RESOLUTION NO. 2009-770
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
December 15, 2009
CERTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND ADOPTING THE MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE DOCKS AREA
SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT ( P08-058)
BACKGROUND
A.

On September 17, 2008, the Design Commission conducted a public hearing, and
forwarded to the City Council its recommendation of approval of the Sacramento
Docks Area Design Guidelines;

B.

On October 8, 2009, the Planning Commission conducted a review and comment on
the Sacramento Docks Area Specific Plan project and voted to initiate a rezone of the
property within the Docks Area consistent with the Sacramento Docks Area Specific
Plan and the 2030 General Plan;

C.

On November 12, 2009, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing, and
forwarded to the City Council its recommendation of approval on the Sacramento
Docks Area Specific Plan project based on Option B, and the Sacramento Docks Area
Design Guidelines and Financing Plan; and

D.

On December 15, 2009, the City Council conducted a public hearing, for which notice
was given pursuant to Sacramento City Code sections 17.204.020(C), 17.208.020(C)
and 1-7.200:0.10(C)(2)(a), (b),-and-(c)(publication, posting;-and mail 500'), and received
and considered evidence concerning the Sacramento Docks Area Specific Plan
project based on Option B, and the -Sacramento
Design Guidelines and
-- a^ - -- _Docks
_ . Area
-- ^_
-=Financing Plan and proposed rezoning.

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 _Docks Area
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 Environmental
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Impact Report in full compliance with the requirements of CEQA, the State
CEQA Guidelines and the Sacramento Local Environmental Procedures.
Section 3.

The City Council certifies that the EIR has been presented to it that 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.

Section 4.

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.

Section 5.

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.

Section 6.

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.

Section 7.

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 1= .Street, -Sacramento, California. The City Clerk is, the custodian _of
records for all matters before the City Council.

Table of Contents:
Exhibit 2A - Findings of Fact. and Statement of Overriding Consideration
Exhibit 2B - Mitigation Monitoring Plan
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Adopted by the City of Sacramento City Council on December 15, 2009 by the following vote:
Ayes:

Councilmembers Cohn, Fong, McCarty, Pannell, Sheedy; Tretheway, Waters,
and Mayor Johnson.

Noes:

None.

Abstain:

None.

Absent:

Councilmember Hammond.

Attest:

Shirley Concdlino, City Clerk
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Sacramento Docks Area Specific Plan.(P08-058)
Exhibit 2A

November 12, 2009
EIR - Certification Findings

CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding

Considerations for the Docks Area Specific Plan Project EIR
Description of the Project
The proposed project under review in this EIR includes the adoption of the Docks Area
Specific Plan, the Docks Area Design Guidelines, the Docks Specific Plan Financing
Plan, and rezoning the properties to C-2, General Commercial. . The Specific Plan
provides for a range of mixed-use development densities within the Docks area based
on Option B, including:

•

1,000dwelling units (du)

•. 243,300 square feet (sf) office
•

43,300 sf retail

•

1,370 off-street parking spaces

•

9.74 acres of open space

Under the Specific Plan, the ground floor of the proposed buildings would be
constructed at the same elevation as the Sacramento Riverfront Promenade currently
being constructed along the river levee. Between the original ground level and the top
of the Promenade would be structured parking or fill that would vary in height based on
the slope of the site.
Three land use options were evaluated in the EIR and draft Specific Plan: Option Al,
Option A2, and Option B, which are briefly described below. These options are similar
in-design,-and all include-a. city street grid .that-extends the.,lettered .-street pattern
common in Downtown Sacramento into the project area.
.-There- is only one° difference-between=-Option-A1- and Option--A2:- Option-A2 would-construct a 30-story residential high-rise at the southwest corner of Reservoir and U
streets, but Option Al maintains this corner as a low-rise stacked residential
development. All three options include a Docks Park, but the location of the park varies
depending on whether or not the City's Pioneer Reservoir facility remains in the project
.area. Options Al and A2 assume that the City would relocate Pioneer Reservoir to
another location in the wastewater system.

Option B assumes that the Reservoir will remain in its current location. Under Option
B, the amount of office sq. ft. is reduced by 300,000 sq. ft. and the open space area
increases by 6.37 acres. Based on the Pioneer Reservoir Engineering Feasibility Study,
the City does not intend to relocate the Pioneer Reservoir due to cost considerations.
After adoption of Docks Specific Plan, the City will proceed to implement repairs and
improvements, which will be subject to subsequent environmental review, to allow for
development of a park over the reservoir roof. The Docks Specific Plan to be adopted
is based on land use Option B.

All Options also assume that the State of California will decommission the Ranney Well,
a facility located within the project area that is currently part of the State's existing
central heating and cooling system. This facility is scheduled to be decommissioned in
2010.
It is anticipated that construction of the project will be completed in three or four phases.
The total construction time is expected to be 54 months, with some flexibility in the
office element in "Phase F," which could move forward at any time based on market
conditions.
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 pocks Area Specific Plan Project, SCH #
2005062143, (herein after the Project), the City of Sacramento's Environmental
Planning Services determined, on substantial evidence, that the Project is an
anticipated subsequent project identified and described in the 2030 General Plan
Master EIR; that the Project is consistent with the 2030 General Plan land use
designation and the permissible densities and intensities of use for the project site; that
the discussions of cumulative impacts, growth inducing impacts, and irreversible
significant effects in the Master EIR are adequate for the Project; and that the Project
will have additional significant environmental effects not previously examined in the
Master EIR. Therefore, staff prepared a focused environmental impact report ("EIR") on
the Project which incorporates by reference the Master EIR and analyzes only the
project-specific significant environmental effects and any new or additional mitigation
measures--or alternatives that were not identified -and analyzed in the--Master -EIR.Mitigation measures from the Master EIR have been applied to the. project as
appropriate.
EIR was prepared, noticed, published, circulated, reviewed, and
--- The
- ^. z=- ^-completed in full compliance with fhe- California Environmental- Quality` Act-(Publicz
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 September 28, 2007
and was circulated for public comments from September 28, 2007 through October 29,
.2007.
b.
A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed
to the Office of Planning and Research on August 11, 2008 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
11, 2008 and ended on September 25, 2008.
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 11, 2008. 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, 300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor, Sacramento, California 95811. The
letter also indicated that the official 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR would
end on Thursday, September 25, 2008.

e.
A public notice was placed in the. Daily Recorder on August 11, 2008,
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 11, 2008.
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.
reference;.-

The Draft and Final EIR and all documents relied upon or incorporated by

b.
updates.

The City of Sacramento 2030 General Plan adopted March 3, 2009, and all

c.
The Master Environmental Impact Report for the City of Sacramento 2030
General Plan certified on March 3, 2009, and all updates.

d.
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the
Adoption of the Sacramento 2030 General Plan adopted March 3, 2009, 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.

Central City Community Plan

h.

Docks Area Specific Plan Design Guidelines

i.

The Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Project.

j.

The Docks Area Specific Plan

k.
All records of decision, staff reports, memoranda, maps, exhibits, letters,
.synopses of meetings, - and other documents approved, reviewed, relied upon, or
prepared by any City commissions, boards, officials, consultants, or staff relating to the
Project.
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 3mitig ati6n 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
Caf.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 (ii) "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
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 ll (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
-P=roject,_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 R
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.
5.1 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare
Impact 5.1-3 - The proposed Specific Plan could create substantial new sources
of light. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:

5.1-3a The Specific Plan Development Standards shall specify that all exterior
lighting and advertising (including signage) shall be directed onto the
specific location intended for illumination (e.g., parking lots, driveways,
and walkways) and shielded away from adjacent properties and public
right-of-ways (ROW) to minimize light spillover onto adjacent areas:
Monument lighting and night-lit signage is prohibited on building facades
that face existing residential neighborhoods.
5.1-3b

Prior to the issuance of a Site Development Permit for each specific
development project, the applicant shall submit a lighting plan to the
Development Services Department for review and approval. The plan
shall specify the lighting type and placement to ensure that the effects of
security and other outdoor lighting are minimized on adjacent uses and do
not create spillover effects.

Finding:
Implementation of the mitigation measures listed above would ensure that
all lighting is focused toward its target to eliminate spillover light and creation of a
lighting plan, which would ensure that the proposed project would not cast light or glare
in such as way as to cause a public hazard or annoyance for a sustained period of time.
With implementation of the mitigation measures, this impact is reduced to a-less than
significant level. (DEIR, P.5.1-26)
Impact 5.1-4 - The proposed Specific Plan could result in a substantial new
source of glare. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure ( From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.1-4

The Specific Plan Development Standards shall specify that highly
reflective mirrored glass walls shall cover no more than 35% of the surface
area of building facades. Low emission (Low=E) glass or other materials

shall be used in order to reduce the reflective qualities of the building.
Implementation of the mitigation measure listed above would ensure that
Finding:
windows installed would be low emission glass and that the surface area of buildings
will be covered by a. limited about of reflective materials, which would ensure that the
proposed project would not cast light or glare in such as way as to cause a public
hazard or annoyance for a sustained period of time. With implementation of the
mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a less than significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.127)

Impact 5.1-8 - Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan, in combination with
cumulative development along major roadways in the project vicinity, could
create cumulative glare that could affect adjacent properties. Without mitigation,
this is a significant impact.

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

5.1-8 Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-4
Finding:
Implementation of the mitigation measure listed above would ensure that
windows installed would be low emission glass and that the surface area of buildings
will be covered by a limited about of reflective materials, which would ensure that the
proposed project would not cast light or glare in such as way as to cause a public
hazard or annoyance for a sustained period of time. With implementation of the
mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a less than significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.131)
5.2 Air Quality

Impact 5.2-1 - Construction of the proposed Specific Plan could result in
increases in NOx emissions. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
5.2-1

As parcel specific development projects are defined, the developer for
each parcel specific project shall prepare an URBEMIS analysis for the
construction of that project. Where NOx emissions are anticipated to be in
excess of 85 lb/day, the following measures shall be incorporated into
construction practices and approved by SMAQMD prior to the start of
demolition and construction:
(a) The project developer shall provide a plan for approval by SMAQMD
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (>50 horsepower) off-road vehicles
to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased; and
subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet average of
20% NOx reduction and 45% particulate reduction compared to the
most recent CARB fleet average at the time of construction.
(b) The project developer shall submit to SMAQMD a comprehensive
inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to or greater
than 50 horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more
hours during any portion of the construction project. The inventory
shall include the horsepower rating, engine production year, and
projected hours of use or fuel throughput for each piece of 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 representative 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 developer 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 inoperation equipment shall be made at least weekly, and a monthly
summary of the visual survey results shall be submitted 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. The SMAQMD and/or
other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine
compliance. Nothing in this section shall supersede other SMAQMD or
state rules or regulations.
(d) For any remaining construction NOx emissions in excess of 85 lb/day,
the then-current SMAQMD mitigation fees shall be calculated and paid
in coordination with SMAQMD prior to the issuance of building or
grading permits.
The estimated construction mitigation fee has been calculated using the
construction activities for the build-out option with the highest emissions
(i.e., Option A2). Construction of Option A2 would generate approximately
419 total pounds per day of NOx over the construction significance
threshold during the entire construction period. Therefore, according to
the SMAQMD's Construction Emissions Mitigation Fee Calculator, the
proposed project would be required to pay $3,352-(currently $16;000°perton) to fully mitigate its construction emissions.
Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required 'in, or incorporated-into, the
Project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the
EIR.
Implementation of SMAQMD's standard construction mitigation measures would reduce
NOx emissions by approximately 20 percent. ( DEIR, P. 5.2-33.) The analysis of the
DEIR covered three options, which all had short-term construction emissions estimated
over the SMAQMD's significance threshold of 85 lbs/day. Option B, which is the option
being brought forward as the recommended option for the Docks Area Specific Plan.
Option B has maximum daily emission estimate of 99.61 lbs/day. As depicted,
implementation of SMAQMD's standard mitigation measures would be sufficient to
reduce maximum daily emissions to below SMAQMD's NOx significance threshold of 85
lbs/day. Based upon the analysis of the other options, additional mitigation, consisting of
the SMAQMD mitigation fee, for emissions estimated to be greater than 85 lbs/day after
the 20% reduction is included. The SMAQMD current mitigation fee ($16,000/ton) will

be used to calculate payment to SMAQMD to offset mitigated NOx emissions in excess
of the threshold. In the event that changes to the construction schedules occur,
emissions of NOx and associated mitigation fees shall be recalculated based on the
mitigation fee in place at the time fees are to be paid. With implementation of the
mitigation measures, this impact is reduced to a less than significant level
Impact 5.2-2 - Construction of the proposed Specific Plan could result in
increases in ambient PM10. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.2-2a

Exposed surfaces shall be watered at least three times daily.

5.2-2b Soil piles shall be watered at least three times daily.

5.2-2c A minimum of two feet of freeboard shall be maintained in all haul trucks.
5.2-2d Prior to grading, the development shall submit a dust control plan to the
City that demonstrates that the dust control mitigation measures will be
implemented and enforced.

Finding:
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
Project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the
EIR.
Implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce fugitive dust emissions.
For Projects resulting
in less than 15 acres of disturbance/day, the SMAQMD considers
-,.
implementation-of recommended mitigation measures for-the control-of-fugitive=dust to
be sufficient to reduce Project-generated emissions of fugitive dust to a less than
significant level: therefore, implementation
-^^ of
-_ the
__- above mitigation measures would
reduce short-term increases of construction-generated PM^to a less=than=s7nificnf
level. (DEIR, P. 5.2-35)
Impact 5.2-4 - The proposed Specific Plan has the potential to bring sensitive
receptors close to an existing odor source, thereby violating SMAQMD's
qualitative. emissions thresholds for odors. Without mitigation, this is a
significant impact.

Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.2-4

For Option B, the City Utilities Department shall install single-stage
activated media scrubbing towers to the Pioneer Reservoir as a part of the
reservoir upgrade project.

Finding:
Implementation of the above mitigation measure along with current
methodologies in place will provide removal of 99.5% of odor-causing substances,
essentially all detectible odors. With implementation of the mitigation measures, this
impact is reduced to a less than significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.2-45)
Impact 5.2-5 - The proposed Specific Plan would construct housing and parks
within 500 feet of a freeway. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.2-5a

Landscaping plans for trees adjacent to Pioneer Bridge shall include
plantings of finely-needled evergreen trees such as redwood and deodar
to disperse and catch pollutants, wherever feasible.

5.2-5b The final design of each building shall provide electrostatic air filtering
systems.
Finding:
Implementation of the mitigation measures listed above provide the ability
to remove very-fine particulates, including diesel particulate matter, from the air,
reducing' exposure of sensitive receptors. A recent study has determined that certain
Aree species act as air filters by protecting against inhaling tiny, toxic particles from
vehicle emission. Up to 65-85% of very-fine particles were removed by finely needed
trees. With implementation of the mitigation measures, this impact is reduced to a less
than significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.2-50)
Impact 5.2-8 - Demolition and construction for the proposed Specific Plan could
contribute cumulatively to global climate change. Without mitigation, this is a
- impact.
significant
^
-"
Mitigation Measure ( From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
_
adopted to address this impact:
^
.
5.2-8

The proposed project shall achieve Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) credit MR2.2: Divert a minimum. of 75%
from disposal of construction and demolition waste for recycling and.
reuse.

Finding:
Implementation of the above mitigation measure will ensure a reduction of
construction waste and debris. DEIR Impacts 5.2-8 and 5.2-9 regarding climate change
were developed based on the current information available at the time. The 2030
General Plan Master EIR identified numerous policies included in the 2030 General
Plan that addressed greenhouse gas emissions and climate change. See Draft MEIR,
Chapter 8, and pages 8-49 et seq. The Docks Specific Plan is consistent with the 2030
General Plan and the mitigation measures outline in the General Plan Master EIR. The

Docks project would result in no new impacts or feasible mitigation measures not
identified in the MEIR.
The Specific Plan meets, exceeds,. or directly implements the goals, policies, and
implementation programs of the 2030 General Plan. Key strategies identified by the
2030 General Plan Findings of Significance and implemented by the Specific Plan
include:

• Land use patterns that focus on infill and mixed use development, support
public transit, and increase opportunities for pedestrians and bicycle use
• Quality design guidelines and "complete" neighborhoods and streets to
enhance neighborhood livability'and the pedestrian experience
•"Green building" practices including the adoption of a green building rating
program and ordinance and the use of recycled construction materials and
alternative energy systems
• Adaptation to climate change, such as reducing the impacts from the urban
heat island effect, managing water use, and increasing flood protection
With implementation of the mitigation measure(s), this impact is reduced to a less than
significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.2-54)
Impact 5.2-9 - Construction and operation of the proposed Specific Plan could
contribute to global climate change. Without mitigation, this is a significant
impact.
Mitigation Measure ( From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
__-------.-5.2-9a
All development shall meet the criteria listed below for each project type:
-.Retail & Commercial Buildings- and- Hotels: -L-EED=Silver certification
Multifamily: Enterprise Green Communities criteria, or according to
the Green Multi-family Design Guidelines by the California
Integrated Waste Management Board.
•
All other development types: LEED certification.
A project team may propose an alternate rating system that clearly
illustrates how their project is holistically either equal to or more
sustainable than the strategies identified in the Specific Plan. Acceptance
of this strategy would be at the discretion of Planning Director.
•

5.2-9b Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-3
5.2-9c The City shall require that all daily parking will be charged at rates that are
equal ^to or greater than the cost of Sacramento Regional Transit day
passes plus 20%. Monthly charges for parking will be equal to or greater
than the cost of an RT monthly pass plus 20%.

5.2-9d Buildings shall be designed to exceed Title 24 requirements by 20%,
where feasible.
5.2-9e The City will encourage, through incentives, the installation of facilities to
support the use of alternative fuel vehicles, where feasible and available
based on market conditions.
Finding:
DEIR Impacts 5.2-8 and 5.2-9 regarding climate change were developed
based on the current information available at the time. The 2030 General Plan Master
EIR identified. numerous policies included in the 2030 General Plan that addressed
greenhouse gas emissions and climate change. See Draft MEIR, Chapter 8, and pages
8-49 et seq. The Docks Specific Plan is consistent with the 2030 General Plan.and the
mitigation measures outline in the General Plan Master EIR. The Docks project would
result in no new impacts or feasible mitigation measures not identified in the MEIR.

The Specific Plan meets, exceeds, or directly implements the goals, policies, and
implementation programs of the 2030 General Plan. Key strategies identified by the
2030 General Plan Findings of Significance and implemented by the Specific Plan
include:
• Land use patterns that focus on infill and mixed use development, support
public transit, and increase opportunities for pedestrians and bicycle use

• Quality design guidelines and "complete" neighborhoods and streets to
enhance neighborhood livability and the pedestrian experience
•"Green building" practices including the adoption of a green building rating
program and ordinance and the use of recycled construction materials and
alternative energy systems
• Adaptation to climate change, such as reducing the impacts from the urban

heat island effect, managing water use, and increasing flood protection
In addition, the implementation of mitigation measures 5.2-9a-e, further provide for the
reduction in energy use and vehicle miles travelled.
With implementation of the
mitigation measure(s), this impact is reduced to a less than significant level. (DEIR, P.
5.2-55 thru 5.2-68 and FEIR, P. 13).
5.3 Biological Resources

Impact 5.3-1 - The proposed Specific Plan could result in a loss of protected
heritage trees. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:

5.3-1a Prior to issuance of grading permits for each phase of development, an
ISA certified arborist shall conduct a tree survey to identify the diameter at
breast height (DBH), height, location, and health of each tree located
within the proposed construction zone.
5.3-1b To the extent feasible, existing heritage trees shall be retained and
incorporated into proposed development and/or landscaping plans in
coordination with the City Arborist.
A tree protection plan will be
developed consistent with Chapter 12.64. An ISA Certified Arborist will be.
retained by the developer and/or construction. contractor to monitor the
tree protection plan and make weekly inspections of the project site during
construction. The arborist will monitor and take any required action to
ensure the health of the trees.
No Heritage tree may be pruned,
disturbed, or removed without a permit pursuant to Section 12.64.050,
Chapter 12.64 of the City Municipal Code.
Finding:
The mitigation measures listed above provide protection measures
ensuring the protectiori of existing trees that will remain on the project site. With
implementation of the mitigation measure(s), this impact is reduced to a less than
significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.3-16)

Impact 5.3-2 - The proposed Specific Plan could result in a loss of existing street
trees. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure- ( From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.3-2a

Prior to the issuance of building permits, each developer shall provide a
final site plan for the project to the City Arborist, which plots existing trees,
identifies the--size; species types and location of any that are proposed for removal, and identifies utilities to be installed and their proposed location
relative
to existing
z__a_ street trees. ,._The
shall
the plan and
: Arborist__.e_
_me review
^
erm^^
determine which trees,if
any,ptaoval_(Section
6--44c)._ ar ea
cce -_ __ble for r

5.3-2b

Existing street trees will be preserved and protected to the maximum
extent feasible, as determined by the City Arborist. A tree protection plan
will be developed consistent with Chapter 12.56.060.
An ISA Certified
Arborist will be retained by the developer and/or construction contractor to
monitor the tree protection plan and make weekly inspections of the
project site during construction. The arborist will monitor and take any
required action to ensure the health of the trees. No street tree may be
pruned, disturbed, or removed without a permit pursuant to Section
12.56.070, Chapter 12.56 of the-City Municipal Code.

Finding:
The mitigation measures. listed above provide protection measures
ensuring the protection of existing trees that will remain on the project site. With

implementation of the mitigation measure(s), this impact is reduced to a less than
significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.3-17)
Impact 5.3-3 - The proposed Specific Plan could result in a potential loss of
nesting and foraging habitat for special status species. Without mitigation, this is
a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.3-3a

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 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) 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 with-in the buffer area until a qualified biologist confirms that
the-nest=is,no longer active:
2) 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.

3) 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).

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

5.3-3b Nesting habitat for other protected or sensitive avian species:
1) Vegetation removal and construction shall occur after between
September 1 and January 31 whenever feasible.
2) 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 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.

3) Completion of the nesting cycle shall be determined by qualified
ornithologist or biologist_

5.3-3c Burrowing Owl Nesting. Habitat:
.^-^1°)^Prior°to^construction^activity,=focused-pre=construction=surveys^shall0be-^-^^ -T- -_^
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.

2) 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.
3) 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.
4) 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 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 the mitigation measures listed above would ensure that
construction activities and tree removal are conducted outside of the nesting season,
which would avoid
disturbance to any nesting birds. If, however, construction activities
^
-or tree removaf is necessary- during °the nesting `season, `the mitigation° specifies° the
steps that must be followed in order to avoid impacts to nesting birds. The first step is
an `approp_riateiy_ timed_ survey prior to construction
^-- T^- -- to
-^determine
----^__ =whether
- __-^ nesting birds

are present. If any nesting birds are identified, compliance with these mitigation
measures would ensure that the birds would not be disturbed during the nesting
season. The mitigation measure calls for the creation of a buffer zone (no construction
area) that is anticipated to protect the nest site such that there would be no take and no
violation of California Department of Fish and Game Code regulations governing birds
(Sections 3503 and 3513) and/or the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. With implementation of
the mitigation measures, this impact is reduced to a less than significant level. (DEIR, P.
5.3-17 thru 5.3-20)

5.4 Cultural and Historic Resources
Impact 5.4-1 - The proposed Specific Plan could result in the loss or degradation
of known or undiscovered prehistoric and historic resources. Without mitigation,
this is a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.4-1a

Prior to any site specific implementation, that could include subsurface
disturbance, a detailed archaeological research design shall be prepared
that identifies past land use (including geological history, preparation of
historic context), assesses the potential of encountering significant
deposits based on the past use, provides research themes and questions
relevant to types of land use (industrial, commercial, residential, etc.), and
_identified features, components, and materials, necessary to address on.
going research themes. If the research design concludes that there is a
high potential within a specific project site to encounter significant
deposits, then a test excavation and data recovery plan shall be prepared
and implemented prior to'any grading, excavation, or construction on the
property.

5.4-1b A qualified. archaeologist shall train the' construction crew to identify
cultural artifacts and human remains, if no qualified archaeologist is to
remain as an on-site monitor during all excavation.
5.4-1c

If cultural materials - not assessed or excavated prior to construction- are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and
around the immediate discovery area shall be diverted until a qualified
archaeologist can assess the nature and significance of the find.

5.4-1d

if significant, sites are found on the property during grading, excavation, or
construction, then a qualified archaeologist shall prepare a, report on
findings and transmit the report to NCIC, OHP, the City's Preservation

-- -Office, and the - Sacramento
Archives and ^Mu8eum--Collection^Center°(SAMCC).
If the site is determined to be historic, the qualified
archaeologist shall prepare`recommendations for the.property owner(s),°_
the City's Preservation Director, - and the City's - History and Science
Manager for an on-site interpretive. exhibit of the artifacts and the site and
the ultimate disposition of the artifacts. If the site is determined to be prehistoric, the representative from the NAHC and the Most - Likely
Descendent (MLD) shall be contacted.
5.4-1e

If human remains are discovered, State Health- and Safety Code Section

7050.5 states that further disturbances and 'activities shall cease in any
area or nearby area suspected to overlie remains and the County Coroner
will be contacted. Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98, if the remains are
thought to be Native American, the coroner will notify the NAHC who will
then notify the MLD. At this time, the person who discovered the remains
will contact the City so that they may work with the MLD on the respectful
treatment and disposition of the remains. Further provisions-of PRC
5097.98 are to be followed as applicable.

Finding:
Implementation of the mitigation measures listed above would provide
'discovery and evaluation procedures for any previously unknown prehistoric or historic
resources encountered during project construction and would ensure these resources
are properly protected, avoided, or processed, whichever option is deemed appropriate.
With implementation of the mitigation measures, this impact is reduced to a less than
significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.4-26)

Impact 5.4-2 - The proposed Specific Plan could- result in potential effects on
historic resources within the Specific Plan Area. Without mitigation, this is a
significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.4-2

-

If at the time of site-specific implementation, additional properties/sites are
present which were not included in this study as 45. years or older, but
would, at the time of construction, meet the 45-year criteria, then
recordation and evaluation shall occur. These historic resources would
require documentation using DPR 523 Forms. The completed forms shall
be filed at NCIC, and evaluations should be reviewed by OHP and the
City's Preservation Director. Impacts to eligible buildings, structures, or
objects would be considered significant and individual mitigation
measures, and consultation with OHP and the City's Preservation
Director, shall be developed and implemented prior,to construction.

Finding:
Implementation of the mitigation measure listed above would provide
--^discovery-and-evaluation^ procedures for-:any ,previo.usly_unknown:,historic resources .- _ _- encountered during project construction and would ensure these resources are properly
protected, avoided, or processed, whichever option is deemed appropriate. With
-,implementation^of--the^mitigation^rneasures;^this=impactaismreduced®to^a-/ess^-tMan
significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.4-27)
Impact 5.4-3 - The proposed Specific Plan, in combination with other development
projects, could contribute to the cumulative degradation or loss of archaeological
resources, including human remains. Without mitigation, this is a significant
impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been

adopted to address this impact:
-5.4-3 Implement Mitigation Measures 5.4-1a through 5.4-le
Finding:
Implementation of the mitigation measures listed above provide discovery
and evaluation procedures for any previously unknown archeological or paleontological
resources in the Docks Specific Plan project area and would ensure these resources

are properly protected, avoided, or processed, whichever option is deemed appropriate.
With implementation of the mitigation measures, this cumulative impact is reduced to a
less than significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.4-28)
Impact 5.4-4 - The proposed Specific Plan, in combination with other development
projects, could contribute to the cumulative loss or alteration of historic
resources. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.4-4 Implement Mitigation Measure 5.4-2
Finding:
Implementation of the mitigation measures listed above provide discovery
and evaluation procedures for any previously unknown historic resources in the Docks
Specific Plan project area and would ensure these resources are properly protected,
avoided, or processed, whichever option is deemed appropriate. With implementation of
the mitigation measures, this cumulative impact is reduced to a less than significant
level. (DEIR, P. 5.4-28)
5.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact 5.5-1 - Construction activities for the proposed Specific Plan would occur
on property that is known to contain contaminated soil and groundwater, which
could present a hazard to construction workers and future site users if not
properly managed. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.5-9a For each phase of construction, the contractor shall develop an approved
Health and Safety Contingency Plan (HSCP) to address how potential
environmental contaminants shall be addressed during construction. The
HSCP shall address known and potential COCs, as well as proposed
control and mitigation measures, and shall include provisions for the
proper handling and disposal of undocumented waste materials and
contaminated soil and/or water (including groundwater and contaminated
rainwater), in accordance with federal, state, and local requirements. The
HSCP shall also incorporate measures to safeguard worker health and
safety and minimize public exposure. The HSCP shall be prepared under
the direction of the appropriate regulatory agencies and shall be in
conformance with all applicable laws and regulations, including California
CCR, Title 8, General Industry Safety Orders - Control of Hazardous
Substances. The HSCP shall be prepared as a supplement to the

k

contractor's Site Specific Health and Safety Plan, which shall be prepared
to meet the requirements of CCR Title 8, Construction Safety Orders.
5.5-1 bThe project proponent shall provide contractors with 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, on-site continuous air quality monitoring during
construction, worker training, and other precautions.
5.5-1 c 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 contractor under DTSC oversight, as specified in the
HSCP.

5.5-1d In areas where the groundwater contamination has the potential to reach
humans through water, sewer, or storm drainage pipelines due to
fluctuations in the elevation of the groundwater table,. measures will be,
used to prevent infiltration in accordance with DTSC requirements.
5.5-leThe Developer shall submit to DTSC advanced notification of any,
proposed construction activity involving the movement of soil (such as
grading, trenching, and excavation) within the Specific Plan Area to.
ensure compliance with all public health- and safety requirements,
including, but not limited to, the timely preparation of a site-specific Health
and Safety Plan, and if required, a DTSC approved soil management plan.

Finding:
Implementation of the above mitigation measures, including preparation of
a Health and Safety Contingency Plan (HSCP), would ensure that known and unknown.
'contamination -is=properly-treated; managed; and/or removed°before work-may=continue- This would ensure that people, namely those involved in site preparation and
construction activities- would not be. at risk due to -exposure to hazardous
^materials
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itigation?^-measure(s), this impact is reduced to a less than significant level.

Impact 5.5-2 - Contaminated soil and groundwater could present a hazard to
people during occupancy of the proposed Specific Plan if not properly managed.
Without mitigation, this. is a significant impact,
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.5-2a The HHRA shall be provided in conjunction with an application to remove
or change existing land use restrictions (deed restriction) placed on
property within the Specific Plan Area.

.5.5-2b Site development shall incorporate all identified mitigation measures as
specified in the HHRA and any subsequent planning documents as
required by the DTSC prior to the approval of building permits, to the
satisfaction of DTSC.
Finding:
Implementation of the mitigation measures above will ensure that on site
contamination will not impact occupancy of the site be eliminating or significantly
reducing soil contact by covering native soil, designing buildings to reduce subsurface
vapor intrusion, and preventing shallow groundwater from being used as a domestic
water supply. These measures would be implemented with oversight from DTSC._With
implementation of the mitigation measure(s), this impact is reduced to a less than
significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.5-23)

Impact 5.5-4 - The proposed Specific Plan could expose construction workers and
future site. users to 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 significant
impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.5-4

Prior to renovation and/or demolition of structures in the Specific Plan
Area, the developer shall provide written documentation to the City that
the Pioneer Reservoir and Towe Auto Museum structures have been
evaluated for the presence of lead-based paint, heavy metals, or PCBs,
and that 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 ^- Implementation -of--the=above-=mitigation measure-would - require that an
investigation of all buildings to be renovated and/or demolished be performed to detect
the presence of lead-based paint, heavy metals, or PCBs. In the event that lead-based
paint is discovered, the mitigation would prevent the exposure of individuals and the
environment to the hazard by ensuring that all regulations pertaining to the removal and
disposal of lead based paint are carried out prior to demolition. This would prevent the
release of lead based paint into the surrounding environment. With implementation of
the mitigation measure(s), this impact is reduced to a less than significant level. (DEIR,
P. 5.5-25)

5.7 Noise and Vibration
Impact 5.7-3 --The proposed Specific Plan would expose planned residential and
transient lodging land, uses to cumulative traffic noise that would conflict with
local planning guidelines. Without mitigation, this'is a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.7-3a Prior to construction, the developer shall provide an acoustical analysis that
identifies measures to ensure that interior noise levels do not exceed 45
dB Ldn. Review of the project floor plans, elevations, window schedules,
and construction materials shall be conducted by a qualified acoustical
consultant to ensure that the proposed interior mitigation measures are
sufficient to achieve compliance with an interior noise level of 45 dB Ldn
and must be documented in a written report to be submitted to the
Planning Director prior to the issuance of building permits.. Such
measures shall be incorporated into the design of the building in the
project's construction documents to the satisfaction of the City's Building
Division.
5.7-3b

Final site plans shall identify common use outdoor activity areas that are
adequately shielded from a direct line-of-site to Pioneer Bridge and 1-5
either by buildings or sound walls to achieve conditionally acceptable
exterior noise level standards (60-70 dB residential, 60-75-dB hotels), to
the satisfaction of the Planning Director.

Finding:
Implementation of the Mitigation Measures 5.7-3a and b, where specified
by each individual project's CEQA review or as established through project review prior
to the issuance of a building permit, would substantially reduce predicted noise levels at
noise sensitive receptors by requiring appropriate special construction measures to
ensure that noise levels would not exceed the Sacramento General Plan standards.
These mitigation measures identify the need for a specific acoustic study, the purpose
-- ---- -of which will be to define methods for-achieving^ the noise reduction -to the applicable
City'General Plan noise standard. As such, the measures would collectively reduce
noise exposure levels at future sensitive receptors in proposed residential areas to
those considered acceptable by the City's General Plan._With implementation of the
mitigation measure(s), this impact is reduced to a less than significant level. (DEIR, P.
5.7-23 thru 5.7-26)

Impact 5.7-5 - Construction-induced vibration impacts could damage the
Sacramento River levees. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact. .
Mitigation Measure ( From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.7-5a A geotechnical report shall be prepared by a qualified geotechnical
engineer that addresses potential vibration induced settlements to
adjacent improvements, such as the levee and Pioneer Reservoir.

5.7-5b All pile driving holes should be pre-drilled and reduced capacity piles
used.
5.7-5c Construction staging areas shall be located at least 100 feet from the
theoretical toe of the levee.
Finding: ' Implementation of mitigation measures 5.7-5a-c would ensure that
vibration levels do not cause substantial annoyance or structural damage in the Specific
Plan Area. Implementation of these mitigation measures will reduce the impact to less
than significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.7-27)

Impact 5.7-6 - The proposed Specific Plan could expose proposed residential and
transient lodging land uses to railroad noise that would conflict with local
planning guidelines. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.7-6a

Residential or transient lodging windows with a line-of-site to the railroad
line shall be fitted with Sound Transmission Class (STC) 35 rated window
assemblies. This measure is predicted to result in compliance with an
interior noise level standard of 45 dB Ldn. This requirement would apply
to all residential or transient lodging uses located within 120 ft of the
SSRR line.

5.7-6b The development shall implement a buyer or renter notification
requirement to inform potential buyers and renters of periodically elevated
exterior noise levels at their property, and attach a noise easement to the
title of all property sold adjacent to the train tracks.
Finding:
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.7-6a would substantially reduce
predicted noise levels at noise sensitive receptors by requiring appropriate special
construction measures to ensure that noise levels would not exceed the Sacramento
General Plan standards. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.7-6b would provide
future occupants with notification of periodically elevated noise levels. With
implementation of the mitigation measures, this impact is reduced to a less than
significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.7-27 thru 5.7-28)
Impact 5.7-7 -The proposed Specific Plan could expose planned residential and
transient lodging land uses to non-transportation noise that would conflict with
local planning guidelines or Noise-Ordinance criteria. Without mitigation, this is a
significant impact.

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

5.7-7a It is expected that the Ranney Well water discharge pipes will be
decommissioned prior to construction of residential. uses. However, if the
Ranney Well water discharge pipes remain active when the first residential
uses are constructed facing River Street between T Street and R Street,
the applicant shall be required to prepare an acoustical analysis and shall
incorporate all appropriate noise control measures into the project design,
so as to mitigate any noise impacts to below the City's noise level
standards. Such noise control measures include, but are not limited.to,
use of noise barriers, site re-design, silencers, or partial or complete
enclosures of critical equipment, etc.
5.7-7bDuring project review, the Zoning Administrator shall make a
determination as to whether or not the proposed retail or office use would
likely generate noise levels, which could adversely affect adjacent
residential areas. If it is determined from this review that proposed uses
could generate excessive noise levels at noise-sensitive uses, the
applicant shall be required to prepare an acoustical analysis and shall
incorporate all appropriate noise control measures into the project design,
so as to mitigate any noise impacts to below the City's noise level
standards. Such noise control measures include, but are not limited to,
use of noise barriers, site re-design, silencers, or partial or complete
enclosures of critical equipment, etc.
5.7-7c

HVAC equipment shall be placed as far as possible from residential uses
and shall be located within mechanical rooms where possible or screened
from view through the use of building parapets or other solid noise
barriers/enclosures.

Finding:
Implementation of the Mitigation Measures 5.7-7a-c, where specified by
each individual
project's CEQA
_ review or as established through project review prior to
.-the issuance of a building permit, would substantially reduce predicted noise Ievels at
noise sensitive receptors by requiring appropriate special measures to ensure that noise
levels would not exceed the Sacramento General Plan standards. These mitigation
measures identify the need for a specific acoustic study, the purpose of which will be to
define methods for achieving the noise reduction to the applicable City General Plan
noise standard. As such, the measures would collectively reduce noise exposure levels
at future sensitive receptors in proposed residential areas to those, considered
acceptable by the City's General Plan. Additionally the applicant will have to take steps
top reduce noise from HVAC equipment and other onsite stationary sources.
Implementation of these mitigation measures will reduce the impact to less than
significant. (DEIR, P. 5.7-29)

5.8 Public Services

Impact 5.8-9 - The proposed Specific Plan would increase demand for parks and
recreation facilities. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure ( From MMP)• The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.8-9

Prior to the recordation of the tentative map, the project applicant shall
reach agreement with the City on an appropriate project specific "urban
park" standard, and on which of the proposed project elements and
acreage. meet these parkland dedication requirements.
The project
applicant shall pay. in-lieu fees (Quimby and/or or Park Impact Fees) on
the difference in acreage between the City parkland requirement and the
amount of parkland the proposed project would supply, or provide
"turnkey" improvements equal to the value of in-lieu fees owed, if any.

Finding:
Development of the Specific Plan would increase demand for parks and
public recreation facilities The Specific Plan will provide 8.18 acres of new park/open
space, as stated in Option B, along with plazas and other forms of urban open space.
Although the Specific Plan will provide both active and passive open space the
proposed acreage will not meet the City s Service Level Goal. Applicant s compliance
with Mitigation Measure 5.8-9 would ensure that any shortfall will be satisfied with in lieu
fees With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a less
than significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.8-12)
Impact 5.8-10 - The proposed Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative
increases in the -demand--for additional -- parkland in the Central City. Without
mitigation, this is a significant impact.
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_ MMP)• _ The following mitigation measure(s) has=been
Mitigation Measure (From
adopted to address this impact:
5.8-10

Implement Mitigation Measure 5.8-9.

Finding:
Development of the Specific Plan would increase demand for parks and
public recreation facilities The Specific Plan will provide 8.18 acres of new park/open
space, as stated in Option B, along with plazas and other forms of urban open space.
Although the Specific Plan will provide both active and passive open space the
proposed acreage will not meet the City s Service Level Goal. Applicant s compliance
with Mitigation Measure 5.8-9 would ensure that any shortfall will be satisfied with in lieu
fees With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a less
than significant level. (DEIR, P. 5.8-12)

5.9 Transportation and Circulation
Impact 5.9-1 - Intersections: The proposed Specific Plan would increase traffic
volumes at local intersections. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:
5.9-1a The City Development Engineering Division shall monitor the density of
development being approved as the Specific Plan develops. When traffic
conditions warrant, as determined, by the City's Traffic Engineer, the
project applicant shall install a traffic signal at the intersection of 3rd Street
and Broadway and shall restripe the existing Broadway two way left turn
lane as an exclusive left turn lane. No roadway widening is required.
5.9-1 b The City Development Engineering Division shall monitor the density of
development being approved as the Specific Plan develops. When traffic
conditions warrant, as determined by the City's Traffic Engineer, the
project applicant shall add a second left turn lane on the northbound 5 th
Street approach at the intersection of 5th and W streets. This can be
accomplished by restriping the northbound intersection approach. No
roadway widening is required.
Finding:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures, intersection
operating conditions improve to LOS "C". Therefore, the Specific Plan Area's study
intersections would operate at acceptable levels and the impact would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level, as"illustrated in Table 5.9-14 of the DEIR. (DEIR, P.5.9-30).
With implementation. of the mitigation measures, this-impact is reduced to a less than
significant level.
lrnpact45:9=8 - lntersections^under- Cum ulativw- Plus Project conditions: --The-'
proposed Specific Plan would increase traffic volumes at study area
intersections. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) has been
adopted to address this impact:

5.9-8a The project applicant shall install a traffic signal at the intersection of the
NB 1-5 off-ramp and Broadway. No roadway widening is required.
Installing a traffic signal at the intersection of the Northbound 1-5 off-ramp
and Broadway will reduce delay under both the Options and provide LOS
C under Option B.
5.9-8b The project applicant shall install a traffic signal at the intersection of 3'd
Street and Broadway. No roadway widening is required. Installing a

traffic signal at the intersection of the P Street and Broadway will reduce
delay under both Options and provide LOS C under both Options.
5.9-8c The project applicant shall add a second left turn lane on the NB 5th Street
approach at the intersection of 5th and W streets.
This can be
accomplished by restriping the northbound intersection approach. No
roadway widening is required. Adding a second left turn lane on the
northbound 5th Street approach at the intersection of 5th and W streets by
restriping the northbound intersection approach would reduce delay and
maintain LOS C under all Options.
5.9-8d The project applicant shall add a westbound left turn lane on the
westbound P Street approach at the intersection of 3rd and P streets by
restricting parking for one block on the south side of the westbound
intersection approach. This measure will reduce delay below no project
levels under all Options.
Finding:
With implementation of the above mitigation measures, intersection
operating conditions improve to LOS "C" or below no project levels. Therefore, the
Specific Plan Area's study intersections would operate at acceptable levels and the
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level, as illustrated in Tables 5.9-23
and 5.9-24 of the DEIR. (DEIR, P.5.9-39 and 5.9-40). With implementation of these
mitigation measures, this impact is reduced to a less than significant level.
B.
Significant or Potentially Significant Impacts for which Mitigation is
Outside the City's Responsibility and/or Jurisdiction.
Mitigation measures to mitigate, avoid, or substantially lessen the following
significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project, are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the City. Pursuant to
section 21081(a)(2) of the Public Resources Code and section 15091(a)(2) of the CEQA
Guidelines, the City Council, based on the evidence in the record before it, specifically
finds that implementation of these mitigation measures can and should be undertaken
by the other public agency. The City will request, but cannot compel implementation of
the identified mitigation measures described. The impact and mitigation measures and
the facts supporting the determination that mitigation is within the responsibility and
jurisdiction of another public agency and not the City, are set forth below.
Notwithstanding the disclosure of these impacts, the City Council elects to approve the
Project due to the overriding considerations set forth below in Section G, the statement
of overriding considerations.

5.9 - Transportation and Circulation
Impact 5.9-2 - The proposed Specific Plan would increase traffic volumes on
freeway mainline and ramp operating conditions. Because the freeway mainline

is already operating at LOS F, this impact is significant and unavoidable. Without
mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) within the
authority of the City to impose has been adopted to address this impact to the
extent feasible:
5.9-2

Prior to building occupancy, each developer shall pay the 1-5 corridor
impact fee that is in effect at the time of the issuance of building permit. '

The applicant will pay its required share of freeway-related improvements.
Finding:
Payment of the fees, however, cannot assure that impacts at the freeway mainline and
ramp junctions will be reduced to a less than significant level. Since improvements to
the freeway and ramps are controlled by the California Department of Transportation,
and given the uncertainty regarding the timing and completion of the proposed freeway
improvements, the impacts of the Project on the freeway mainline and ramp junctions
would remain significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, P. 5.9-34)

Impact number and description: Impact 5.9-9 - Freeway operating conditions
under Cumulative Plus Project conditions: The proposed Specific Plan would
increase traffic volumes on the freeway system. Without mitigation, this is a
significant impact.
Mitigation Measure ( From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) within the
authority of the City to impose has been adopted to address this impact to the
extent feasible:

5.9-9

Implement mitigation measure 5.9-2.

Finding:
The applicant will pay its required share of freeway-related improvements.
Payment of the fees, however, cannot assure that impacts at the freeway mainline and
ramp junctions will be reduced to a less than significant level. Since improvements to
the freeway and ramps are controlled by the California Department of Transportation,
and given the uncertainty regarding the timing and completion of the proposed freeway
improvements, the impacts of the Project on the freeway mainline and ramp junctions
would remain significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, P. 5.9-47)

C.
Significant or Potentially Significant Impacts for which Mitigation
Measures Found To Be Infeasible.
There are no significant or potentially significant environmental effects of the
Project for which mitigation is determined to infeasible.

D.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts.

The following significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the
Project, including cumulative impacts, are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated in a
manner that would substantially lessen the. significant impact.
-Notwithstanding
disclosure of these impacts, the City Council elects to 'approve the Project due to
overriding considerations as set forth below in Section G, the statement of overriding
considerations.
5.2 Air Quality
Impact 5.2-3 - The proposed Specific Plan would result in specific operational
increases in regional criteria pollutants. Without mitigation, this is a significant
impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) within the
authority of the City to impose has been adopted to address this impact to the
extent feasible:
5.2-3

The developer shall prepare and submit an AQMP to the SMAQMD and
the City prior to the issuance of building permits for the first phase. The
AQMP shall include mitigation measures above and beyond the project
features and demonstrate a total emission reduction of at least 15%,
including the reductions associated with project features. The AQMP shall
be endorsed by the SMAQMD and approved by the City. Documentation '
confirming implementation of the AQMP shall be provided to the.
SMAQMD and the City prior to issuance of occupancy permits.
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Find i ng: _ Even witfi the inclusion
site
nnin, alte^n"ative travel "modes; `-and °
design features recommended by the SMAQMD, the Docks Area Specific Plan project
wouldgenerate considerable ROG andNOXemissions. _ Other foreseeable development
in the SVAB would be expected to also comply with the SMAQMD recommendations;
however, even if the 15 percent operational emissions reduction is achieved, the
threshold of 65 pounds per day may still be exceeded. While the above measures can
substantially reduce air emissions, their 'effectiveness at reducing emissions for a
particular project that would occur far in the future is somewhat speculative.
Furthermore, it is not possible to anticipate the size, scope, and intensity of a particular
development project that may occur in the Long-Term Plan area or elsewhere in the
City, and, thus, the ability to control ozone precursors to a less-than-significant level
remains undetermined. The City has taken a conservative position on this effect and
determined that the mitigation measures may not be sufficient to reduce air emission
levels to less than significant. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and
unavoidable. (DEIR, P. 5.2-36 thru 5.2-42)

Impact 5.2-6 - The proposed Specific Plan land uses would result in greater air
emissions than if the project area were developed under the current industrial
zoning. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) within the
authority of the City to impose has been adopted to address this impact to the
extent feasible:

5.2-6

Implement Mitigation,Measure 5.2-3.

Finding:
Even with the inclusion of site planning, alternative travel modes, and
design features recommended by the SMAQMD, the Docks Area Specific Plan project
would generate considerable ROG and NOX emissions. Other foreseeable development
in the SVAB would be expected to also comply with the SMAQMD I recommendations;
however, even if the 15 percent operational emissions reduction is achieved, the
threshold of 65 pounds per day may still be exceeded. While the above measures can
substantially_ reduce air emissions, their. effectiveness at reducing emissions for a
particular project that would occur far in the future is somewhat speculative.
Furthermore, it is not possible to anticipate the size, scope, and intensity of a'particular
development project that may occur in the Long-Term Plan area or elsewhere in the
City, and, thus, the ability to control ozone precursors to a less-than-significant level
remains undetermined. The City has taken aconservative position on this effect and
determined that the mitigation measures may not be sufficient to reduce air emission
levels to less than significant. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and
unavoidable. (DEIR, P. 5.2-50 thru 5.2-52)
5.7 Noise and Vibration
_^
^pr
-TF _
- ^ -- -- _--,Im act ^5:7-1 - The- proposed - S`pecific Plan^could result-^in const"ruction`noise at
sensitive receptors. Without mitigation, this is a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) within the
authority of the City to impose has been adopted to address this impact to the
extent feasible:
5.7-1a

Erect a 6 to 10 foot solid plywood construction/noise barrier along the
exposed project boundaries adjacent to occupied residential and/or
outdoor restaurant seating areas. The barrier shall not contain any
significant gaps at its base or face, except for site access and surveying
openings, and shall be of sufficient height to buffer ground floor uses.

5.7-1b Construction activities shall comply with the Noise Ordinance. Demolition
and pile driving activities shall be coordinated with adjacent land uses in
order to minimize potential disturbance of planned activities.

5.7-1c

Pile holes shall be pre-drilled to the maximum feasible depth. This shall
reduce the number of blows required to seat the pile, and shall
concentrate the pile driving activity closer to the ground where noise can
be attenuated more effectively by the construction/noise barrier.

5.7-1d Construction equipment such as compressors and generators shall be
located as far as possible from sensitive receptors. The contractor shall
shroud or shield all impact tools and muffle or shield all intake and exhaust
ports on power construction equipment.

5.7-1e The developer shall designate a disturbance coordinator and
conspicuously post this person's number around the project site and in
adjacent public spaces. The disturbance coordinator will receive all public
complaints about construction noise disturbances, will be responsible for
determining the cause of the complaint, and implement any feasible
measures to be taken to alleviate the problem.
Finding:
The City's Noise Ordinance exempts construction activities from the
specified Noise Ordinance standards during the hours of 7:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday
through Saturday and from 9:00 am to 6:00 pm on Sunday; however, with the inclusion
of site planning, noise barriers, alternative construction techniques, and establishment
of a disturbance coordinator, construction that could occur in the Docks Area Specific
Plan project area could expose nearby uses to excessive noise levels, While alternative
construction techniques can substantially reduce noise levels, the proximity of uses in
the project area may mean that building occupants may still be significantly annoyed
and/or subject to short-term construction noise. The City has taken a conservative
position on this effect and determined that the mitigation measures may not be sufficient
to reduce construction noise levels to less than significant. For these reasons, the
impact remains significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, P. 5.7-18 thru 5.7-20)
5.10 Utilities
Impact 5.10-6 - The proposed Specific Plan would contribute to cumulative
increases in the need for water supply facilities. Without mitigation, this is a
significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (From MMP): The following mitigation measure(s) within the
authority of the City to impose has been adopted to address this impact to the
extent feasible:

5.10-6a Implement Diversion and WTP (Water Treatment Plant) as cost-sharing
partner in SRWRS ( Sacramento River Water Reliability Study).
The City shall agree to a cost-sharing partnership for the construction and
operation of a second Sacramento River diversion and WTP to divert and
treat water which could result, at a minimum, in the following potentially
significant environmental impacts associated with the construction and

operation. This project is currently being analyzed under a separate
EIR/EIS

•

Exposure of soils to erosion and loss of topsoil during
construction
• Surface water quality degradation
-Destruction or disturbance of subsurface archeological or
paleontological resources
Construction-related air emissions
Construction.and operations-related noise impacts

_•

Visual and/or light and glare impacts

•

Loss of protected species and degradation or loss of their
habitats
Conversion of existing agricultural lands or resources
Degradation of fisheries habitat and other in-stream impacts
above and downstream of diversion
Exposure to pre-existing listed and unknown hazardous
materials contamination

•
•
•

Mitigation measures would need to be developed to reduce any potentially
significant impacts to less-than-significant levels, to the extent feasible.
The following are illustrative -of the types of mitigation measures that could
be implemented to avoid or reduce those impacts listed above to lessthan-significant levels:
•

Reduction in operational and construction air emissions as
required by SMAQMD

•= = Avoidance-of- surface=water- pollution-through- control- of-eon-site -.stormwater flows, protection of top soils or stock- piles from wind
and water erosion, and implementation of related BMPs (Best •

Minimization of operational and construction noise through the
use of noise attenuation measures

•

Avoidance and/or implementation of appropriate measures to
restore, create, preserve or otherwise compensate for effects to
;.biological resources..

•

Avoidance of effects to buried cultural resources through
investigation and pre-testing, and/or on-site, archaeological
monitoring and implementation of appropriate steps if cultural
resources are discovered during earth moving activities
Avoidance of hazardous materials effects through appropriate
investigation and remediation of any on-site hazards
,

•
•

Avoidance, preservation or other appropriate compensation for
loss of or adverse effects to important farmlands

The City, as a cost-sharing local partner participating in the
Sacramento River Water Reliability Study project, would be a
responsible agency required to implement all mitigation measures
within its control.

OR
5.10-6b Implement a City of Sacramento-Only, Sacramento River Diversion and
WTP.
The City shall be solely responsible for the construction and operation of
a second Sacramento River diversion and:WTP to divert and treat water
This would be a separate project that would require its own
environmental review, in addition to compliance with all 'applicable
regulato ry requirements. The construction and operation of this facility to
divert and treat water, although having a smaller capacity than the
regional facility, would have the same potentially significant
environmental impacts as discussed above, and would entail the same
types,of mitigation measures, discussed above. The City would be the
lead agency if this option were selected.
Finding: The above discussion identifies different means that the City could use to
respond to the increase in futureI demand for potable water in excess of the-City's
existing water supply facility capacity. One of the City's important water supply goals is
to have sufficient capacity in its surface water diversion and treatment facilities to meet
future maximum day demands with surface .water. Surface water provides the most
reliable and highest quality water for City residents, and relying on surface' water
minimizes water quality issues associated with groundwater contamination and
pollution. Providing and maintaining sufficient capacity to meet peak day demands with
.
---

surface water djuring nonmaf :and wet yea^s promofes conjunctive use -of surFace Tand
groundwater throughout the region, and using surface water exercises and thereby

_protects and maintains theCity's surface water rights, and entitlements that are an
invaluable asset to the City and City residents. These considerations are reflected in
the goals and policies set forth in the 2030 General Plan. .
•
Consistent with this goal, the City historically has been diligent in planning for future
water supply facility needs by constructing water supply facilities as they are needed to
accommodate increasing water supply demands, and intends .to continue to do so.
Under CEQA, land use- planning is -a- necessary prerequisite - to the approval and
construction of facilities needed to provide water service to the planned development,
and CEQA does not require that all water supply facilities necessary to serve future
development be approved and built prior to approval of such development. Consistent
with these mandates, the City expects to approve and construct, as part of the SRWRS
project (discussed above), or as a separate project to construct new facilities and/or
expand the City's existing water supply facilities, the City's next increment of water
diversion and treatment capacity that.will serve future cumulative water demand, after
completion of the necessary environmental .review and receipt of all necessary
approvals.
.

However, because the future water supply facilities described above have not yet been
approved and constructed, at present it is not possible to state with.certainty that these
facilities will be approved and constructed.
Therefore, to fulfill the disclosure
requirements of CEQA, this EIR must indicate that the potential cumulative increase in
demand for potable water in excess of the City's existing water supply facility capacity,
that could require the construction of new water supply facilities, is considered a
significant and unavoidable impact.
2030 GP MEIR Finding: Under CEQA, water supply facilities necessary to serve future
development cannot be approved and built until a general plan that allows such
development is adopted. Consistent with this mandate, the City is participating as a
local partner in the SRWRS (Sacramento River Water Reliability Study) project and
expects to approve and construct, as part of the SRWRS project, the City's next
increment of water diversion and treatment capacity that would serve future water
demand, after approval of the 2030 General Plan, completion of the SRWRS project's
environmental review and receipt of all necessary approvals by the SRWRS partner
agencies. However, because the future water supply facilities have not yet been
approved and constructed, at present it is not possible to state with certainty that these
facilities would be approved and constructed. For these reasons, the impact remains
significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, P. 5.10-35 thru 5.10-41 and FEIR, P. 18 thru 23)
E.
Findings Related to the Relationship Between Local Short-term Uses
of the Environment and Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term
Productivity.

Based on the EIR and the entire record before the City Council, the City Council
makes the following findings with respect to the project's balancing of local short term
uses of the environment and the-maintenance of long term-productivity:
•

As the project is implemented certain impacts would occur on a short term level
Such ahort teffim - impacts are^discussed^fully-°above: Where feasible, °measures
have been incorporated in the project to mitigate these potential Impacts
The project would result in the long term commitment of resources to urban
development. Resources necessary to serve the project include water, natural
gas, fossil fuels, and electricity. The long term implementation of the project
would provide economic and housing benefits to the City. The project would be
developed in an existing urbanized area and not contribute to urban sprawl
I
Notwithstanding the foregoing some long term impacts would result

Although there are short and long term adverse impacts from the.project, the short and
long term benefits of the project justify its immediate implementation

F.

Project Alternatives.

The City Council has considered the Project alternatives presented and analyzed
in the final EIR and presented during the comment period and public hearing process.
Some of these alternatives have the potential to avoid or reduce certain significant or
potentially significant environmental impacts, as set forth below. The City Council finds,
based on specific economic, legal, social, technological,, or other considerations, that
these alternatives are infeasible. Each alternative and the facts supporting the' finding
of infeasibility of each alternative are set forth below.

Alternatives Considered and Dismissed from Further Consideration

CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c) requires an EIR to identify and briefly discuss any
alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible
during the scoping process. The following. alternatives were previously considered and
rejected from further consideration, for the reasons discussed below:
Alternative Location
CEQA requires that an alternative location fora proposed project be analyzed, if
one is available that could lessen potentially significant impacts of the proposed
project. The objective of the project is to redevelop the existing Docks Area in a
manner consistent with the goals and objectives of the SRMP, the 2005 Concept
Plan, and the Merged Downtown Redevelopment Plan (MDRP), providing mixeduse, infill development and increased accessibility to the Sacramento River.
There are no other locations in the MDRP Project Area that could accommodate
-the-projectobjectives- -1 mplementation-of=an-off-site-altemative^to=the-proposed-project was determined to be infeasible, and no off-site alternative has been
considered or evaluated in this EIR.
All Office 'Use
The All Office Use Alternative would have involved constructing high-density
office, in the project area. There would be no residential uses and significantly
less park and open space. This alternative was determined to be infeasible
because of_the limited-roadway access tothe project area, and it would not meet
the objectives of animating the riverfront by providing for uses -that extend into
the evening and weekends, providing mixed-use housing, or a pedestrian
orientation. In addition, the City of Sacramento General Plan (General Plan) and
Central City Community Plan (CCCP) focus office development in the Central
Business' District (CBD), and there is sufficient land available in those areas to
meet office space demand.

Arena
The Arena Alternative would have involved constructing a sports arena as the
sole use of the project area. This alternative was determined to be infeasible
because of the limited roadway access to the project area, and such a use would
not meet the objective to create an "animated" pedestrian environment that
provides interaction with the riverfront throughout weekdays, evenings, and
weekends without significant "down" time between facility uses.
Single-Family Housing
The Single-Family Housing Alternative would have involved constructing single
family housing. instead of mixed-use medium- to high-density housing. This
alternative was ruled out due to the existing soil and groundwater contamination,
and the extremely high cost and extended time period necessary to remediate
such a site to allow lawns and single family foundations (see Chapter 5.5,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials). In addition, the cost of site improvements
such as street and utility infrastructure and the construction of Docks public Park
is estimated to be between $15-60 million; the resulting high cost of single family
housing and the ultimate exclusivity of such a neighborhood could limit public
access to the river, and would fail to. meet Smart Growth objectives of providing
medium- to high-density mixed-use, infill housing in proximity to the Downtown.
Project objectives of opening up the riverfront to public access and animating the
riverfront would not be achieved. In addition, mitigating the existing freeway
noise conditions for outdoor residential spaces would be infeasible for single
family yards without buildings to act as freeway noise buffers.
All Park

The All Park Alternative would have involved turning the project area into a public
park. This alternative was determined to be infeasible because of the high cost
of site remediation and infrastructure improvements that would be required to
create a public park without the sale of property or a property and/or sales tax
generating use to defray the public expense. Smart Growth objectives of
providing medium- to high-density mixed-use, infill housing in proximity to
Downtown would not be met. In addition, this alternative was rejected from
further consideration due to the isolated nature of the project area and the
potential safety implications of creating an isolated green space without adjacent
residential or commercial uses.
All Retail/Entertainment Venue
The All Retail/Entertainment Venue Alternative would have established a themebased all retail and entertainment use in the project area, similar to Old
Sacramento. This alternative was determined to be infeasible due to the City
policies in the Cultural and Entertainment District Master Plan, General Plan, and
CCCP that focus entertainment and retail venues along K Street, and concerns
about the limited vehicular access and relative isolation of the project area for

such a destination use. In addition, Smart Growth objectives of providing
medium- to high-density mixed-use, infill housing in proximity to Downtown would
I
not be met.
Summary of Alternatives Considered
No-Project//No Development Alternative
The No Project/ No Development Alternative is defined in this section as the
existing conditions at the time the Updated Notice of Preparation (NOP) was
published as well as what could reasonably be expected to occur in the
foreseeable future.
Sacramento Riverfront Master Plan (SRMP) Original 'Concept Plan Alternative
The SRMP Original Concept Plan Alternative would be similar to the proposed
project, but would include surface parking behind Pioneer Reservoir and lowerdensity mixed-use housing north of U Street.
Development would be
predominantly medium- to high-density residential (5-8 stories) mixed with retail,
cafes, and, possibly, office space.
Public/Quasi-Public and Park Alternative
The Public/Quasi-Public and Park Alternative would amend the General Plan
designation of the project area to Public/Quasi-Public and Park to provide for
cultural and public uses such as a museum or aquarium.
No Proiect/No Development Alternative

Section 15126(d)(2) of the State -CEQA-Guidelines requires that a no project alternative
or no action alternative be evaluated in comparison to the proposed project. The No
Project/
_ No Development Alternative is defined in this section as the existing conditions
at the finie jthe Updated Notice of Preparation (NOP) was published as well as what
could reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future.
Under the No
Project/No Development Alternative the proposed land use changes and permits would
not occur, including adopting the Docks Area Specific Plan as part of the CCCP as a
Community Plan Amendment; the General Plan Amendment; the Planned Unit
Development (PUD), including the establishment of PUD Guidelines and a PUD
Schematic Plan; the rezoning of the property; Special Use Permits;, amendment of the
Central City Neighborhood Design Guidelines; (CCNDG), the Tentative Map, all to
facilitate the development of a mixed=use neighborhood with residential, retail, and
office space, as well as parks and improved access to the riverfront, would not be
approved.
The proposed public improvements identified in Chapter 2 (Project
Description) would not be implemented. The existing general plan designation, Heavy
Commercial/Warehouse, CCCP industrial designation, and zoning designations M1 and
M2 would remain in place. No changes are anticipated to occur on the project site under
the No Project/No Development in the foreseeable future because of existing
infrastructure and contamination constraints, and the project area's isolation caused by

the adjacent elevated freeways. The project. area would remain owned by the State of
California, the City, the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento (Agency),
and utility companies. Existing utility and public uses such as the Pioneer Reservoir
and Towe Auto Museum would continue. The Pacific. Gas & Electric (PG&E) site would
remain capped and vacant, and other unoccupied lands would remain vacant until some
feasible use consistent with the industrial zoning or public use is proposed, and
developed.
-Facts in Support of Finding of Infeasibility
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, the, blighted; vacant, underutilized,
and marginal public and utility properties and inadequate infrastructure would be
expected to remain in the project area.
No new housing, either market rate or
-affordable, would be built.. Contamination would remain sealed at the PG&E site. Front
Street would remain the only road in the area, thus traffic patterns and levels are not
anticipated to change; no new impacts to the freeway mainline or ramps would occur.
Construction would not occur; thus, construction noise and vibration impacts, and runoff
impacts would not occur. No new residential or recreational uses would be exposed to
the noise and air emissions generated by traffic on the nearby stretch of Interstate 5(I '
5) and the Interstate 80/Highway 50/Pioneer Bridge (Pioneer Bridge). No changes to
public services or utilities would occur.
Specific guidelines set forth by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments'
(SACOG) Blueprint Transportation-Land Use Study (Blueprint Project) identify the
potential for the project area to accommodate high-density redevelopment. Overall,
site-specific environmental impacts associated with the No Project/No Development
Alternative would be less than for the proposed project, but the project area would
remain underutilized
in conflict with City and regional goals to promote infill
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The Bluepr.intJ^roject_determined that _infilhdevelopment__is_ required to_`reduce-the
footprint of development needed to serve future population growth. Regional impacts
due to urban sprawl were identified and quantified in the Environmental Impact Report
for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2035, adopted on March 20, 2008. As
discussed in the Population and Housing section of the EIR, population and
employment are expected to increase significantly between 2005 and 2035. Region
wide, population is, _expected to increase by about 58 percent, , and, employment, is
.expected to increase by about 54 percent. On the transportation side, growth in travel
is expected as a result of these increases in population and employment. Daily vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) in the SACOG region is projected to grow from 55 million in 2005
to about 85 million in 2035. The pre-Blueprint projected growth allocation, extended out
to Year 2035, would result in a total VMT in Year 2035 of nearly 91 million, or nearly 6
million more than the MTP2035 projection. By comparison, with implementation of the
Blueprint, the VMT growth rate projected over- the Years 2005-2035 is expected to
decrease from the historic growth rate of 2.5 percent per year to 1.4 percent per year.
Moreover, the VMT growth rate is projected to be lower than the population growth rate

of 1.6. This represents a major reversal of the historic trend in VMT and population
growth in the region.
The No Project Alternative would therefore result in increased regional traffic
congestion, air quality degradation due to increased VMT, and loss of agriculture and
open space if population growth occurs to the urban fringe. Although temporary
construction noise, and localized freeway congestion and increased air emissions would
not occur in this .location, the No Project/No Development Alternative is considered
environmentally inferior to the proposed project and the other alternatives based on
long-term regional environmental goals and objectives.
Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required
None of the mitigation measures identified in this EIR would. be required under the No
Project/No Development Alternative.

Significant Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur
None of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in this EIR would occur under
the No Project/No Development Alternative. It is reasonable, however,-to assume that
there would be secondary significant unavoidable environmental effects caused by the
accommodation of a similar amount of development at much lower densities elsewhere
in the region.
Relationship.ofthe No Project/No Development Alternative to the Proiect Obiectiyes The No Project/No Development Alternative would not meet any of the stated objectives
of the proposed project. In particular, it would not develop the Specific Plan Area into a
mixed-use urban village near Downtown and the Sacramento waterfront.
This
Alternative would not integrate the project area into the fabric of the existing Central
City.

The current industrial zoning and lack of river orientation of the existing uses in the
__project area are _ inconsistent with the goals_and_ objectives ofthe SRMP. _ Without___

adoption of new land use. designations and additional site remediation to allow
unrestricted and/or residential use of the project area and a facility plan to develop the
necessary infrastructure, no new development is anticipated to occur in the area.
Redevelopment goals for reuse of a,brownfields site and the development of additional
Downtown housing would not occur. There would be no animation of the riverfront or
development of park lands. Therefore, the No Project%NQ .Development. Alternative
would not achieve any of the key project objectives.
Sacramento Riverfront Master Plan (SRMP) Original Concept Plan Alternative

-

The SRMP Original Concept Plan Alternative would be similar to the proposed project,
but would include surface parking behind Pioneer Reservoir and lower density mixeduse housing north of U Street. Development would be predominantly medium- to highdensity residential (5-8 stories) mixed with retail, cafes, and, possibly, office space.
Development would be set back from, the edge of the Docks Riverfront Promenade

Project (Promenade). An additional park would be provided south of U Street.
Structured parking would be used to elevate the new uses up to the elevation of the
levee in order to enhance physical and visual connections to the Promenade.
Facts in Support of Finding of Infeasibility
The SRMP Original Concept Plan Alternative would have similar impacts to the
proposed project. Traffic would be less intense, but impacts to the freeway system
would remain significant and unavoidable since the mainline and ramps are already
operating at level of service (LOS) F near Downtown. Construction impacts would be
similar, although fewer short-term construction emissions would result without the
elevation of the development to the height of the parkway. Brownfields in the project
area would be redeveloped. New housing would be provided, therefore the project area
would help meet the City and regional goals to promote infill development and reduce
demand for development on the urban fringe. However, the surface parking proposed
in the SRMP Original Concept Plan Alternative is a significant underutilization of
Downtown riverfront property.
Cumulative air emissions would be less, but still
significant and unavoidable.

As previously discussed, the Blueprint Project identified the project area for high-density
infill in order to minimize regional open space and traffic/air quality impacts. As noted
above, because the SRMP Original Concept Plan Alternative provides for less infill
density than the proposed project, it could result in greater long-term regional impacts
on agriculture and open space, traffic congestion, and air quality
Residential uses would be developed inside the greater than 70 dB Ldn (day-night
average noise level) noise contours of the adjacent freeways, but fewer units would be
subjected to noise and air emissions from traffic on the adjacent freeways; mid-rise
housing construction would be able to buffer exterior spaces from noise, but low-rise
construction would be less effective, and different mitigation measures could be
required. Recreation and open space/parks would be more exposed to freeway air
emissions and high noise levels.
Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required
All of the mitigation measures identified in this Draft EIR would be required under the
SRMP Original Concept Plan Alternative.

Significant Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur
All of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in this Draft EIR would occur
under the SRMP Original Concept Plan Alternative. The SRMP Original Concept Plan
Alternative would involve construction over several phases that could affect sensitive
receptors with construction noise. The SRMP Original Concept Plan Alternative would
generate traffic that would use the freeway system that is already experiencing LOS F.
And the increased intensity of land uses would result in cumulative air emissions. There
could also be secondary significant unavoidable environmental effects caused by the
accommodation of housing units at much lower densities elsewhere in the region.

Relationship of the SRMP Orictinal Concept Plan Alternative to the Proiect Obiectives
The SRMP Original Concept Plan Alternative would achieve the key project objectives
by providing a mixed-use residential neighborhood, animation of the riverfront, and
brownfields redevelopment. The SRMP Original Concept Plan Alternative would
provide for medium-density residential in the area north of U Street, but construction of
a surface parking lot would not fully meet objectives for smart growth development, and
the Alternative does not maximize densities and animation of the riverfront.
Public/Quasi-Public'and Park Alternative
The Public/Quasi-Public and Park Alternative would amend the General Plan
designation of the project area to Public/Quasi-Public and Park to provide for cultural
and public uses such as a museum or aquarium. The Public/Quasi-Public and Park
Alternative assumes that the Pioneer Reservoir would remain. The Promenade's R
Street Park would be extended to T Street, and an 114,000 square feet (sf) cultural
facility would be constructed on the PG&E site; podium parking would be constructed to
bring the facility ,to the Promenade level. The Towe Auto Museum building would be
demolished and a permanent facility with upgraded surface parking would be
constructed in its place.
Facts in Support of Finding of Infeasibility
Front Street would remain the only road.in the area, thus, circulation would not change
significantly. - A cultural use such as a museum developed on the PG&E site would
generate some traffic, but generally not during peak periods. Therefore, impacts on
freeway cumulative operation conditions would be expected to be less than significant.
Underthe PubliclQuasi=Public and PaTk Alternative; vacant`lands would-be converted to
park or cultural uses. Existing utility uses would remain, leaving the project area
be built,but -^
alternatively, no new
residential
visually_ blighted. No new housing would
^-_^^
^^
- - ^ uses would be exposed to construction noise,'or noise and air emissions generated by
traffic on the nearby stretch of 1-5 and the Pioneer Bridge. Additional public open space
and cultural uses would help animate the riverfront, but park space would be exposed to
excessive noise levels without intervening structures to mitigate the noise. Specific
guidelines set forth by Blueprint Project identify the potential of the project area to
accommodate high-density residential development. The project area would remainunderutilized in conflict with city and regional goals to promote infill development and
reduce demand for development on the urban fringe, and.thus the Public/Quasi-Public
and Park Alternative would result in increased regional traffic congestion and air
emissions, and loss of agriculture and open, space.
Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required
Under the Public/Quasi-Public and Park Alternative, all buildings would be expected to
be low-rise structures that would not require mitigation for light.and glare, thus mitigation
measures (MM) 5.1-3, 5.1-4 would.not be required. No residential uses would be
located near the freeways, thus MM 5.7-3, would not be required. No residential uses

would generate a demand for parks and recreations, thus MM 5.8-9 and 5.8-10 would
not be required. The Public/Quasi-Public and Park Alternative would not generate a
demand for water supply beyond existing and previous uses on the site, thus MM 5.10-6
would not be required. All other mitigation measures identified for the proposed project
would be required for this alternative.
Significant Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur
No residential uses would be in the project area during any phase, so no construction
noise impacts would occur. Increased destination traffic would result in, cumulative air
emissions, although at a lower magnitude than the proposed project. . However, as
discussed above, since this Alternative would be inconsistent with the Blueprint and City
goals and policies regarding smart growth, there could be secondary significant and
unavoidable environmental effects caused by the accommodation of housing units at
much lower densities elsewhere in the region: The transportation and air emissions
models developed for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2035 Draft EIR (October
2007) show substantial travel and air quality benefits if the region is able to successfully
implement the Blueprint, including shorter car trips, higher numbers of transit, walking
and biking trips, and less air pollution than would result from a Base Case (trend)
development pattern. The Public/Quasi-Public and Park Alternative would generate
traffic that would use the freeway system that is. already experiencing LOS F, thus
freeway impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
Relationship of the Public/Quasi-Public and Park Alternative to ProiectObjectives
The Public/Quasi-Public and Park Alternative would achieve key project objectives by
providing brownfields redevelopment, and park and cultural uses to, animate the
riverfront. The Public/Quasi-Public and Park Alternative would not meet City objectives
for a mixed-use residential neighborhood near the riverfront or for smart growth
development by constructing additional Downtown housing and full utilization of Central
= _ ,- -- - -_ -T^ -_-=City Iand. Although ttiere would-be improved access to the rive rfront, a new park, and a
_new cultural use, there would not be the additional draw of residential and retail uses to

animatethe- _riverfrontbeyond,-the_op.erating hours-of the- cultural-uses.- Therefore_ the-=L.
Public%Quasi-Public and Park Alternative would not achieve most of the key. project
objectives.
G.

Statement of Overriding Considerations:

.Pursuant to Guidelines section 15092, the City Council finds ,_that in approving the.,
Project it has eliminated or substantially lessened all significant and potentially
significant effects of the Project on the environment where feasible, as shown in
Sections 5.0 through 5.6. The City Council further finds that it has balanced the
economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits of the Project against the
remaining unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve the
Project and has determined that those benefits outweigh
the unavoidable
environmental risks and that those risks are acceptable. The City Council makes this
statement of overriding considerations in accordance with section 15093 of the
Guidelines in support of approval of the Project.

Statement of Overriding Considerations:
The Docks Area Specific Plan would be consistent with the Sacramento City Council
adopted a set of Smart Growth Principles adopted in December 2001 in order to
promote growth that is economically sound, environmentally friendly, and supportive of
community livability. The Smart Growth Principles encourage: Providing a mix of land
uses; Create a range of housing opportunities and choices with a diversity of affordable
housing near employment centers; Concentrating new development and targeting
infrastructure investments within the urban core of the region; Fostering a walkable
community; Multi-modal transportation and land use patterns that support walking,
cycling, and public transit; and Provide a variety of transportation choices for people to
bike, walk, take transit, or drive.
The Docks Area Specific Plan would provide infill development and growth in existing
urbanized areas to enhance community character, optimize City investments in
infrastructure and community facilities, support increased transit use, promote
pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly neighborhoods, increase housing diversity, ensure
integrity of historic districts, and enhance retail viability.
The Docks Area Specific Plan would promote the design of complete and wellstructured neighborhoods whose physical layout and land use mix promote walking to
services, biking, and transit use; foster community pride; enhance neighborhood
identity; ensure public safety; are family-friendly and address the needs of all ages and
abilities.

The Docks Area Specific Plan would promote infill development, redevelopment,
rehabilitation, and reuse efforts that contribute positively (e.g., architectural design) to
existing neighborhoods and surrounding areas.
The Docks Area Specific Plan would feature (e.g., access, building orientation, design)
the Sacramento River and will develop a riverfront parks and open spaces that provide
a destination for visitors and respite from the urban setting for residents.
The Docks Area Specific Plan would use the natural river environment as a key feature
to guide the scale, design, and intensity of development, and to maximize visual and
physical access to the rivers.

The Docks Area Specific Plan would provide compact development patterns, mixed
use, and higher-development intensities that use land efficiently; reduce pollution and
automobile dependence and the expenditure of energy and other resources; and
facilitate walking, bicycling, and transit use.
The Docks Area Specific Plan would provide high-quality development character of
buildings along freeway corridors and protect the public from the adverse effects of
vehicle-generated air emissions, noise, and vibration, using such techniques as: 1)

Requiring extensive landscaping and trees along the freeway fronting elevation; 2)
Establish a consistent building line, articulating and modulating building elevations and
heights to create visual interest; 3) Include design elements that reduce noise and
provide for proper filtering, ventilation, and exhaust of vehicle air emissions.

The Docks Area Specific Plan would provide new development and redevelopment
projects that create walkable, pedestrian scaled blocks, publicly accessible mid-block
and alley pedestrian routes where appropriate, and sidewalks appropriately scaled for
the anticipated pedestrian use.
The Docks Area Specific Plan meets the 2030 General Plan goals and policies related
to reuse and rehabilitation of existing urban development, improving waterfront
properties and City's Gateways, and proposing high quality architectural designed
community. The proposed project will be a unique sense of place with the proposed
mixed-use neighborhood with a comprehensive system of urban forests and is
accessible via alternate modes of transportation such as transit, walking, and bicycling.
The Docks Area Specific Plan would provide redevelopment of a brownfields site. The
project area was historically an industrial area with major industrial facilities. Given the
past industrial activity, hazardous material has been identified in the area; the proposed
development must address viable solutions to safely redevelop this existing brownfields
site.
The Docks Area Specific Plan would provide development that maximizes alternative
modes of transportation. Given the proximity to downtown, the area should plan for
alternative modes of transportation including public transit,. bicycle, and pedestrian
options
The Docks Area Specific Plan would provide development that uses sustainable and
green building concepts. The project will comply with Title 24 California Energy
-Efficiency -Standards--and- where feasible^will-employ -additional energy conservation
measures. This would include implementing energy conservation measures in design
and construction.
The proposed project will reduce greenhouse gas emissions by creating an urban area
that encourages the use of alternative modes of transportation. The project will create a
walkable, bikeable, and transit friendly community. This will -reduce vehicle miles
traveled and in turn will decrease consumption of natural resources particularly fuels
The Docks Area Specific Plan would provide mixed-use neighborhoods; public and
open space including greenways and a riverfront parkway; pedestrian and bicycle
access integrated throughout the plan area; and, medium to high density development
with building heights designed to maximize views

Attached Exhibit a - Docks Area Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP)

