching
structures are not a feasible alternative within the project footprint,
the project applicant shall consult with the California State Railroad
Museum as to the possibility of the perches being erected within
state lands.

3. As identified in Figure 5.5-1, landscaping within 120 feet of the
colony shall be planned as to not disrupt the flight access to the
colony, small and medium size non fruit-bearing trees shall be
incorporated to the landscaping plans. Landscaping plans shall
also consider the option of prohibiting fruit-bearing trees within 500
feet of the site and not removing all the clippings from the area
during maintenance speciﬁcallx at the beginning of the nesting
season (March 15™ to May 15") as to allow the purple martins to
use the clippings as nesting materials.

i) Until the proposed open space that is adjacent to the | Street
Colony is landscaped as detailed in above in 6.2-7 (a3), the
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project applicant shall, from March 15" to May 15", supply
nesting material (straw, pine needles, etc) in designated
areas close to the colony for use by the purple martins while
the planted trees and shrubs develop. The areas should be
no further than 200 feet from perching wires.

4. So long as the | Street Colony is active landscaping trees adjacent
to the purple martin colony shall include pine species (Pinus spp.)
to provide a permanent source of nesting material. The pine
needles shall not be removed during landscape maintenance from
January 1% to May 15".

b) Although purple martins are tolerant of human activities, if active nests are
present no construction shall be conducted within 100 feet of the edge of the
purple martin colony (as demarcated by the active nest hole closest to the
construction activity) durin% the beginning of the purple martin breeding season
from March 15" to May 15™. The buffer area shall be avoided to prevent
destruction or disturbance to the nest(s) until it is no longer active. The size of the
buffer area may be adjusted if a qualified biologist and CDFG determine it would
not be likely to have adverse effects on the martins. The site characteristics used
to determine the size of the modified buffer should include; a) topographic
screening; b) distance from disturbance to nest; c¢) the size and quality of
foraging habitat surrounding the nest; and d) sensitivity of the species to nest
disturbances. No project activity shall commence within the buffer area until a
qualified biologist confirms that any nests are no longer active. In addition, no
equipment shall be parked or stored beneath the | Street on-ramp or the I-5
ovterpass at the | Street on-ramp during the breeding season (April 15" to August
1%)

Finding: Although purple martins are a people-tolerant species, construction
activities and long-term impacts from development of the Specific Plan Area could have
a significant impact on the 1-5 purple martins colony. Implementation of Mitigation
measure 6.2-7 will protect purple martin nesting sites, ensure nesting material and
foraging areas will not be adversely impacted, and protect purple martins from
increased predation and starling competition. Implementation of these measures will
reduce the impact to purple martins to less than significant. (FEIR, pp 4.5-5 — 4.5-6)

6.2-8 Development of the Specific Plan could result in net reduction of sensitive
habitats including protected wetland habitat as defined in Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, riparian vegetation, and state jurisdictional waters/wetlands.
Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

Resolution 2007-903 December 11, 2007 21



a) Following final design of the Sacramento River outfall, the loss of riparian habitat
shall be quantified by a qualified biologist. In light of the determined loss of
Sacramento River riparian habitat, combined with the removal of 0.25 acre
remnant riparian habitat in the FOSA, the project applicant shall demonstrate no
net loss of sensitive riparian habitat through restoration, creation, enhancement,
or preservation at a compensation ratio equivalent to the area lost to project
development This measure may be implemented through the Streambed
Alteration Agreement or other regulatory mechanism to the satisfaction of the

City.

b) The project applicant shall include adequate signage and appropriate fencing
along Specific Plan Area boundary adjacent to any sensitive habitats that remain
or are created through mitigation. A signage and fencing plan shall be developed
with the CDFG but at a minimum “Sensitive habitat” signs shall be installed along
the sensitive habitat boundaries every 100 feet. The signs would inform
recreationists of the sensitive habitat and species in the area and that
unauthorized disturbance would be subject to penalties imposed by the CDFG
and USFWS. Fencing shall be designed to allow free movement of wildlife but
restrict human movement.

c) Implement Mitigation Measure 6.2-3(b).

Finding: The overall goal of mitigation for impacts on riparian communities is that
no net loss occurs as a result of the Specific Plan. The implementation of Mitigation
Measures 6.2-3(b) and 6.2-8 would mitigate temporary and permanent impacts on
riparian habitat within the Specific Plan Area, including areas not covered by Section
1600 of the Fish and Game Code. This would occur through the identification of the
amount of riparian habitat removed and then the creation, restoration, enhancement,
and/or preservation of riparian habitat; the implementation of Best Management
Practices (BMPs) to prevent and reduce potential construction impacts; and the
development of a detailed mitigation and/or restoration plan to offset loss of this
community that would monitor it's success, and ensure that that once mitigated or
preserved, these sensitive communities are appropriately protected from disturbance.
The results of this effort, in combination with compliance with State Fish and Game
Code, NPDES Regulations, local water quality, and runoff standards regulations, would
be either avoidance of existing features, or on or offsite mitigation as permitted by the
regulatory agencies. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the
impact to sensitive riparian habitats to a less-than-significant level. (DEIR, p. 6.2-44)

6.2-9 Development of the Specific Plan could result in the isolation or
interruption of contiguous habitat which would interfere substantially with the
movement of resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Without mitigation,
this is a potentially significant impact.
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Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

a) To avoid degradation of habitat values for wildlife along the river portion of the
site automobile headlights that are directed at a 90 degree angle onto the
vegetation along the river shall be screened along the western project edge. This
may be accomplished at the western foot of Railyards Boulevard and Camille
Lane through the placement of a 3'-4’ vegetated hedge or other structural
methods that would not additionally hinder wildlife movement through the
aforementioned riverine riparian vegetation.

b) Outdoor lighting within 500 feet of the river shall be of the minimum wattage
required for the particular use and shall be directed to the specific location
intended for illumination (e.g., roads, walkways, or recreation fields) to prevent
stray light spillover onto sensitive habitat.

c) All fixtures on elevated light standards west of I-5 within the project boundaries,
such as in parking lots or along roadways, shall be shielded to reduce glare.

Finding: Aquatic species movement within the river could be affected by nighttime
lighting spillover. The new temporary sources of nighttime lighting could increase
predation efficiency and disrupt movements of fish within the river. The increase in light
sources could also alter local behavior of migratory fish such that movements are
delayed, disrupted, or the fish are subject to increased predation (including shoreline
angler access). Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.2-9 will provide mechanisms to
reduce potential night lighting impacts by ensuring light spillover in minimized to the
extent practicable in areas within 500 feet of the river. Implementation of this mitigation
measure would reduce impacts to movements of sensitive fish species to less-than-
significant. (DEIR, p. 6.2-45)

6.2-10 Development of the Specific Plan could conflict with local policies
protecting trees. Without mitigation, this is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

The project applicant shall comply with the City’s tree ordinance and implement the
following tree-protection measures prior to and during project construction.

To the maximum extent feasible, the project design shall avoid loss of any protected
tree. The project applicant shall retain a certified arborist to survey trees in the Specific
Plan Area, including potential laydown areas, and identify and evaluate trees that will be
removed. If the arborist’'s survey does not identify any protected trees that would be
removed or damaged as a result of the Specific Plan Area, no further mitigation is
necessary.
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If protected trees (or their canopy) are identified within the affected area, measures shall
be taken to avoid impacts on protected trees, as detailed in the City’s tree ordinance.
Protected trees that are lost as a result of the project will be replaced according to the
provisions of the ordinance (Section 12.64.040), which generally requires a 1-inch-
diameter replacement for each inch lost. Tree replacement shall occur after project
construction and will be monitored by qualified arborists.

All native oaks greater than 6 inches in diameter at 48 inches above grade that are
approved for removal or are critically damaged during construction shall be replaced by
a greater number of the same species. At a minimum, one tree shall be planted for
each inch in the diameter of the removed tree at 48 inches above grade. The exact size
and number of replacement trees shall be determined by the City of Sacramento Urban
Forest Services. A qualified biologist shall monitor trees during construction and the
following spring and monitor the growth and survival of the newly planted trees. All
revegetation plans shall require monitoring the newly transplanted trees for at least 5
years and the replacement of all transplanted trees that die during that period.

Finding: The City of Sacramento has adopted an ordinance to protect trees as a
significant resource to the community. Construction within the Specific Plan Area would
likely result in the disturbance or loss of protected trees. Protected trees could be
removed or affected during staging, trimming for equipment access, and other
construction related activities. The loss of protected trees, including oak trees (Quercus
sp.) could conflict with the City tree ordinance. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
6.2-10 would require all project construction to comply with the City ordinance, ensuring
a no net loss of protected trees. Complying with Mitigation Measure 6.2-10 would
reduce any impact to less than significant. (DEIR, p. 6.2-46)

Cultural Resources

6.3-1 The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource, including human remains. Without
mitigation, this is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

a) Prior to any ground-disturbing activity in Archaeologically Sensitive Areas
(ASAs), a focused Archaeological Testing Plan (ATP) shall be prepared and
implemented to determine the presence/absence of archaeological resources
and to assess their eligibility to the CRHR. The ATP shall be reviewed and
approved by the Preservation Director prior to implementation. A programmatic
ATP is provided in Appendix G of this EIR.

b) If the testing program identifies CRHR-eligible archaeological resources, an
Archaeological Mitigation Plan shall be prepared and implemented.
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d)

With respect to portions of ASAs where ground-disturbing activities would take
place but that are not subject to the archaeological test investigation referred to
above, a Construction Monitoring Plan shall be prepared and implemented to
ensure appropriate identification and treatment of unanticipated archaeological
resources, if any are discovered during grading or construction activities.

Prior the commencement of any ground disturbance in the 6th-7th Street Corridor
ASA, consultation shall be initiated between the landowner or his representative
and the appropriate Native American group having traditional authority over the
Initial Phase Area. The goal of the consultation shall be to formulate procedures
for the treatment of Native American human remains, should any be uncovered
during project activities.

All earth-moving activities within the Specific Plan Area shall be monitored by an
archaeologist approved by the City of Sacramento Preservation Director. Prior to
any earth-moving activities, for each phase of the project a focused Monitoring
and Unanticipated Discovery Plan shall be written by a qualified archaeologist
and submitted to the City of Sacramento Preservation Director for approval. In
the event that unanticipated archaeological resources or human remains are
encountered, compliance with federal and state regulations and guidelines
regarding the treatment of cultural resources and human remains shall be
required. The following details the procedures to be followed in the event that
new cultural resource sites or human remains are discovered.

i If the monitoring archaeologist believes that an archaeological resource
has inadvertently been uncovered, all work adjacent to the discovery shall
cease, and the appropriate steps shall be taken, as directed by the
Preservation Director in consultation with the archaeologist, to protect the
discovery site. The area of work stoppage will be adequate to provide for
the security, protection, and integrity of the archaeological resources in
accordance with Federal and State Law. At a minimum the area will be
secured to a distance of 50 feet from the discovery. Vehicles, equipment,
and unauthorized personnel will not be permitted to traverse the discovery
site. The archaeologist will conduct a field investigation and assess the
significance of the find. Impacts to cultural resources shall be mitigated to
a less-than-significant level through data recovery or other methods
determined adequate by the archaeologist and that are consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Archaeological Documentation.
All identified cultural resources shall be recorded on the appropriate DPR
523 (A-L) form and filed with the North Central Information Center.

i. If human remains are discovered at the project construction site during
any phase of construction, all ground-disturbing activity within 50 feet of
the resources shall be halted and the County Coroner shall be notified
immediately, according to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources
Code and Section 7050.5 of California’s Health and Safety Code. If the
remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native American, the

Resolution 2007-903 December 11, 2007 25



Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the
treatment and disposition of the remains. If the remains are determined to
be Chinese, or any other ethic group, the appropriate local organization
affiliated with that group shall be contacted and all reasonable effort shall
be made to identify the remains and determine and contact the most likely
descendant. The approved mitigation shall be implemented before the
resumption of ground-disturbing activities within 50 feet of where the
remains were discovered.

If the remains are of Native American origin, the landowner or the
landowner’s representative shall contact the Native American Heritage
Commission to identify the Most Likely Descendant. That individual shall
be asked to make a recommendation to the landowner for treating or
disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any
associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources Code Section
5097.983.

If the Most Likely Descendant fails to make a recommendation or the
landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of
the descendant, and if mediation by the Native American Heritage
Commission fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, then
the landowner or authorized representative shall rebury the Native
American human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate
dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface
disturbance.

Finding: Construction activities in the Specific Plan Area could potentially impact
currently undiscovered archeological resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
6.3-1 would ensure that CRHR-eligible resources are identified and that the important
information these remains contain is recovered. Additionally, compliance with this
mitigation measure will ensure that human remains are treated appropriately. With
implementation of this mitigation measure, the impact is reduced to less than significant.
(DEIR, pp. 6.3-47 — 6.349; FEIR, pp 3-11 — 3-12).

6.3-2 The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in to the
Southern Pacific Railroad Shops, a historical resource as defined in Section
15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, through the potential alteration and
demolition of character-defining features of contributing elements of the Historic
District. Without mitigation, this is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

a) An Architectural Historian qualified under the Secretary of the Interior's

Standards shall be retained to prepare the necessary documentation to formaily
list the Central Shops Historic District as a locally Adopted Historic District. The
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Central Shops Historic District shall be adopted by the City prior to alteration of
the buildings on the site beyond stabilization recommendations approved in the
ARG report.

b) A copy of the full Southern Pacific Company Sacramento Shops HAER
document (HAER CA303) shall be acquired, including the historic narrative,
architectural drawings, and photographs, and archive quality copies
disseminated to the appropriate state, regional, and local repositories.

c) Consistent with the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance, and in coordination
and consultation with the Preservation Director, a Historic District Plan that is
specifically focused on the Historic District in the Central Shops shall be
prepared. The Historic District Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following
components:

1. Statement of the goals for review of development projects within the
Historic District;

2. A representation of the historical development of land uses, existing land
uses, and any adopted plans for future land uses;

3. A statement of findings, including the following:
a. The historical or pre-historical period to which the area is
significant.
b. The predominant periods or styles of the structures or features
therein.
c. The significant features and characteristics of such periods or

styles, as represented in the Historic District, including, but not
limited to, structure height, bulk, distinctive architectural details,
materials, textures, archeological and landscape features and
fixtures.

d. A statement, consistent with Article IV, Sacramento Register of
Historic and Cultural Resources, of this chapter, of the standards
and criteria to be utilized in determining the appropriateness of any
development project involving a landmark, contributing resource or
noncontributing resource within the Historic District.

Finding: Compliance with these mitigation measures, in combination with proposed
Specific Plan policies, the Design Guidelines and the City Preservation Ordinance,
would ensure proper preservation of the historic railroad shops. The designation of the
Historic District would create a clear definition of character-defining features. This
would clarify the potential impacts on the historical resource from future components of
the Specific Plan Area. Further, a Historic District Plan would ensure that the integrity of
the historic shops is maintained. A Certificate of Appropriateness must be obtained
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prior to altering a historic resource. Implementation of these mitigation measures would
reduce the impact to less than significant. (DEIR, pp. 6.3-50 — 6.3-51; FEIR, p. 3-12)

6.3-6 The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of the remnant portion of the Pioneer/Sperry Grain Mill, California
State Landmark 780 the First Transcontinental Railroad, and the Levees. Without
mitigation, this is a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

a) A qualified architectural historian shall be retained to inventory and record the
route of the First Transcontinental Railroad through the project site to
HABS/HAER standards. The HABS/HAER recordation shall be disseminated to
the appropriate repositories.

b) The historical information about the resource shall be integrated into the
interpretation displays and signage along the route.

C) Implement Mitigation Measure 6.3-1(e).

Finding: Implementation of these mitigation measures require that the First
Transcontinental Railroad be inventoried and evaluated by a qualified architectural
historian for its potential historic significance and eligibility as a historical resource and
that an archaeological monitor be present during earth moving activities (pursuant to
Mitigation Measure 6.3-1(e)) on the project site. The following mitigation measures
would reduce this impact to less than significant. (DEIR, p. 6.3-55)

6.3-8 The proposed project could contribute to the cumulative degradation or
loss of archaeological resources, including human remains. Without mitigation,
this is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

Implement Mitigation Measures 6.3-1(a) through 6.3-1(e).

Finding: The proposed project has the potential to adversely affect significant
archaeological resources that are unique and non-renewable members of finite classes.
Therefore the project’s incremental contribution to these cumulative effects would itself
be potentially cumulatively considerable. Implementation of these mitigation measures
would reduce the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact to a less than
considerable level and therefore the cumulative impact would be less than significant.
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Seismicity, Soils and Geology

6.4-4 The proposed project could result in damage to the historic Central Shops.
Without mitigation, this is a significant impact. '

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

a) To the extent feasible, the historic buildings shall be stabilized and reinforced
prior to trenching or other construction activities adjacent to the buildings.

b) The project applicant shall take reasonable precautions to protect historic
structures from damage, such as settlement, caused by excavation, trenching,
dewatering, or other construction activities adjacent to the buildings that could
affect the integrity of the buildings or expose workers to physical hazards.

c) Measures shall be taken to reduce or eliminate potential ground settlement of the
areas surrounding the historic buildings due dewatering, excavation, or adjacent
construction. A pre-excavation settlement-damage survey shall be prepared that
shall include, at a minimum, visual inspection of existing vulnerable structures for
cracks and other settlement defects, and establishment of horizontal and vertical
control points on the buildings. A monitoring program of surveying horizontal and
vertical control points on structures and shoring shall be followed to determine
the effects of dewatering, excavation, and construction on the particular building
site. If it is determined by the engineer that the existing buildings could be
subject to damage, work shall cease until appropriate remedies to prevent
damage are identified.

Finding: Construction work such as excavation, trenching and dewatering will need
to be performed around the existing historic buildings. These activities could cause
temporary soil settling and ground instability which pose a potential risk of damage to
the historic buildings. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.4-4 would ensure that the
historic buildings are stabilized prior to any surrounding construction work. This
mitigation measure would reduce any impact to less than significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Substances

6.5-1 Development of the proposed Specific Plan would occur on property that is
known to contain contaminated soil, which could present a hazard to
construction workers if not properly managed. Without mitigation, this is a
potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:
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The City shall enforce the following requirements for construction on the Specific Plan
Area:

a) The City recognizes that DTSC has ultimate authority regarding approval
of health risk assessments. However, through a new Tri-Party MOU, the
City may provide input to DTSC if any assumptions employed appear to
be inaccurate or differ from those previously prepared.

b) Each developer’s general contractor shall prepare a site-specific
construction worker health and safety plan containing construction worker
health and safety requirements based on the levels of remediation already
performed in each project area.

C) Contractors shall be given a worker health and safety guidance document
at the time of grading or building permit application to assist them in
preparing site-specific worker health and safety plans. Pursuant to the
requirements of state and federal law, the site-specific health and safety
plan may require the use of personal protective equipment, onsite
continuous air quality monitoring during construction, and other
precautions.

d) During construction, except in imported clean fill areas, all excavation, soil
handling, and dewatering activities shall be observed for signs of apparent
contamination by the developer under DTSC oversight.

e) In addition to these steps, DTSC, through the new Tri-Party MOU, shall
provide for environmental oversight, including site inspection during
construction and procedures for detecting previously undiscovered
contamination during site excavation as well as contingency plans for
investigation, remediation and disposal of such contamination.

Finding: Construction activities that move soil, such as grading, trenching and
excavation, could expose construction workers to chemicals not only near the surface,
but also deeper in the soil column if levels of contaminants were not remediated to safe
levels. The levels of residual contaminants that DTSC will allow to remain on-site in
soils were established to ensure that construction workers would not be at risk to an
unacceptable level of exposure. More importantly, no construction, especially earth-
disturbing activities, will occur in the Specifi Plan Area until DTSC-approved Target
Cleanup Levels are achieved. These mitigation measures will apply to all construction
activity on the Specific Plan Area site and will ensure that construction workers are
protected from unacceptable exposure to residual levels of hazardous substances
during site development. Implementation of these mitigation measures will reduce
potential impacts to less-than-significant. (DEIR, p. 6.5-25)

6.5-2 Development of the proposed Specific Plan would occur on property that is
known to contain contaminated soil and groundwater, which could present a
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hazard to people during occupancy of the proposed project if not properly
managed. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

In areas where the groundwater contamination has the potential to reach water, sewer
or storm drainage pipelines due to fluctuations in the elevation of the groundwater table,
or where volatile contaminants in soil vapor could enter porous utility lines, measures
will be used to prevent infiltration in accordance with DTSC requirements. Routine
monitoring shall be performed by the landowners, reported to DTSC and CVRWQCB,
and corrective actions implemented if the results indicate adverse changes in water

quality.

Finding: The development of the proposed Specific Plan will be consistent with the
remediation action plans and deed restrictions. Therefore the proposed project would
not substantially increase the risk of exposure of construction workers or future
occupants to hazardous substances contamination in soil or groundwater at the project
site. However, porous utility lines could be infiltrated by contaminated groundwater.
Absent mitigation, this would be a significant impact. Mitigation Measure 6.5-2 will
ensure that steps will be taken to prevent infiltration. Complying with DTSC
requirements will help prevent this. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.5-2 will
reduce any impact to less than significant. (DEIR, pp. 6.5-26 — 6.5-30)

6.5-3 Soil remediation activities will occur concurrently with development of the
proposed Specific Plan, which could expose project occupants or visitors to
adverse health effects associated hazardous substances. Without mitigation,
this is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

a) With the exception of the Central Shops, development of any parcel site shall
only be permitted if relevant soil remediation for an entire block and the full right-
of-way of all surrounding streets has been completed. Thus, occupancy of a
portion of a block will be prohibited unless the entire block and the area
immediately surrounding the block are remediated accordingly.

b) Fencing shall prevent access to surface soil in unremediated areas of the site.
c) Dust control for active cleanup sites shall be implemented.

d) Construction site air monitoring, if required by site-specific conditions, shall be
conducted.

e) Compliance with building design requirements, to be included in the building
code ordinance, for preventing the intrusion of subsurface vapors into buildings
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and enclosed spaces and the buildup of soil vapors in enclosed spaces where
applicable, shall be required if determined by DTSC to be necessary.

f) Prior to approval of any grading permit, developers shall demonstrate access to a
nearby secure holding area for interim storage of contaminated soil that could be
uncovered during construction, and provide a plan for transport of soil to the
holding area.

g) Developers shall be required to employ construction dewatering techniques,
should they become necessary, that minimize potential for pulling groundwater
contaminants to the surface. Contingency plans for pretreatment of contaminated
groundwater, if necessary, shall be in place prior to the start of construction in the
event that extracted water cannot be sent to the regional wastewater treatment
plant.

h) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the developer shall demonstrate
compliance with all applicable protective measures. If the level of protection is
inadequate, implementation of additional protective measures is required; the
City may review this Specific Plan to determine if amendments are required to
protect human health and the environment.

Finding: As portions of the Specific Plan Area are developed, an increasingly
greater number of people will be present in the project site. Through the free movement
of residents, visitors, and routine transport of goods and services through the project
site, individuals could be exposed to potential risks associated with chemicals in soil
that could be encountered at the point in time when the remaining cleanup activities are
ongoing. Unmitigated releases of hazardous substances in excess of risk-based
standards could result in adverse short-term or long-term human health or
environmental effects. However, it should be noted that, generally, the greatest risk of
exposure would occur during waste removal and soil consolidation activities.
Nonetheless, mitigation measure 6.5-3 will ensure that occupancy of an area of the
project site will be permitted only when the entire block has been successfully
remediated. Further, dust control, fencing, air monitoring, and compliance with all
necessary protective measures will reduce the impacts to individuals in the project area.
Implementation of mitigation measure 6.5-3 will reduce any impact to less than
significant. (DEIR, p. 6.5-30)

6.5-4 Construction of site features such as infrastructure and buildings could
interfere with existing and/or planned remediation efforts. Without mitigation,
this is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

a) Project developers and their contractors shall coordinate with the City of
Sacramento, DTSC, and other involved agencies, as appropriate, to assure that
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project construction shall not interfere with any adjacent and/or on-site existing
and/or planned remediation activities or unduly delay any existing and/or planned
site remediation activities.

b) The project developers and their contractors shall comply with all applicable site
controls established for site remediation activities through the approved RAPs
and RDIP and shall ensure that project construction does not prevent such

compliance.
c) Implement Mitigation Measure 6.5-3.
Finding: Development of portions of the Specific Plan would occur simultaneously

with implementation of the site cleanup activities that are being implemented through
DTSC-approved cleanup plans. Unless planned and coordinated with site remediation
activities, development could interfere with remediation efforts, resulting in delays.
Compliance with Mitigation Measures 6.5-3 and 6.5-4 would ensure that project
developers and their contractors are aware of the timing, locations, and types of
remediation activities. This would prevent construction activities from inadvertently or
adversely affecting cleanup activities. Such efforts would ensure that contaminated
substances would not be inadvertently encountered (e.g., infrastructure improvements
involving trenching through the project site) and that soils or contaminated substances
are not inappropriately moved or used within the site. Implementation of these
mitigation measures would reduce the impact to less than significant. (DEIR, p. 6.5-31;
FEIR, p. 3-15)

6.5-5 Throughout the life of the project, currently proposed land uses may be
changed and new construction may occur, exposing construction workers and
site occupants to unacceptable levels of contaminated soil and/or groundwater in
the Specific Plan Area. Cleanup standards affecting soil could also be revised
downward in light of new scientific information, indicating that planned cleanup
levels may not be as protective of human health as originally assumed. Without
mitigation, this is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

Hazardous substances review at the development permitting stage shall involve
consulting with DTSC to determine if changing standards will trigger the need for
additional remediation under the following circumstances:

o Sites that currently expose the general public to bare soil or landscaped soll
shall be reevaluated if a significant change of standards has occurred since
the last such evaluation.

e In utility corridors, existing cleanup levels shall be reevaluated to ensure that
construction worker health and safety is adequately protected if a significant
change in standards occurs.
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e On development parcels where remediation standards are revised
significantly downward following remediation but before site development,
cleanup levels shall be reevaluated for consistency with proposed land use.

Finding: Compliance with Mitigation Measure 6.5-5 will ensure than any future
changes in development or land use would not expose individuals to unacceptable
levels of contamination. In addition to consulting with DTSC regarding the need for
additional remediation, any changes in development or land use must also be
consistent with the Tri-Pary MOU. Implementation of these measures will ensure
ongoing communication with DTSC and the City and will subsequently reduce any
impacts to less than significant. (DEIR, p. 6.5-33)

6.5-6 Central Shops buildings that will be renovated and/or restored are likely to
contain asbestos, lead-based paint, or other hazardous substances, which could
be released to the environment if not properly identified, removed, contained, and
transported for disposal at approved sites. Without mitigation, this is a potentially
significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

Prior to renovation and/or restoration of the Central Shops buildings, the project
applicant shall provide written documentation to the City that asbestos-containing
materials (ACM) and lead-based paint has been abated and any remaining hazardous
substances and/or waste have been removed in compliance with applicable state and
local laws and regulations.

Finding: Although a regulatory framework exists governing the removal and
disposal of hazardous items once identified, the Central Shops buildings have not been
thoroughly investigated to determine the types, amounts, and locations of hazardous
substances that could be present in building materials. Therefore, implementation of
the proposed project expose construction workers, occupants, and/or site visitors to
unmitigated hazards associated with the presence of hazardous substances (e.g.,
asbestos, lead, PCBs, etc.) in buildings that would be renovated and/or restored. Prior
to any work on the Central Shops buildings, compliance with Mitigation Measure 6.5-6
will require written documentation that all hazardous substances have been removed
and/or abated according to applicable laws. Implementation of this mitigation measure
will reduce any impact to less than significant. (DEIR, p. 6.5-34)

6.5-9 Development of the West Jibboom Street Property in the Riverfront District
(APN 002-0010-023) could expose construction workers to hazardous substances
that could be present in soil or groundwater. Without mitigation, this is a
potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:
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Prior to development of the West Jibboom Street Property site, the results of a Phase 2
ESA and subsurface geophysical investigation shall be submitted to DTSC. If the
Phase 2 ESA concludes that site remediation would be necessary to protect human
health and the environment (if the site is developed as envisioned in the Specific Plan),
the site shall not be developed until the site is remediated to levels that would be
protective of the most sensitive population for the planned use.

Finding: Unidentified hazards could still be present at the proposed West Jibboom
Street Property. Construction activities at that site could expose workers to
contaminated soil, groundwater, or other hazardous substances or debris that may be
present, if such hazards are not properly identified and managed prior to site work.
Mitigation Measure 6.5-9 requires procedures to ensure that such hazards are properly
identified and remediated prior to any construction activity. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure 6.5-9 will reduce any impact to less than significant. (DEIR, p. 6.5-39)

6.5-10 Development of the proposed Specific Plan, in combination with
development of other projects in the City of Sacramento that are on property that
are known to contain, or could contain contaminated soil or groundwater, could
present a hazard to construction workers if not properly managed. Without
mitigation, this is a potentially cumulative significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

Implement Mitigation Measures 6.5-1, 6.5-3, 6.5-4, 6.5-5, and 6.5-9.

Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 6.5-1, 6.5-3, 6.5-4, 6.5-5, and 6.5-9
would reduce potential project impacts related to redevelopment of the Specific Plan
Area to a less-than-significant level. Moreover, it is extremely unlikely that any one
individual outside of any particular project site construction zone would be exposed to
maximum levels of construction-generated contaminated air emissions (if any) for the
entire development period, even if controls were not in place. Additional risks that could
be posed by other construction or remediation projects where contaminants could be
disturbed would not significantly increase the risks to individuals. Consequently, the
actual risks that might be realized by any one individual exposed to potential impacts
from construction of the project site, in combination with other construction or
remediation projects in which contaminated soils are present, would be minimal. The
project would not result in a considerable contribution to a significant adverse hazard.
Therefore, project construction- or remediation-related effects due to soil or
groundwater contamination would be less-than-cumulatively significant, assuming
implementation of appropriate controls at redevelopment projects.

6.5-11 The renovation and/or restoration of Central Shops buildings likely to
contain asbestos, lead-based paint, or other hazardous substances, in
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combination with similar activities at existing buildings in the City of Sacramento,
could result in a release of hazardous substances to the environment if not
properly identified, removed, contained, and transported for disposal at approved
sites. Without mitigation, this is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

Implement Mitigation Measure 6.5-6.

Finding: Prior to any work on the Central Shops buildings, compliance with
Mitigation Measure 6.5-6 will require written documentation that all hazardous
substances have been removed and/or abated according to applicable laws.
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the project’s contribution this
cumulative effect to the extent required by existing laws and regulations. Therefore, the
cumulative effect would not be considerable, and impacts would be less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

6.6-2 Operation of the proposed project would generate new sources of poliuted
runoff that could violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements
for receiving waters. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

The proposed Specific Plan shall prohibit discharges to the Sacramento River from the
cistern that do not meet the water quality standards set by the City and the CVRWQCB.
If the cistern cannot meet the required water quality standards, then the proposed
Specific Plan shall incorporate BMPs using the best available technology as provided in
the Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and South Placer Regions
(Manual) (May 2007) to reduce urban pollutant discharges to the Sacramento River to
the maximum extent practicable.

Finding: Development of the Specific Plan Area will result in increased impervious
surfaces as well as creating new sources for polluted runoff. Requiring compliance with
Mitigation Measure 6.6-1 would ensure that water quality standards would still be met in
the Specific Plan Area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.6-2 would reduce the
impact to less than significant.

6.6-5 Stormwater and operational runoff from the project would contribute to
cumulative increases in discharge of urban pollutants to the Sacramento River,
which could affect water quality. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.

Resolution 2007-903 December 11, 2007 36



Mitigation Measure: The following mitigation measure(s) has been adopted to address
this impact:

Implement Mitigation Measures 6.6-2

Finding: Cumulative development in the City of Sacramento could include
development of currently undeveloped land, thereby increasing the amount of
impervious surfaces and would result in an associated increase in runoff. Runoff could
carry increased levels of sediment (as a result of construction activities) and urban
contaminants (post-construction) that could affect receiving water quality in the
Sacramento River Basin.

In addition to implementing NPDES and SQIP requirements which would mandate that
all potential discharges meet the Basin Plan discharge requirements, implementation of
Mitigation Measures 6.6-2 would reduce impacts associated with increased urban runoff
constituents through the implementation of avoidance BMPs or via management plans
targeted for specific pollutant reduction. Because the proposed project would include
implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures to manage water quality, and would
be compelled to comply with the City’s MS4 Permit requirements, cumulative
contribution to the regional degradation of water quality would be reduced the project
contrib