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CHAPTER 1.0
INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE DRAFT EIR
1.1.1 Purpose of the EIR
The City of West Sacramento, California proposes to make several environmentally sustainable
infrastructure improvements to its Washington District. Improvements include pedestrian, bicycle,
parking and streetscape amenities along several of the key roadways within the Washington District
of the City of West Sacramento. Additionally, the proposed Project plans to bury utilities and replace
select sewerage lines throughout the District. While this Project has a goal of transforming the
Washington District into a vibrant and inviting area, a desired vision documented of the long-range
Washington Realized Plan, the Project’s disturbance of culturally-sensitive land would have a
potentially significant impact under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In
consultation with local Native American tribes, this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is prepared
to address this impact. All other topics that were evaluated in the Initial Study were determined to be
less that significant, and mitigation measures were included as required to reduce potentially
significant impacts. These topics will not be addressed in detail in this document, but can be found in
Appendix A: Initial Study.
The City of West Sacramento (City) is the lead agency for environmental review of the proposed
project. This Draft Focused EIR, together with the Initial Study, does not provide a recommendation
on the project, but has been prepared to inform City decision-makers, responsible and trustee
agencies, and the general public about the proposed project and the potential consequences of project
approval. This Focused EIR also examines various alternatives to the proposed project and
recommends a set of mitigation measures to reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts.

1.1.2 EIR Scope
The City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) supported by the Initial Study notifying
responsible agencies and interested parties that a Focused EIR would be prepared for the project and
indicating the environmental topics anticipated to be addressed. The NOP was published on August
25, 2016 and mailed to public agencies, organizations, and individuals likely to be interested in the
potential impacts of the project. A copy of the NOP was available for public review at the Office of
the Planning Department at the West Sacramento City Hall and on the City's website. Comments on
the NOP were received by the City and considered during preparation of the Focused EIR. A scoping
session for the Focused EIR was held on September 15, 2016.
A total of 2 written comments regarding the NOP were received, from the Sacramento Regional
County Sanitation District (SRCSD) and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control District
(CVRWQCD). There were no oral comments made at the scoping session. Both written comments
requested compliance with standard permitting. The project will comply with all standard permits and
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requirements, and will therefore comply with all comments received during the NOP. The revised
Initial Study is included in Appendix A, the NOP is included in Appendix B, and comment letters as
well as a summary of the oral comments received during the scoping session are included in
Appendix C of this Focused EIR.

1.1.3 Report Organization
This Focused EIR is organized into the following chapters:
•

Chapter 1 – Introduction: Discusses the overall EIR purpose and organization and describes the
environmental review process.

•

Chapter 2 – Executive Summary: Provides a summary of the proposed action, identifies
potentially significant issues and concerns, summarizes the impacts that would result from
implementation of the proposed project, and describes mitigation measures recommended to
reduce or avoid significant impacts. A summary overview of alternatives to the project is also
provided.

•

Chapter 3 – Project Description: Provides a description of the project site, project objectives,
required approval process, and the details of the project.

•

Chapter 4 – Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures: Describes the following for cultural
resources: existing conditions (setting), potential environmental impacts and their environmental
significance, and mitigation measures recommended to mitigate identified impacts. Potential
adverse impacts are identified by levels of significance, as follows: less than significant impact
(LTS), significant impact (S), and significant and unavoidable impact (SU). The significance of
each impact is assigned one of these categories (i.e., LTS, S, or SU) before and after
implementation of any recommended mitigation measure(s).

•

Chapter 5 – Alternatives: Provides an evaluation of alternatives to the proposed project including
the No Project Alternative.

•

Chapter 6 – CEQA Required Assessment Conclusions: Provides additional specifically-required
analyses of the proposed project’s growth-inducing effects, cumulative impacts, significant
unavoidable impacts, significant irreversible changes, and effects found not to be significant.

•

Chapter 7 – Report Preparation: Identifies the preparers of the EIR, references used and persons
and organizations contacted.

•

Technical Appendices: The appendices contain the revised Initial Study, NOP, and comments on
the NOP.

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS
This Draft Focused EIR will be available for review by the public, agencies, and organizations for a
45-day comment period starting on November 16, 2016 on the City website and at the City of West
Sacramento City Hall 2nd Floor Public Counter, 1110 West Capitol Avenue, West Sacramento, CA
95691. During this period, the public is invited to submit written comments to the City of West
Sacramento. The City will also hold a public hearing on the Draft Focused EIR on a date to be
determined, at the West Sacramento City Hall Council Chambers, located at 1110 West Capitol Ave,

P:\CPI0801\CEQA\EIR\408 Linda Ave_ Public Review Draft EIR.doc (05/11/11)

2

LSA
NOVEMBER2016

WASHINGTON DISTRICT SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT
CHAPTER 1.0 INTRODUCTION

West Sacramento, CA, 95691. The public is invited to attend the hearing to offer oral comments on
the Draft Focused EIR. Comments on the Draft Focused EIR may be submitted in writing to:
City of West Sacramento
Attention: David Tilley, Principal Planner
1110 West Capitol Avenue
West Sacramento, California 95691
DavidT@cityofwestsacramento.org
Following the close of the comment period on December 30, 2016 at 5:00p.m., a Response to
Comments document will be prepared to respond to all substantive comments received on the Draft
Focused EIR related to environmental issues surrounding the project. The Response to Comments
document will also revise the Draft Focused EIR, as necessary, in response to these comments or to
clarify any previous errors, omissions, or misinterpretations of material in the Draft Focused EIR.
The West Sacramento City Council will receive additional public comment prior to certifying the
Final Focused EIR. The Response to Comments document, together with the Draft Focused EIR, will
constitute the Final Focused EIR.
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CHAPTER 2.0
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This chapter describes the proposed Washington District Sustainable Community Infrastructure
Project (herein referred to as the Project or proposed Project) that is evaluated in this Focused EIR
and includes a summary of the previous environmental review that has occurred for the project area,
issues raised during the public review of the NOP, unavoidable significant impacts identified as a
result of the analysis contained in Chapter 4.0, and the alternatives to the proposed project that are
evaluated in Chapter 5.0 of this Focused EIR. A summary of the impacts and mitigation measures
contained in Chapter 4.0 of this Focused EIR is included in Table 2.A at the end of this chapter.

2.1 PROJECT UNDER REVIEW
The objective of this Project is to add or improve the pedestrian, bicycle, parking and streetscape
amenities along several of the key roadways within the Washington District of the City of West
Sacramento. The above ground utilities along these roadways will be placed underground and new
street lighting will be installed to improve the aesthetics and safety of the neighborhood. Sidewalk
improvements, new bike lanes, and mid-block pedestrian crossings will be added. A new parking lot
and a new roadway will also be added. Care will be taken that the new sidewalks, curb ramps, and
crosswalks are ADA compliant. Lighting will be chosen to create a unified look for the district. The
goal of this project is to begin the transformation of the Washington District into the vibrant and
inviting area envisioned in the Washington Realized Plan. The project also includes environmental
documentation and consultation with local Native American tribes. The proposed project is described
in more detail in Chapter 3.0.

2.2 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS
The excavation into archaeologically sensitive areas for utility line replacement constitutes an
unavoidable significant impact to a cultural resource. Although impacts to the archaeological resource
are partially mitigated with implementation of Mitigation Measures CULT-1a and CULT-1b, impacts
to cultural resources remain significant and unavoidable. In light of the adverse impact identified
pertaining to cultural resources, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be needed prior to
project approval by the City Council. All other impacts resulting from the proposed project could be
mitigated to a less than significant level (see Table 2.A and the Initial Study, Appendix A).

2.3 SUMMARY OF GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS
The proposed project would not induce significant growth. Population data records the City of West
Sacramento as having a population of 49,946 residents (US Census Bureau, 2014-15). The proposed
project would not affect the net population of the site. While improvements will be made to the
project area, all such improvements replace existing infrastructure and facilities. Having no proposed
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construction or demolition of building improvements, the Project would not impact the supply of
residential, office or commercial units within the Project area. Additionally, no persons will be
displaced by the Project improvements. Therefore, the Project would not directly induce growth.
Indirectly, the proposed Project could cause a slight increase in demand for jobs, schools and public
services and facilities, due to the Project’s replacement of outdated infrastructure. Existing conditions
of infrastructure within the Project area are prohibitive to growth. However, the proposed project
would not increase emergency response times, exceed the capacity of schools or other public facilities
and service systems, or require new or expanded public facilities or utility service systems. Any
indirect growth inducing impact from the proposed Project is qualified as anticipated growth, as
planned for in Washington Realized Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause significant
indirect growth.

2.4 SUMMARY OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to buried archaeological
resources at the project site, both individually and when considered together with potential impacts to
archaeological resources from other projects in the area. Mitigation Measures CULT-4a through
CULT-4d, contained in this Focused EIR, would reduce impacts, but not to a less than significant
level. Therefore, project impacts to cultural resources are cumulatively considerable.

2.5 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT
The Initial Study (Appendix A) identifies no significant impacts to the following environmental
topics:
•

Aesthetics

•

Agricultural and Forestry Resources

•

Air Quality

•

Biological Resources

•

Geology and Soils

•

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

•

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

•

Hydrology and Water Quality

•

Land Use and Planning

•

Mineral Resources

•

Noise

•

Population and Housing

•

Public Services

•

Recreation
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2.6 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
The following alternatives to the proposed project are considered in this Focused EIR:
•

The No Project Alternative assumes that the project would not be developed within the shortterm.

•

The Preferred Alternative would consist of trenching to underground utility lines (see Figure 7).

•

The Alternate Locations Alternative would consist of trenching in different locations to
underground utility lines.

•

The Pipe Bursting Alternative would involve pipe bursting, in which the new pipe is forced
through the existing pipe (see Section 5.4.1 and Figure 6), to replace utility lines.

The Preferred Alternative was determined to be the environmentally superior alternative. The Pipe
Bursting Alternative was determined to be infeasible. Please refer to Chapter 5.0, Alternatives
Analysis, for more discussion of these alternatives and other alternatives considered during
development of this Focused EIR.

2.7 POTENTIAL AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED
The potential areas of controversy and issues to be resolved are associated with cultural resources,
which are addressed in Chapter 4.

2.8 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
The Initial Study identifies potentially significant impacts to the following environmental topics;
however, these potential impacts could be mitigated to a less than significant level with the mitigation
measures included in the Initial Study:
•

Air Quality

•

Hazardous Materials and Wastes

•

Noise and Vibration

•

Traffic and Circulation

Table 2.A, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, includes the mitigation measures from the
Initial Study as they relate to each environmental topic, as well as the mitigation measures included in
Section 4.1, Cultural Resources, of the Focused EIR. For a complete description of the potential
impacts, refer to the Initial Study in Appendix A.
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Table 2.A: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Impacts
AESTHETICS
There are no significant aesthetics impacts.
AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
There are no significant agricultural resources impacts.
AIR QUALITY
Construction activities at the project site, which would
involve digging new utility lines and sewer lines
underground, cutting through existing paved surfaces,
and repaving throughout the Project area, could result in
construction emissions, including pollutants and odors.
Without mitigation, this could result in potentially
significant impacts.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
There are no significant biological impacts.
CULTURAL RESOURCES
Project implementation would result in a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
site (CA-YOL-27) that qualifies as a historical resource
under CEQA.

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation¹

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation¹

S

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: The construction contractor shall implement the
following measures at the project site:
•
Water all active construction sites at least twice daily. Frequency should be
based on the type of operation, soil, and wind exposure.
•
Haul trucks should maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.
•
Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials.
•
Cover inactive storage piles.
•
Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the construction
site.

LTS

SU

Mitigation Measure CULT-1a: Prior to construction, the City of West Sacramento
shall retain a cultural resources consultant to prepare and implement a Data Recovery
Plan for the portion of CA-YOL-27 that will be impacted by the project. The Data
Recovery Plan shall specify the archaeological methods to be used (i.e. control units,
auger holes, recordation, safety measures, etc.) to obtain the necessary data needed to
answer research design questions. The field investigation should adhere to the
methods set forth in the Data Recovery Plan. A geographically-affiliated tribal
monitor should observe the archaeological excavations. Subsequent to the completion
of data recovery excavations, site/feature documentation, laboratory work, technical
analyses, and field monitoring at CA-YOL-27, a report shall be prepared detailing the
tasks undertaken. The report shall contain a summary of all previous archaeological
studies at CA-YOL-27, discuss the methods and findings of the archaeological
excavations, and present avenues for future research at the site. The report shall also
contain technical appendices of analyses conducted as part of the site’s study, such as
obsidian hydration and radiocarbon dating, and a DPR 523 site record updating the
findings of the excavation at CA-YOL-27. Copies of the report shall be submitted to
the City of West Sacramento and the Northwest Information Center.

SU
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Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation¹
S

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure CULT-1b: During any ground-disturbing activities associated
with the project, archaeological and tribal monitoring shall be conducted concurrently
within areas of high archaeological sensitivity.

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation¹
SU

A qualified archaeologist and a geographically-affiliated tribal monitor shall monitor
excavation, grading, and other earth-moving activities within 100 feet of the CAYOL-27 boundary. The archaeologist and tribal observer will (1) identify any
archaeological resources that may be present; and (2) ensure that if human remains
are identified they are treated in an appropriate and respectful manner and that the
County Coroner and the City of West Sacramento are notified in a timely manner.
Monitoring results shall be presented in a letter report prepared by the archaeologist
and submitted to the City of West Sacramento and the Northwest Information Center.
If previously unidentified cultural materials are unearthed during construction, work
shall be halted within 100 feet of that area until a qualified archaeologist can assess
the significance of the find. If major adjustments are made to the horizontal or vertical
extent of archaeological Project Area, then an archaeologist shall be consulted to
determine if further identification efforts are recommended.
Project implementation may impact previously
unidentified subsurface archaeological resources that
qualify as historical resources or unique archaeological
resources under CEQA

S

Mitigation Measure CULT-2: The City of West Sacramento shall inform its
contractor(s) of the possibility of subsurface archaeological deposits within the
project area by including the following directive in contract documents:

LTS

If prehistoric or historical archaeological deposits are discovered during project
activities, all work within 100 feet of the discovery shall be redirected and a qualified
archaeologist contacted to assess the situation, consult with agencies as appropriate,
and make recommendations regarding the treatment of the discovery. Project
personnel shall not collect or move any archaeological materials or human remains
and associated materials. Archaeological resources can include flaked-stone tools
(e.g., projectile points, knives, choppers) or obsidian, chert, basalt, or quartzite
toolmaking debris; bone tools; culturally darkened soil (i.e., midden soil often
containing heat-affected rock, ash and charcoal, shellfish remains, faunal bones, and
cultural materials); and stone-milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones).
Prehistoric archaeological sites often contain human remains. Historical materials
can include wood, stone, concrete, or adobe footings, walls, and other structural
remains; debris-filled wells or privies; and deposits of wood, glass, ceramics, metal,
and other refuse.
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Environmental Impacts

Ground-disturbing activities associated with project
construction could potentially impact human remains.

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation¹

S

Mitigation Measures
If archaeological deposits are identified during project subsurface construction, all
ground-disturbing activities within 100 feet shall be redirected and a qualified
archaeologist contacted to assess the situation and consult with agencies as
appropriate. The archaeologist shall first determine whether such deposits are
historical resources as defined in 14 CCR §15064.5(a) and as required of the lead
agency at 14 CCR §15064.5(c)(1). If these deposits do not qualify as historical
resources, a determination will be made if they qualify as unique archaeological
resources, pursuant to 14 CCR §15064.5(c)(3). If the deposit qualifies as either a
historical resource or a unique archaeological resource it will need to be avoided by
adverse effects or such effects must be mitigated. Mitigation may consist of, but is
not necessarily limited to, systematic recovery and analysis of archaeological
deposits; recording the resource; preparation of a report of findings; and accessioning
recovered archaeological materials at an appropriate curation facility. Public
educational outreach may also be appropriate. Upon completion of the assessment, the
archaeologist shall prepare a report documenting the methods and results, and provide
recommendations for the treatment of the archaeological materials discovered. The
report shall be submitted to the City of West Sacramento and the Northwest
Information Center.
Mitigation Measure CULT-3: If human remains are encountered, these remains
shall be treated in accordance with California Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section
7050.5. The project applicant shall inform its contractor(s) of the cultural sensitivity
of the project area for human remains by including the following directive in contract
documents:

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation¹

LTS

If human remains are encountered during project activities, work within 100 feet of
the discovery shall be redirected and the County Coroner notified immediately. At the
same time, an archaeologist shall be contacted to assess the situation and consult
with agencies as appropriate. Project personnel shall not collect or move any human
remains and associated materials. If the human remains are of Native American
origin, the Coroner must notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24
hours of this identification. The Native American Heritage Commission will identify a
Most Likely Descendant to inspect the site and provide recommendations for the
proper treatment of the remains and associated grave goods.
In the event that human remains are encountered during project activities, work within
100 feet of the discovery should be redirected and the County Coroner notified
immediately. At the same time, an archaeologist should be contacted to assess the
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Environmental Impacts

There is the possibility of encountering significant
paleontological resources in the fossil-bearing
Pleistocene sediments in the project site that is overlain
by as much as 20 feet of Holocene (11,700 years B.P. to
present) alluvium.

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY
There are no significant global climate change impacts.
GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE
There are no significant global climate change impacts.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Hazardous materials (e.g. fuel, lubricant, concrete
curing materials) may be used by construction
equipment and for proposed Project improvements
during construction. These materials would be used in
accordance with all applicable laws and regulations and,
if used properly, would not pose a hazard to people,
animals, or plants. All refueling and maintenance of
construction vehicles and equipment would occur within
the designated staging area for the proposed Project.
The use of hazardous materials for construction
equipment would be temporary and the proposed Project
would not include a permanent use or source of

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation¹

S

S
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Mitigation Measures
situation and consult with agencies as appropriate. Project personnel should not
collect or move any human remains and associated materials. If the human remains
are of Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the Native American Heritage
Commission within 24 hours of this identification. The Native American Heritage
Commission will identify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) to inspect the site and
provide recommendations for the proper treatment of the remains and associated
grave goods. Upon completion of the assessment, the archaeologist shall prepare a
report documenting the methods and results, and provide recommendations for the
treatment of the human remains and any associated cultural materials, as appropriate
and in coordination with the recommendations of the MLD. The report shall be
submitted to the City of West Sacramento and the Northwest Information Center.
Mitigation Measure PALEO-1: If paleontological resources are encountered during
project excavation and no monitor is present, all ground-disturbing activities within
50 feet of the find shall be redirected to other areas until a qualified paleontologist can
be retained to evaluate the find and make recommendations for additional
paleontological mitigation, which may include paleontological monitoring; collection
of observed resources; preservation, stabilization, and identification of collected
resources; curation of resources into a museum repository; and preparation of a final
report documenting the monitoring methods and results to be submitted to the
museum repository and the City.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: The contractor shall prepare a Spill Prevention and
Countermeasure Plan (SPCP) prior to the commencement of construction activities.
The SPCP shall include information on the nature of all hazardous materials that
would be used on-site. The SPCP shall also include information regarding proper
handling of hazardous materials, and clean-up procedures in the event of an accidental
release. The phone number of the agency overseeing hazardous materials and toxic
clean-up shall be provided in the SPCP. This would reduce potential impacts to a lessthan-significant level.

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation¹

LTS

LTS
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hazardous materials. Mitigation is provided below to
reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
A 2012 Area Wide Assessment (City of West
Sacramento 2015b) identified sites in the Project area
which contain or potentially contain hazardous
materials. These include:
•
the USEPA-listed former Capitol Plating facility
at 319 3rd Street, where soils have been found to be
contaminated with heavy metals and the chlorinated
solvent 1,2-dichloroethane (DCA);
•
the Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST)listed former sites of Gary’s Mohawk Service Station
(427 C Street) and Old Trailways Property (500 E
Street), both of which were at one point sites of
petroleum hydrocarbon contamination;
•
the Registered Underground Storage Tank
(UST)-listed Lehrer Vacant Lot at 317-319 C Street,
which is the site of multiple former auto-serving
businesses but at which no contamination has been
found during investigations;
•
the UST-listed 5th Street Pump Station at 326
5th Street, which has been determined uncontaminated;
•
the UST-listed former Senator Garage/Golden
Eagle Garage at 519 C Street, which contained three
USTs at one point, all of which were reported to have
been removed.
The most significant of these is likely the former Capitol
Plating facility, which is known to contain contaminated
soils. However, the Project design does not include any
underground or otherwise ground-disturbing activity at
the site of the former facility, therefore avoiding any
hazardous waste related impacts at that site. However,
for this and other sites in the Project area, as listed
above and further discussed in the Area Wide
Assessment (City of West Sacramento 2015b),
implementation of the following mitigation would
ensure that workers, residents, and other sensitive

WASHINGTON DISTRICT SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT
CHAPTER 2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation¹

S
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Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Prior to the issuance of ground-disturbing permits for
burying new utility lines, creating new sidewalks, and installing street lighting, the
City of West Sacramento will prepare a site-specific Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment to assess the presence of hazards or hazardous materials.
Recommendations from the site assessment shall be incorporated into development
plans and implemented to ensure no adverse effects from onsite hazards. With this
mitigation, risks due to existing/prior Project area contamination would be less-thansignificant.

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation¹
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13

LSA
NOVEMBER 2016

WASHINGTON DISTRICT SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT
CHAPTER 2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation¹

Environmental Impacts
receivers would not be exposed to undue risk as a result
of disturbing any prior contamination.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
There are no significant hydrology and water quality impacts.
LAND USE AND PLANNING
There are no significant land use and planning impacts.
MINERAL RESOURCES
There are no significant mineral resources impacts.
NOISE
During construction of the proposed project, noise from
construction activities may intermittently dominate the
noise environment in the immediate area of
construction. Two types of short-term noise impacts
would occur during project construction. The first type
would be from construction crew commutes and the
transport of construction equipment and materials to the
project sites, which would incrementally increase noise
levels on the existing roadways leading to the sites. The
second type of short-term noise impact is related to
noise generated during excavation, construction, and
paving.
POPULATION AND HOUSING
There are no significant population and housing impacts.
PUBLIC SERVICES
There are no significant public services impacts.
RECREATION
There are no significant recreation impacts.
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Generally an improvement, construction could
temporarily result in inadequate emergency access. The
City of West Sacramento published an emergency
evacuation map in 2009, detailing routes within the
Project area as Surface Evacuation Streets: West Capitol
Avenue from 3rd St to the west and C St into 6th St/I St

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation¹

S

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Prior to initiating construction, the project proponent
shall complete a noise reduction plan. The noise reduction plan shall identify the type
and quantity of construction equipment to be operated, the expected noise levels of
each piece of equipment, and the duration of operation at each construction site. The
noise reduction plan shall include measures to ensure construction of the project will
meet the standards of Chapter 17.32 of the City’s Municipal Code (performance
standards of noise).

LTS

S

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 A Traffic Management Plan/Emergency Services
Plan will be developed following the Yolo County Multi-Hazard Functional Plan
recommendations. The provisions of and compliance with this plan, and County
recommendations, will relegate any impacts to less than significant.

LTS
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Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation¹

Environmental Impacts
to the east/west. Any temporary inadequate emergency
access is mitigated by the creation of a Traffic
Plan/Emergency Services Plan.
There are no significant transportation and traffic impacts.
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
There are no significant utilities and service systems impacts.

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
With
Mitigation¹

Notes:
¹
S: Significant
LTS: Less than Significant
SU: Significant and Unavoidable
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CHAPTER 3.0
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This chapter describes the proposed Washington District Sustainable Community Infrastructure
project (proposed project) that is evaluated in this Focused EIR. A description of the project’s
objectives, location, background, and site characteristics is followed by details of the project and a
summary of required approvals and entitlements.

3.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW
For CEQA purposes, the project under consideration is the Washington District Sustainable
Community Infrastructure Project. The objective of this Project is to add or improve the pedestrian,
bicycle, parking and streetscape amenities along several of the key roadways within the Washington
District of the City of West Sacramento. The above ground utilities along these roadways will be
placed underground and new street lighting will be installed to improve the aesthetics and safety of
the neighborhood. Sidewalk improvements, new bike lanes, and mid-block pedestrian crossings will
be added. A new parking lot and roadway will also be added. Care will be taken that the new
sidewalks, curb ramps, and crosswalks are Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant.
Lighting will be chosen to create a unified look for the district. The goal of this project is to begin the
transformation of the Washington District into the vibrant and inviting area envisioned in the
Washington Realized Plan. The project also includes environmental documentation and consultation
with local Native American tribes.

3.2 PROJECT SITE
The following section describes the location of the project site, surrounding land uses, and site
characteristics.

3.2.1 Location
The approximately 80.06-acre project site is located in the Washington District in the City of West
Sacramento, California (Figures 1 and 2). The project site is located in the eastern portion of the City,
north of West Capitol Avenue. The Sacramento River is the site’s eastern boundary (Figure 3 and
Figure 4).

3.2.2 Surrounding Land Uses
The Project area is bordered by the Sacramento River and the River Walk Park to the east, Sixth and
8th Streets to the west, West Capitol Avenue to the south, and A Street to the north.
The land uses in the Project area include Central Business District, Medium Density Residential,
River Mixed Use, and High Density Residential (see Figure 5).
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16

LSA
NOVEMBER 2016

WASHINGTON DISTRICT SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT
CHAPTER 3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.2.3 Site Characteristics
The site is irregular in shape and is one of the oldest areas of development in West Sacramento. The
area is largely flat and residential, and streets are arranged mainly in a grid of north-south and eastwest streets.

3.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The following are the objectives of the proposed project:
•

Underground utilities (sewer, water, and storm drains).

•

New streetlights.

•

A new parking lot and a new road alongside it.

•

Pedestrian improvements such as new ADA compliant sidewalks, curb ramps, and mid-block
crossings.

•

Introduction of bicycle lanes to increase sustainable transportation in and through the area.

•

Develop a project that complies with the use and intensity permitted by the regulations and
policies of the City of West Sacramento and the State of California.

•

Develop a project that is in compliance with the City of West Sacramento and the Washington
District’s design guidelines, policies, and criteria.

•

Enhance the visual and community character of the neighborhood.

3.4 PROPOSED PROJECT
New sewer lines will be placed alongside existing sewer lines. New sewer lines to be installed will
consists of:
•
a 168 foot line with an 8 inch diameter along the west side of 6th Street between Andrew and
James Streets;
•

a 442 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter along the west side of 4th Street between B and D Streets;

•

a 241 foot pipe with 10 inch diameter along 3rd Street extending south from B Street;

•

two 250 foot pipes with 8 inch diameters running perpendicular south from C Street between 4th
and 3rd Streets;

•

a 200 foot pipe with an 8 inch diameter at the west side of the intersection of 6th and C Streets,
parallel to 6th;

•

a 550 foot pipe with a 12 inch diameter extending from the Sacramento Ave to E Street in line
with 8th Street;

•

a 400 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter on the north side of C Street between 5th and 4th Streets;

•

a 218 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter along the north side of C Street extending east from 4th
Street;

•

a 384 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter along the south side of C Street between 5th and 4th Streets;

P:\CPI0801\CEQA\EIR\408 Linda Ave_ Public Review Draft EIR.doc (05/11/11)
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•

a 264 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter extending west from 6th Street along the south side of
California Street;

•

a 274 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter extending east from 6th Street along the south side of E
Street;

•

a 127 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter extending west from 5th Street along the south side of E
Street

•

a 378 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter between 5th and 4th Streets along the south side of E Street

•

a 403 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter between 4th and 3rd Streets along the south side of E Street

•

a 362 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter between 3rd and 2nd Streets along the south side of E Street;

•

a 399 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter between 5th and 4th Streets along the south side of F Street

•

a 403 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter between 4th and 3rd Streets along the south side of F Street

•

a 399 foot pipe with 12 inch diameter between 6th and 5th Streets along the south side of G Street

•

a 400 foot pipe with 12 inch diameter between 5th and 4th Streets along the south side of G Street

•

a 370 foot pipe with 12 inch diameter between 4th and 3rd Streets along the south side of G Street

Storm drain pipelines will be placed along existing pipelines. Replacement storm drain pipelines will
include:
•
a 52 foot pipeline with a diameter of 24 inches running north from James Street along 6th Street;
•

a 26 foot pipeline with a diameter of 24 inches running south from James Street along 6th Street;

•

a 340 foot pipeline with a diameter of 24 inches between James and B Streets on 6th Street;

•

a 380 foot pipeline with a diameter of 18 inches along 3rd Street running south from B Street;

•

a 56 foot pipeline with a diameter of 18 inches along 3rd Street between B and C Streets;

•

a 76 foot pipeline with a diameter of 18 inches along 3rd Street between B and C Streets;

•

a 37 foot pipeline with a diameter of 18 inches along 3rd Street running north from C Street;

•

a 313 foot pipeline with a diameter of 33 inches along C Street running east from 6th Street;

•

a 119 foot pipeline with a diameter of 33 inches along C Street running west from 5th Street;

•

a 36 foot pipeline with a 12 inch diameter running north from E Street along 2nd Street;

•

a 25 foot pipeline with a 12 inch diameter running west from 2nd Street along E Street;

•

a 36 foot pipeline with an 8 inch diameter running south from E Street parallel to 2nd Street;

•

a 95 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter between 2nd and 3rd Streets along E Street;

•

a 297 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter running east from 3rd Street along E Street;

•

a 60 foot pipeline with a 24 inch diameter running across E Street along 4th Street;

•

a 50 foot pipeline with a 24 inch diameter running south from E Street along 4th Street;

•

a 65 foot pipeline with a 24 inch diameter running between 7th Street and the rail tracks on F
Street;
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•

a 138 foot pipeline with a 24 inch diameter running between 7th Street and the rail tracks on F
Street;

•

a 104 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter between F and G Streets along the rail tracks;

•

a 124 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter between F and G Streets along the rail tracks;

•

a 55 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter between F and G Streets along the rail tracks;

•

a 118 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter between the rail tracks and 7th Street along G Street;

•

a 92 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter between the rail tracks and 7th Street along G Street;

•

a 86 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter between the rail tracks and 7th Street along G Street;

Water main rehabilitation and upgrades will be placed alongside existing water mains. Water lines
will be rehabilitated and upgraded:
•
with an 8 inch diameter along B Street east of 4th Street and turning south onto 2nd Street;
•

with a 12 inch diameter along 3rd Street and halfway along the block to the west running south
from B Street to Metro Lane, and along Metro Lane from 4th to 3rd Streets;

•

with a 12 inch diameter running north from D Street along 4th Street across the rail tracks;

•

with a 12 inch diameter running west from 5th Street along C Street and curving to the south
along 6th Street to E Street;

•

with an 8 inch diameter running west from 5th Street between D and E Streets;

•

with a 12 inch diameter running north from West Capital Ave along 5th Street and then crossing
5th Street;

•

with an 8 inch diameter along W Capital Ave between 5th and 6th Streets;

•

with a 12 inch diameter between G Street and West Capital Ave along 6th Street.

All utility pipes will range from a depth of 3 feet to 12 feet, and the maximum width of any trenches
will be 5 feet. Lateral pipes will also be installed from main pipes leading to residences and
businesses.
A parking lot will be added west of 5th Street between West Capitol Avenue and Tower Bridge, as
well as a new street between West Capitol Avenue and Tower Bridge Gateway, along the west side of
the new parking lot, to the east of and parallel to Garden Street.
Site Preparation. Earthwork operations at the site would primarily consist of the demolition of
existing pavement and sidewalk. Grading will be necessary in the 7th Street/West Capitol Ave area.
Materials containing lead-based paint or asbestos, if any, would be identified, handled and disposed
of in accordance with State and federal regulations.
The Project would remove a small number of trees during construction of the project, but these will
all be landscape/street trees. Any oaks, Heritage, and Landmark trees will be avoided unless
determined unhealthy by a licensed arborist. Per City of West Sacramento’s Tree Ordinance, any
street trees removed for the Project will be replaced according to the City of West Sacramento
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Landscape Development Guidelines and according to the Tree Administrator’s instructions in the
corresponding tree permits.
Construction would occur over the course of approximately one year. Construction equipment could
include backhoes, bulldozers, draglines, front loaders, compactors, scrapers, graders and pile drivers.
Construction would occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday
and 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. on Sunday in accordance with the City Code Section 17.32 1, or as
otherwise specified by the Planning Commission and City Council. Noise reduction measures would
be employed.

3.5 REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS
The City of West Sacramento is the lead agency under CEQA with the primary authority for project
approval. At this time, no regulatory permits are anticipated for the proposed project.

1

City of West Sacramento Municipal Code, Section 17.32.030, Standards: Noise Levels
http://qcode.us/codes/westsacramento/view.php?topic=17-iv-17_32&showAll=1 accessed 10/11/16
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CHAPTER 4.0
SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

This chapter contains an analysis of each potentially significant environmental issue identified in the
NOP prepared for the project and, as such, constitutes the major portion of the Draft Focused EIR.
Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of this chapter describe the environmental setting of the project as it relates
to each specific issue, the impacts resulting from implementation of the project and mitigation
measures that would reduce impacts of the project.

Determination of Significance
Under CEQA, a significant effect is defined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change
in the environment. 2 The CEQA Guidelines 3 direct that this determination be based on scientific and
factual data. Each impact evaluation in this chapter is prefaced by criteria of significance, which are
the thresholds for determining whether an impact is significant. These criteria of significance are
derived from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.

Topics Addressed in the Draft EIR
The following environmental topic is addressed in this chapter:
•

Cultural Resources (4.1)

An Initial Study was completed for this project in September 2016 (Appendix A). This analysis
determined that the project would not have a significant effect on aesthetics, agricultural resources,
biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral
resources, population and housing, public services, recreation, and utilities and service systems.
Impacts related to air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, and transportation and traffic,
have been mitigated to a less than significant level in the Initial Study. As a result, these topics have
not been investigated further in this chapter of the Focused EIR, but are briefly addressed in Chapter
6.0, CEQA Required Assessment Conclusions, in the subsection entitled Effects Found Not to Be
Significant.

Format of Issue Sections
The environmental issue section has four main subsections: 1) Setting; 2) Regulatory Framework;
3) Significance Criteria; and 4) Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Proposed Project. Each
impacts and mitigation measures subsection is further subdivided into an initial discussion of the less
than significant impacts and a subsequent discussion of significant impacts. Any identified significant
impacts are numbered and shown in bold type, and the corresponding mitigation measures are
numbered and indented. Significant impacts and mitigation measures are numbered consecutively
2
3

Public Resources Code §21068
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15000, et seq.

P:\CPI0801\CEQA\EIR\408 Linda Ave_ Public Review Draft EIR.doc (05/11/11)

35

LSA
NOVEMBER 2016

WASHINGTON DISTRICT SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT
CHAPTER 4.0 SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

within each topic and begin with a shorthand abbreviation for the impact section (e.g., CULT for
cultural resources). The following symbols are used for individual topics:
CULT:

Cultural Resources

The following notations are provided after each identified significant impact and after identification
of mitigation measures:
SU
S
LTS

=
=
=

Significant and Unavoidable
Significant
Less than Significant

These notations indicate the significance of the impact before and after mitigation.
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4.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES
This section describes existing cultural resources conditions within the project site, identifies
potentially significant impacts on such resources that may result from project implementation, and
recommends mitigation measures to reduce identified impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Cultural resources include historical buildings and structures, archaeological deposits, paleontological
resources (fossils), and human remains. For a cultural resource to be considered a historical resource,
it generally must be 50 years or older and 1) be listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, the
California Register of Historical Resources by the State Historical Resources Commission; 2) be
included in a local historical register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k) identified
as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the
Public Resources Code; or 3) be determined by the lead agency to be a historical resource pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a).
Under CEQA, paleontological resources are a subset of cultural resources and include fossil plants
and animals, and evidence of past life such as trace fossils and tracks. Ancient marine sediments may
contain invertebrate fossils representing snails, clam and oyster shells, sponges, and protozoa; and
vertebrate fossils such as fish, whale, and sea lion bones. Terrestrial sediments may contain fossils
that represent such vertebrate land mammals as mammoth, camel, saber tooth cat, horse, and bison.
In previous documentation prepared pursuant to CEQA, LSA concluded that the project would have
potentially significant impacts on an archaeological site that is considered a historical resource and
human remains. Mitigation measures are included in the Initial Study that would reduce potential
impacts to those resources. Project impacts to this historical resource are addressed in this section.
The Initial Study, contained in Appendix A, provides a discussion of impacts to, and mitigation
measures for, the archaeological resources and human remains that may be significantly impacted
during project implementation.
The evaluation presented in this section is based on a review of existing documents and a field
review. Feasible mitigation measures are presented for potentially significant impacts.

4.1.1 Existing Setting
This section: 1) describes the methods used to establish the baseline conditions for cultural resources
in the project area; 2) provides a brief historical overview of the project area; 3) includes the State and
local legislative regulatory context for cultural resources; and 4) describes the cultural resources
identified in the project site and their significance under CEQA. The existing setting of the project
site was established by conducting a records search at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC), a
literature review that included reviewing the results of the City of West Sacramento’s 2014
Washington District Historic Resources Survey, a field review, and archaeological testing. The results
of these tasks are summarized below.
Methods
Historical Records Review. A records search of the project site was conducted at the NWIC of the
California Historical Resources Information System on April 20, 2016. The NWIC, an affiliate of the
State of California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), is the official state repository of cultural
resources records and reports for Yolo County.
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The records search revealed that seven cultural resources were recorded in the immediate project site,
and nine within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site. Of the seven cultural resources that are within
the project site, three were previously evaluated as not eligible for the California Register and are not
historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. One resource in the project site is a district and the
contributors are considered historical resources under CEQA. One resource within the project site
was not previously evaluated, but was evaluated for its eligibility as a historical resource for purposes
of this project, as described in the archaeological testing section below. Furthermore, results of the
background research conducted for this project concluded that the remaining two resources were
incorrectly plotted by the NWIC and are actually located outside the project site. The cultural
resources identified by the NWIC that were determined to be in the project site are described in the
Project Site Cultural Resources section below.
Literature Review. LSA reviewed publications, maps, and aerial photographs for archaeological,
ethnographic, historical, and environmental information about the project sites and vicinity. The
purpose of this review was to: 1) identify cultural resources within the project sites, and 2) identify
the potential for the project sites to contain such resources.
Paleontological and geological literature relevant to the project sites and vicinity were also
reviewed. This review identified the project area as being underlain by Holocene alluvium, as well as
Pleistocene (11,700-2.588 million years old) sediments which may be encountered below the
Holocene alluvium at depths of approximately 20 feet or more.
The literature review and archival research confirmed that prehistoric archaeological site CA-YOL-27
is within the project site (see below for a description of this resource). 4 Historic topographical maps
depict a mound in the same location of this site as late as 1916. West Sacramento was occupied
during the Mission period by the Patwin people.
A review of the City of West Sacramento’s 2014 Washington District Historic Resources Survey was
conducted to identify any previously identified historical resources that may be impacted by the
project. The Washington District Historic Resources Survey was completed in 2014 as an update to
an original survey conducted in 1986 by the City as part of a comprehensive inventory. The 2014
study was directed by the City’s Community Development Department and conducted by members of
the Bryte and Broderick Community Action Network (BBCAN) and the West Sacramento Historical
Society (WSHS). The survey yielded 67 buildings/structures that are considered historical resources.
The review identified 17 contributors to the historic district that are within the project site, as
described in the Project Site Cultural Resources section below.
Field Review. A field review of the project site was conducted on May 25, 2016, to identify any
cultural resources in the project site and also to ensure that the most current baseline conditions of the
17 historical resources previously identified in the project site were considered for this EIR. During
the field review, it was determined that one built environment historical resource has been demolished
since it was recorded in the 2014 Washington District Historic Resources Survey. Major structural
4

California Government Code Section 6254.10 exempts lead agencies from the requirement to include specific
information about the location of archaeological sites for public review. The description of CA-YOL-27 is
germane to the discussion of potential impacts to the environment and the information herein is provided for an
informed public review.
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modifications or alterations to the other historical resources and to their surrounding setting have not
occurred since the 2014 Washington District Historic Resources Survey was prepared.
LSA archaeologists conducted a Presence/Absence excavation to support this study between July 12
and 14, 2016. The purpose of the excavation was to determine whether site CA-YOL-27 extended
into the project’s Area of Direct Impact. The excavations included 13 trenches excavated by a
backhoe equipped with a 0.6-meter (24-inch) flat-edged bucket; all were outside of the estimated
boundary of CA-YOL-27. All trenches were monitored by two archaeologists and a tribal cultural
monitor. Soil was removed 10 to 20 cm at a time, dispersed on the ground surface for inspection by
the archaeologists and tribal monitor, and portion-sampled through 0.6-cm (0.25-inch) mesh screens.
One trench identified what appeared to be an intact prehistoric midden deposit associated with CAYOL-27 that contained dark soil, fire-affected rock, and shell detritus, and confirmed that a newly
identified portion of the resource is within the project site.
Consultation and Outreach.
Native American Heritage Commission: On May 18, 2016, LSA emailed a letter describing the
Project and a map depicting the Project Area to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
in Sacramento requesting a review of their Sacred Lands File for any Native American cultural
resources that might be affected by the proposed project. The NAHC is the official State repository of
Native American sacred site location records in California. On May 20, 2016, NAHC Staff Services
Analyst Sharaya Souza responded via email that “Tribal Cultural Resources were identified in the
Project Area provided” and to contact the Native American tribes for more information about the
resources. The City met with the NAHC on June 28, 2016, to discuss the project and the tribal
affiliation of CA-YOL-27.
Native American Tribal Groups: The City conducted initial tribal outreach for the project on May 27,
2016. The purpose of this outreach was to identify sites of Native American interest or concern that
may be impacted by the proposed project and to solicit opinions for avoiding or mitigating potential
impacts to such sites. The City maintains a notification list for the project area of all tribes that have
requested to be consulted pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) 21080.3.1(b)(1) and Chapter 532
Statutes of 2014 (i.e., AB 52). Two Native American tribal groups are currently on the City’s Notice
List. The City mailed letters describing the project, the project location, background, known cultural
and/or historic records, City contact information, and maps indicating the approximate location of the
project site. That same week, LSA sent a notification email to the designated contacts and/or cultural
resources managers from both tribes. The City received responses from both interested tribal groups.
Both tribal groups were concerned about cultural resources that may be impacted by the project. On
June 21 and 22, 2016, initial consultation meetings between the tribes and the City were held. The
City continued to consult with both groups via emails, letters, and telephone calls. An additional
consultation meeting was held on October 19, 2016.
West Sacramento Historical Society: On June 6, 2016, LSA sent a letter describing the project and
maps depicting the project site to the West Sacramento Historical Society to solicit any concerns
about cultural resources that may be impacted by project implementation. LSA spoke with Mr. Don
Schatzel on June 28, 2016, via telephone. Mr. Schatzel stated that it did not appear that project
activities would affect any historical resources in the area.
Cultural Resources Overview
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This subsection briefly describes the prehistory and ethnography, history, and paleontology of the
project site vicinity, as identified by the records searches and literature review described above.
Prehistory. Early archaeological investigations conducted in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
region consist of descriptive narratives with systematic approaches sponsored by Sacramento Junior
College in the 1930s. An example of this is found in the region’s first published account, which
documents the Lodi and Stockton area (Schenck and Dawson 1929). The University of California at
Berkeley simultaneously excavated several sites located in the lower Sacramento Valley and Delta
region, resulting in the recognition of inter-site assemblage variations and their effect on
archaeological site patterns. Such research in the 1930s identified three temporal periods in central
California’s prehistory and provided a chronological sequence of these periods. The Early,
Transitional, and Late periods were eventually designated as Horizons (Heizer and Fenenga 1939).
While influences from the Delta region spread to other regions of central California, so did the
cultural aspects from one period to the next (Lillard et al. 1939). Similarities in artifacts found among
sites in the San Francisco Bay region and the Delta were documented and served as the cultural model
for the Central California Taxonomic System (CCTS), a system that proposed a linear cultural
sequence of succession (Beardsley 1948; 1954). This theory was later challenged by work that
examined radiocarbon dating and showed the development of Early and Middle Horizon sites as
occurring contemporaneously, as opposed to consecutively (Gerow 1954; Gerow and Force 1968).
In an effort to rectify the flaws discovered in the CCTS system, a revision was incorporated that
would separate measurements of cultural, temporal, and spatial units and divide these into six
chronological periods: Paleo-Indian (10000 to 6000 B.C.); Lower, Middle, and Upper Archaic (6000
B.C. to A.D. 500), and Emergent (Upper and Lower, A.D. 500 to 1800). These temporal ranges are
like earlier horizons in that they consist of broad cultural units that can be rearranged into a temporal
sequence (Moratto 1984). A series of patterns concerning the general way of life of a particular
geographic region were also established and include the Windmiller Pattern or Early Horizon (3000
to 1000 B.C.), the Berkeley Pattern or Middle Horizon (1000 B.C. to A.D. 500), and the Augustine
Pattern or Late Horizon (A.D. 500 to historic period).
Windmiller Pattern or Early Horizon (3000 to 1000 B.C.): This horizon was centered on the
Cosumnes district of the Delta and was more heavily focused on hunting as opposed to gathering.
This was evident in the abundant discovery of projectile points of slate and chert, as well as the low
number of plant processing tools. This, coupled with the discovery of period faunal remains, shows a
significant emphasis on the exploitation of terrestrial and aquatic species (Bennyhoff 1950; Ragir
1972). Furthermore, burial practices occurred in designated cemeteries and intra-village graves. Each
grave was oriented westerly and ventrally extended (with a few dorsal extension exceptions) and
included a high volume of goods placed alongside the body. The presence of materials such as quartz,
obsidian, and various shell types (e.g., Haliotis and Olivella shell beads) found in gravesites indicate a
widespread movement of goods and an Utian population presence in central California. As is evident
from such discoveries, finished ornamental and ceremonial objects, as opposed to raw materials, were
traded among networks that are assumed were extensive.
Berkeley Pattern or Middle Horizon (1000 B.C. to A.D. 500): The Middle Horizon, defined by the
Berkeley pattern, displays a strong use of milling technologies evident from the minimally shaped
cobble mortars and pestles, as well as manos and metates. Dart and atlatl tools made of obsidian were
characterized by non-stemmed projectile points. This particular era marked the eastward expansion of
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Miwok from the San Francisco Bay Area (Fredrickson 1973). An emphasis on plant resource
gathering is reflected in the large numbers of grinding implements. Burials were performed within the
village, and bodies were positioned as flexed with a variable cardinal orientation. Cremation was
infrequent but did occur, and appears to have been reserved for more revered members of society;
ground ochre was commonly spread over such burials (Lillard et al. 1939). Unlike the previous
period, only utilitarian tools and a few small ornamental items were placed in the graves. The
religious or ceremonial significance of the individual were thought to be represented by the objects
placed alongside them, some of which included charmstones, quartz crystals, and bone whistles
(Hughes 1994). The fact that most of the burial sites that date to this period are more numerous is
reflective of a gradual population expansion not seen before. It shows a small change in economic
emphasis and a shift away from population replacement as assimilation became more prominent
(Fredrickson 1973).
Augustine Pattern or Late Horizon (A.D. 500 to Historic Period): The Late Horizon, or Augustine
Pattern, represents a large change in subsistence patterns due to the introduction of bow and arrow
technology and the utilization of acorns as the most prominent food source. Trade systems became
more sophisticated and included both raw materials and finished products. Baked clay artifacts are
introduced and Haliotis ornaments become more elaborate and varied in design. While cremation was
still reserved for those of a higher social status, the practice becomes more widespread. Those not
cremated remained buried in a flexed position with variable orientation and no longer with the use of
ochre (Moratto 1984). Such changes likely arose from the expansion of the Wintuan population from
the north, which introduced new cultural traits and practices (Johnson 1978).
Further research on these periods has evolved from the practice of defining their chronological order
and cultural units to an overall comprehensive examination of settlement and subsistence patterns.
Such efforts are illustrated by the fact that more recent research employs the use of osteological
dating to answer questions of population health, rather than the previous practice of relying on burial
sites to understand mortuary assemblages (Dickel et al. 1984). Currently, the use of the three
temporal/cultural units model is widely accepted, with some minor debate still in existence over a
more cohesive study approach for central California. However, current archaeological research still
works to identify regional and local variations.
Ethnography. The ethnogeographic territory of the Southern Wintuan (Patwin) is understood as
extending from the town of Princeton in Colusa County south to Suisun Bay in Solano County on the
west side of the Sacramento River (Figure 4). The territory extended westward to just east of
Clearlake, Long Valley, Chiles Valley and the Napa River in the south in the counties of Lake and
Napa (Johnson 1978:350). Ethnolinguistic tribal groups that shared boundaries with the Patwin were
many, and include the Nomlaki, Northeastern Pomo, Southeastern Yuki, Northwestern Maidu,
Northern Valley Yokuts, Bay Miwok, Costanoan, Pomo, Wappo, Coast Miwok, Southern Maidu
(Nisenan), and Plains Miwok (Golla 2011; Heizer 1966; Johnson 1978; Kroeber 1925, 1953; Milliken
1995; and Milliken et al. 2007).
The Patwin are further divided within this larger territory into geographical regions that also exhibit
language and cultural variation, comprising the River Patwin, Hill Patwin, and Southern Patwin (See
Figure 4). The River Patwin are centered on the Sacramento River in Colusa and Yolo counties in the
northeast third of Patwin territory. This area includes the modern day City of West Sacramento and
prehistoric site CA-YOL-27. Territorial borders undoubtedly changed somewhat through time and
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various researchers have come to slightly different configurations for Patwin boundaries, especially in
the southwest and southeast, based on fragmented linguistic reconstructions (Johnson 1978:350). The
work of linguistic scholar Victor Golla (2007, 2011) is the most comprehensive summary of language
differences among tribal groups of native California. Golla explains that the River Patwin spoke two
different dialects: a northern dialect centered around the triblets of Colusa, California, and a southern
dialect near present day Grimes, California.
Archaeological evidence from currently accepted boundaries of Patwin territory indicate considerable
time depth to the same people, culture, and linguistic group (i.e., Southern Patwin and River Patwin at
a minimum) occupying this region. The evidence comes from non-utilitarian artifacts classified
variously as charmstones, tabular stones, flat ovoid stones, ovate stones, painted tablets, and painted
pebbles (Ruby and Schwitalla 2013; Schwitalla et al. 2015).
Project Vicinity History. The City of West Sacramento was first permanently settled by Jan Lows de
Swart, a Flemish immigrant, in 1844. Later known as John Schwartz, he established a small
homestead along the west bank of the Sacramento River approximately six miles from the confluence
of the American River. Schwartz acquired a Mexican land grant one mile in width and twenty miles
in length in 1845. He named the property Rancho Nueva Flandria after his motherland and
established a salmon fishery nearby along with his brother George. The brothers also began raising
livestock and growing potatoes and melons (Shipley 1986).
Shwartz sold about 600 acres of his rancho to James McDowell in 1846. McDowell settled the area
along with his wife and children and established what would become West Sacramento’s Broderick
neighborhood. McDowell was killed five years later in a barroom brawl, leaving his wife as the
family’s sole supporter. In an effort to collect revenue, Mrs. McDowell hired a land surveyor to map
160 acres of land and then subsequently divide the land into forty one street blocks. The platted area
was then individually sold by Mrs. McDowell and eventually became the Town of Washington, a
bustling community filled with shops, saloons, hotels, and restaurants that served as a rest stop for
those traversing the marshlands on their way to Sacramento. The Town of Washington was later
renamed Broderick in an effort to honor U.S. Senator David D. Broderick (Shipley 1986).
As the town flourished, West Sacramento’s residential community expanded. While this occurred
over the course of several decades, many of the historic residences and businesses built in the late
1800s through the 1930s remain within what is today referred to as the Washington District. As the
city expanded, more city blocks were added to the town’s layout and the boundaries of West
Sacramento stretched outwards, including what is today referred to as the Washington District
neighborhood to the east. Architectural styles still found within this district include Victorian,
Bungalow, Craftsman, Classical Revival, Art Deco, and Mission Revival and reflect the various
periods in which West Sacramento experienced growth and development. Though the majority of
these residences and businesses lack integrity from alterations and necessary upkeep, they do
maintain much of their original architectural features. Not considered contributors to the Washington
District are the several examples of residences and commercial properties that date to the mid-20th
Century. Though a sign of more modern development in West Sacramento, these properties are not
considered a part of the town’s original movement and expansion.
Based on the 2014 survey and LSA’s current study, the project site contains “historical resources” as
defined by CEQA (see Regulatory Framework discussion below). The built environment resources
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identified in the 2014 inventory are listed in a local register of historical resources as defined at PRC
§5020.1(k), which states that a “‘local register of historical resources’ means a list of properties
officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local government pursuant to a
local ordinance or resolution.”
Paleontology.
Paleontological Resources.
Project plans, geologic maps of the project site, and relevant geological and paleontological literature
were reviewed to determine which geologic units are present within the project site and whether
fossils have been recovered within the project site or from those or similar geologic units elsewhere in
the region. A search for known fossil localities was also conducted through the online collections
database of the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) at the University of
California, Berkeley, in order to determine the status and extent of previously recorded
paleontological resources within and surrounding the project site.
Paleontological Sensitivity.
Geologic mapping 5 indicates the project site contains Holocene (less than 11,700 years ago)
Alluvium, which consists of poorly to moderately sorted gravel, sand, and silt. Although Holocene
deposits can contain remains of plants and animals, only those from the middle to early Holocene
(4,200 to 11,700 years ago) 6 are considered scientifically important 7 . Scientifically important fossils
from middle to early Holocene deposits are not very common, and the UCMP has no records of
vertebrate fossil localities from Holocene deposits within or surrounding the project site. However,
Pleistocene (11,700–2.588 million years ago) sediments, which may be encountered beneath the
Holocene Alluvium at depths of approximately 20 feet or more, have produced a variety of
scientifically important fossils elsewhere in the County and the region. These fossils include large and
small mammals, reptiles, fish, invertebrates, and plants. 89 According to the locality search through the
UCMP online collections database, there are 5 known localities from Pleistocene deposits within the
County. These localities have produced 126 fossil specimens, including large and small mammals,
such as mammoth (Mammuthus columbi), bison (Bison), horse (Equus), giant ground sloth
(Glossotherium harlani), camel (Camelops hesternus), dire wolf (Canis dirus), coyote (Canis latrans),
rabbits (Sylvilagus), and various rodents (Thomomys, Neotoma, Microtus, Spermophilus,
Reithrodontomys, Scapanus latimus), as well as snakes (Thamnophis), amphibians (Rana,
Scaphiopus), and birds (Neornithes). Because there is a potential to find these types of fossils in the
5
Gutierrez, Carlos I. 2011 Preliminary Geologic Map of the Sacramento 30-minute x 60-minute Quadrangle,
California. California Geological Survey. Map Scale 1:100,000.
6
Walker, M.J.C., M. Berkelhammer, S. Bjorck, L.C. Cwynar, D.A. Fisher, A.J. Long, J.J. Lowe, R. Newnham,
S.O. Rasmussen, and H. Weiss 2012 Formal Subdivision of the Holocene Series/Epoch: A Discussion Paper by
a Working Group of INTIMATE (Integration of Ice-Core, Marine and Terrestrial Records) and the
Subcommision on Quaternary Stratigraphy (International Commission on Stratigraphy). Journal of Quaternary
Science 27:649-659.
7
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 2010. Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse
Impacts to Paleontological Resources. Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. Impact Mitigation Guidelines
Revision Committee. pp. 1–11.
8
Jefferson, George T. 1991a. A Catalogue of Late Quaternary Vertebrates from California: Part One: Nonmarine Lower Vertebrate and Avian Taxa. Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County Technical Reports
No. 5, Los Angeles.
9
Jefferson, George T. 1991b. A Catalogue of Late Quaternary Vertebrates from California: Part Two:
Mammals. Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County Technical Reports No. 7, Los Angeles.
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older sediments beneath the Holocene Alluvium at depths of approximately 20 ft or more, the
deposits within the project site are considered to have low paleontological sensitivity from the surface
to a depth of 20 ft and a high sensitivity below that mark.
Regulatory Framework. CEQA, relevant sections of the California Public Resources Code, and the
City’s 2025 General Plan comprise the regulatory framework for cultural resources on the project site.
California Environmental Quality Act. CEQA applies to all discretionary projects undertaken or
subject to approval by the state’s public agencies (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR]
§15002(i)). CEQA states that it is the policy of the State of California to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with… historic environmental qualities… and preserve for future
generations examples of the major periods of California history” (Public Resources Code [PRC]
§21001(b), (c)). Under the provisions of CEQA, “A project with an effect that may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant
effect on the environment” (14 CCR §15064.5(b)).
CEQA requires that historical resources and unique archaeological resources be taken into
consideration during the CEQA planning process (14 CCR §15064.5; PRC §21083.2). If feasible,
adverse effects to the significance of historical resources must be avoided or the effects mitigated (14
CCR §15064.5(b)(4)). CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation be undertaken even if it does not
mitigate impacts to a less than significant level (14 CCR §15126.4 (a)(1)).
Historical Resources
The term CEQA uses for significant cultural resources is “historical resource,” which is defined as
any resource that meets one or more of the following criteria:
•

Listed in, or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources;

•

Listed in a local register of historical resources (as defined at PRC §5020.1(k));

•

Identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of PRC
§5024.1(g); or

•

Determined to be a historical resource by a project’s lead agency (14 CCR §15064.5(a)).

A historical resource consists of “Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or
manuscript which a lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the
architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or
cultural annals of California.”
Unique Archaeological Resources
As defined in PRC §21083.2 (g), a unique archaeological resource is defined as “an archaeological
artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the
current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:
(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is a
demonstrable public interest in that information.
(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type.
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(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or
person.
Tribal Cultural Resources
Assembly Bill 52, which became law on January 1, 2015, provides for consultation with California
Native American tribes during the CEQA process, and equates significant impacts to “tribal cultural
resources” with significant environmental impacts. PRC §21074 states that “tribal cultural resources”
are:
Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe and are one of the following:
(A) Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources.
(B) Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of PRC Section
5020.1.
(C) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC §5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC §5024.1 for the purposes of this paragraph, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
The consultation provisions of the law require that within 14 days of determining that a project
application is complete, or a decision by a public agency to undertake a project, the lead agency must
notify tribes of the opportunity to consult on the project. California Native American tribes must be
recognized by the Native American Heritage Commission as traditionally and culturally affiliated
with the project site, and must have previously requested that the lead agency notify them of projects.
Tribes have 30 days following notification of a project to request consultation with the lead agency.
The purpose of consultation is to inform the lead agency in its identification and determination of the
significance of tribal cultural resources. Consultation may also include a discussion of project
alternatives, significant effects, and mitigation measures, and should be undertaken in good faith by
both the tribe and lead agency. If a project is determined to result in a significant impact to an
identified tribal cultural resource, the consultation process must occur and conclude prior to adoption
of a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or certification of an Environmental
Impact Report (PRC §21080.3.1, §21080.3.2, §21082.3).
Public Resources Code 5024.1: California Register of Historical Resources. Section 5024.1 of the
PRC established the California Register. Generally, a resource is considered by the lead agency to be
‘historically significant’ if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register (14
CCR §15064.5(a)(3)). For a cultural resource to qualify for listing in the California Register it must
be significant under one or more of the following criteria:
Criterion 1:

Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of California’s history and cultural heritage;

Criterion 2:

Associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

Criterion 3:

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses
high artistic values; or

Criterion 4:

Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
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In addition to being significant under one or more of these criteria, a resource must retain enough of
its historic character and appearance to be recognizable as an historical resource and be able to
convey the reasons for its significance (14 CCR §4852(c)). Generally, a cultural resource must be 50
years or older to be eligible for the California Register.
PRC §5024.1(k) states that a “‘local register of historical resources’ means a list of properties
officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local government pursuant to a
local ordinance or resolution.” Seventeen historical resources in the project area were previously
identified in the City of West Sacramento’s Washington District Historic Resources Survey in 2014.
This survey was conducted in the Washington Specific Plan area and was an update the 1986 Yolo
County Historical Resources Inventory. The buildings in the project site that were identified in the
Washington District Historic Resources Survey are considered historical resources because they meet
the requirements of CEQA.
Washington Specific Plan. Historic preservation is addressed as part of the City’s Goals and Policies
for Recreational and Cultural Resources in the 1996 Washington Specific Plan. The Goals for cultural
resources include Goal 4.E and Goal 4.F, as described below with their associated policies. The goals,
objectives, policies, and programs emphasize the Washington Specific Plan’s theme of linking the
future with the past by preserving the City’s historical resources and to raising public awareness of
West Sacramento’s history.
Goal 4.E—To preserve and enhance the historical heritage of the Washington Plan Area.
•

4.E.1: The City shall set a high priority the protection and enhancement of the Washington Plan
Area’s historically and architecturally significant buildings.

•

4.E.2: The City shall establish an historic district in the Old Broderick area and develop standards
and a program for preservation and rehabilitation of historic structures and compatible infill
development.

•

4.E.3: The City and Redevelopment Agency shall support the efforts of property owners to
preserve and renovate historically and architecturally significant structures.

•

4.E.4: The City shall support relocation of structures of historical, cultural, or architectural merit
which are proposed for demolition. The City shall encourage relocation within the Washington
Plan Area.

•

4.E.5: The City shall encourage the developers of new projects near designated historic landmark
structures and sites to design their projects to be compatible with the character of the designated
historic resource.

•

4.E.6: The City shall explore the possibility of establishing a city cultural center in the
Washington Plan Area that might include a historical museum and an art gallery.

•

4.E.7: The City shall ensure that street lighting systems and street furniture in the historic sections
of the Washington Plan Area reflect the historic character of the area.

Goal 4.F—To protect the Native American heritage of the Washington Plan Area.

P:\CPI0801\CEQA\EIR\408 Linda Ave_ Public Review Draft EIR.doc (05/11/11)

46

LSA
NOVEMBER 2016

WASHINGTON DISTRICT SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY INFRSTRUCTURE PROJECT
CHAPTER 4.0 SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
4.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES

•

4.F.1: The City shall seek to protect archaeological sites by referring development proposals in
areas with known cultural resources to the California Archaeological Inventory, Northwest
Information Center, at Sonoma State University.

•

4.F.2: The City shall require mitigation of potential cultural resource impacts in accordance with
accepted local and state practices where development may adversely affect known resources.

Project Site Cultural Resources. Cultural resources in the project site that were identified through
field surveys, background research, tribal consultation, and excavation are discussed below.
P-57-000030/CA-YOL-27: CA-YOL-27 was originally recorded in 1934 as a levelled mound that
was developed for residences. In 1964, the site was described as comprising “points, slate ornaments,
[and] shell beads” and midden within an approximately 200-foot diameter extending to a maximum
depth of five feet below the surface (Heizer 1934). The record also mentions that 16 burials were
removed by pothunters during the construction of a pipeline that runs through the site (Pritchard
1964). In 1986, an updated site record reports that a local resident estimated the site measuring 600
meters north to south by 750 meters east to west, based on his observations of artifacts and burials in
trenches. The site boundaries observed and recorded in the 1986 site record states that the site has a
vertical depth of over 2 meters. The 1986 site record expounds on the artifacts found at the site, and
mentions large obsidian points, Haliotis fragments, and groundstone (Peak & Associates 1986; Jordan
1986). LSA contacted Far Western Anthropological Research Group, Inc. to inquire about the data
retrieved from excavations they conducted in 2013 at CA-YOL-27, as well as to define the site’s
boundary. LSA archaeologists conducted a Presence/Absence excavation to support this study
between July 12 and 14, 2016. The purpose of the excavation was to determine whether the site
extended into the project’s Area of Direct Impact. The excavations included 13 trenches excavated by
a backhoe equipped with a 0.6-meter (24-inch) flat-edged bucket; all were outside of the estimated
boundary of CA-YOL-27. All trenches were monitored by two archaeologists and a tribal cultural
monitor. Soil was removed 10 to 20 cm at a time, dispersed on the ground surface for inspection by
the archaeologists and tribal monitor, and portion-sampled through 0.6-cm (0.25-inch) mesh screens.
One trench identified what appeared to be an intact prehistoric midden deposit associated with CAYOL-27 that contained dark soil, fire-affected rock, and shell detritus. This resource was evaluated as
eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 4 for its potential to yield important scientific data.
P-57-000194/CA-YOL-178H: CA-YOL178H was originally recorded in 1993 as the Southern Pacific
Railroad. Segments of this resource were recorded in 1999 (Jones & Stokes), 2014, and 2015.
Although CA-YOL-178H is associated with an important event in history, portions of this resource
were evaluated as not eligible for listing in the CRHR due to a lack of integrity. The portion of the
railroad that is within the project site has lost its integrity of setting, workmanship, feeling, and
association, and no longer conveys its historical significance. The portion of the railroad that is within
the project site is not a historical resource under CEQA. Furthermore, the proposed project will not
have a significant impact to this resource as a whole.
P-57-000196/CA-YOL-180H: CA-YOL180H was originally recorded in 1993 as Old State Highway
40 (West Capitol Avenue). In 2007, this record was updated and the portion of CA-YOL-180H from
Harbor Boulevard to Washington Overcrossing was evaluated as not eligible for listing in the NRHP
or the CRHR due to a lack of integrity. The portion of the roadway that is within the project site has
lost its integrity of setting, workmanship, feeling, and association, and it can no longer convey its
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historical significance. The portion of this linear resource that is within the project site is not
considered a historical resource under CEQA. Furthermore, the proposed project will not have a
significant impact to this resource as a whole.
P-57-000776: A segment of this resource, the Sacramento Northern Railroad, was originally recorded
in 2010. In 2014, the resource was re-recorded as a district (Northern Electric Railway Route) and
included associated buildings and structures. This resource was evaluated as not eligible for listing in
the NRHP or the CRHR. Furthermore, the proposed project will not have a significant impact to this
resource as a whole.
P-57-000840: This resource is a historic district originally recorded in 1986 as the 500-block Third
and 400-block Fourth Streets district. In 2014, the district was updated through a City-led historical
resources inventory and, therefore, the contributors are considered historical resources under CEQA
as defined at PRC §5020.1(k). The district update identified many more contributors and was
documented in the Washington District Historic Resources Survey. The proposed sidewalk
improvements, landscaping, and underground utility replacements will not destroy, demolish, or alter
any character-defining features of the built environment historical resources or their setting in any
significant way. Seventeen contributors were identified as being within the project area. The
following historical resources were described in the 2014 Washington District Historic Resources
Survey and reviewed during the field survey conducted for this EIR:
•

418 C Street (APN 010-495-021-000);

•

222 E Street (APN 010-374-010-000);

•

230 E Street (APN 010-374-008-000);

•

310 E Street (APN 010-483-015-000);

•

314 E Street (APN 010-483-014-000);

•

316 E Street (APN 010-483-019-000);

•

318 E Street (APN 010-483-013-000);

•

424 E Street (APN 010-484-018-000);

•

317 F Street (APN 010-475-002-000);

•

526 G Street (APN 010-465-005-000);

•

201 3rd Street (APN 010-101-005-000);

•

213 3rd Street (APN 010-101-004-000);

•

316 3rd Street (APN 010-482-010-000);

•

322-330 3rd Street (APN 010-482-003-000);

•

500 3rd Street (APN 010-471-004-000);

•

323 4th Street (APN 010-482-004-000); and

•

439 4th Street (APN 010-483-012-000).
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LSA-WDP-1 (APN 067-330-017-000): This resource consists of two historic-period features. Feature
1 consists of remnants of an abandoned concrete road established pre-1907, paved before 1949, and
abandoned before 1957. Feature 2 is a concrete pad foundation that appears to have been constructed
in the 1950s or 1960s. This site is not considered a historical resource under CEQA as it lacks
integrity and does not convey historical significance; therefore, requires no further consideration.
Significance of Cultural Resources under CEQA. Under CEQA, the lead agency is responsible for
first determining if an archaeological site qualifies as a “historical resource” as defined in the CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15064.5(a). Only if a site does not qualify as a historical resource is it then
evaluated to determine if it qualifies as a “unique archaeological resource” (PRC Section 21083.2(g)).
In practice, most archaeological sites that are significant under CEQA qualify as historical resources
and not unique archaeological resources.
For purposes of this project, the City as the lead CEQA agency considers the CA-YOL-27 site to be
eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 4 due to its ability to yield information
important in pre-contact period history. This assessment is based on previous archaeological surveys
and excavations conducted at this site that have identified midden, groundstone, fire-affected rocks,
features, flaked stone, shell, and human remains. These materials and human remains have the
potential to provide information on ancestral Patwin lifeways. This information can address questions
related to ancestral Patwin chronology and culture history; subsistence and settlement behaviors;
technology; and social interaction and exchange.
The City of West Sacramento considers all 17 resources in the project site that were listed in the 2014
Washington District Historic Resources Survey to be historical resources. The survey inventory
qualifies as a “local register of historical resources,” defined at PRC §5020.1(k) as “a list of
properties officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local government
pursuant to a local ordinance or resolution.”

4.1.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
This section describes potentially significant project impacts to cultural resources. The section
provides the criteria by which significance is determined, analyzes impacts that may occur to cultural
resources if the project is implemented, and presents measures to minimize potentially significant
impacts.
Criteria of Significance
Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant impact on cultural and/or
paleontological resources if it would:
•

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Specifically, substantial adverse changes include physical
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings
such that the significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired;

•

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

•

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature;
or,
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Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

The CEQA Guidelines defines a substantial adverse change as:
•

Physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(1)).

•

Demolition or material alteration in an adverse manner of those physical characteristics of an
historical resource which convey its historical significance and justify its inclusion in or
eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources, inclusion in a local
register, or identification in a historical resources survey (CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5(b)(2)).

Mitigation Measures for Archaeological Sites that Qualify as Historical Resources
Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(A-B), preservation in place is the preferred manner of
mitigating impacts to archaeological sites. As noted in the CEQA Guidelines, there are four methods
of preservation that a lead agency should consider:
•

Planning construction to avoid archaeological sites;

•

Incorporation of sites within parks, greenspace, or other open space;

•

Covering the archaeological sites with a layer of chemically stable soil before building tennis
courts, parking lots, or similar facilities on the site (also known as “capping”); and

•

Deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement.

The City has considered the feasibility of these four methods of preservation in order to protect intact
archaeological deposits and features at CA-YOL-27. Avoiding this site or incorporating this site
within permanent open space or a conservation easement is not feasible. In order to meet the demand
for updated sustainable community infrastructure and to satisfy the project’s objectives, the
replacements and updates must be done to the existing utilities in their current location. Furthermore,
the existing underground utilities have already disturbed portions of the buried site and are connected
to existing laterals that lead to adjacent properties, so modifying or moving the utilities elsewhere to
avoid this archaeological site is not feasible. Capping with a layer of chemically stable soil is not
applicable.
In summary, the City strives to protect the Native American heritage of the Washington Plan Area;
however, for the reasons stated above and reiterated in this impacts analysis presented below, a
portion of CA-YOL-27 that is within the project site cannot be preserved in place for this project.
Project Impacts
Less Than Significant Cultural Resources Impacts. The project is anticipated to have a less than
significant impact to 17 built environment historical resources. The proposed sidewalk improvements,
landscaping, and underground utility replacements will not destroy, demolish, or alter the characterdefining features of these built environment historical resources or substantially change their setting
in any significant way. The project will not result in the loss of historical integrity to these resources.
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Potentially Significant Cultural Resources Impacts. Project implementation is anticipated to have
a significant impact to CA-YOL-27. Furthermore, due to the archaeological sensitivity of the area,
previously unidentified archaeological resources and human remains may be encountered during
project construction.
Impact CULT-1: Project implementation would result in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological site (CA-YOL-27) that qualifies as a historical resource under
CEQA.
The proposed project would potentially destroy a portion of CA-YOL-27 during project construction.
As noted in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(1-2), destruction would result in a “substantial
adverse change” in the significance of this historical resource. A mitigation program that incorporates
documentation of the resource through data recovery and construction monitoring would partially
mitigate the project’s impacts on cultural resources per the CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(b)(3)(C) 10. The City would be responsible for funding the following mitigation measures and
ensuring that these mitigation measures are fulfilled.
Mitigation Measure CULT-1a: Prior to construction, the City shall retain a cultural resources
consultant to prepare and implement a Data Recovery Plan for the portion of CA-YOL-27
that will be impacted by the project. The Data Recovery Plan shall specify the archaeological
methods to be used (i.e. control units, auger holes, recordation, safety measures, etc.) to
obtain the necessary data needed to answer research design questions. The field investigation
should adhere to the methods set forth in the Data Recovery Plan. A tribal monitor shall
observe the archaeological excavations. Subsequent to the completion of data recovery
excavations, site/feature documentation, laboratory work, technical analyses, and field
monitoring at CA-YOL-27, a report shall be prepared detailing the tasks undertaken.
The report shall contain a summary of all previous archaeological studies at CA-YOL-27,
discuss the methods and findings of the archaeological excavations, and present avenues for
future research at the site. The report shall also contain technical appendices of analyses
conducted as part of the site’s study, such as obsidian hydration and radiocarbon dating, and a
DPR 523 site record updating the findings of the excavation at CA-YOL-27. Copies of the
report shall be submitted to the City of West Sacramento and the Northwest Information
Center.
Mitigation Measure CULT-1b: During any ground-disturbing activities associated with the
project, archaeological and tribal monitoring shall be conducted concurrently within areas of
high archaeological sensitivity.
A qualified archaeologist and a geographically-affiliated tribal monitor shall monitor
excavation, grading, and other earth-moving activities within 100 feet of the CA-YOL-27
10

“When data recovery through excavation is the only feasible mitigation, a data recovery plan, which makes
provisions for adequately recovering the scientifically consequential information from and about the historical
resource, shall be prepared and adopted prior to any excavation being undertaken. Such studies shall be
deposited with the California Historical Resources Regional Information Center. Archeological sites known to
contain human remains shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 7050.5 Health and Safety
Code. If an artifact must be removed during project excavation or testing, curation may be an appropriate
mitigation.”
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boundary. The archaeologist and tribal observer will (1) identify any archaeological resources
that may be present; and (2) ensure that if human remains are identified they are treated in an
appropriate and respectful manner and that the County Coroner and the City of West
Sacramento are notified in a timely manner.
Monitoring results shall be presented in a letter report prepared by the archaeologist and
submitted to the City of West Sacramento and the Northwest Information Center.
If previously unidentified cultural materials are unearthed during construction, work shall be
halted within 100 feet of that area until a qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of
the find. If major adjustments are made to the horizontal or vertical extent of archaeological
Project Area, then an archaeologist shall be consulted to determine if further identification
efforts are recommended.
Impact CULT-2: Project implementation may impact previously unidentified subsurface
archaeological resources that qualify as historical resources or unique archaeological resources under
CEQA.
The potential for encountering previously unidentified, intact subsurface archaeological deposits in
the project site that may qualify as historical or unique archaeological resources, as defined in Section
15064.5(3)(c) and Section 21083.2, cannot be discounted.
Mitigation Measure CULT-2: The City shall inform its contractor(s) of the possibility of
subsurface archaeological deposits within the project area by including the following
directive in contract documents:
“If prehistoric or historical archaeological deposits are discovered during project activities, all
work within 100 feet of the discovery shall be redirected and a qualified archaeologist
contacted to assess the situation, consult with agencies as appropriate, and make
recommendations regarding the treatment of the discovery. Project personnel shall not collect
or move any archaeological materials or human remains and associated materials.
Archaeological resources can include flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives,
choppers) or obsidian, chert, basalt, or quartzite toolmaking debris; bone tools; culturally
darkened soil (i.e., midden soil often containing heat-affected rock, ash and charcoal,
shellfish remains, faunal bones, and cultural materials); and stone-milling equipment (e.g.,
mortars, pestles, handstones). Prehistoric archaeological sites often contain human remains.
Historical materials can include wood, stone, concrete, or adobe footings, walls, and other
structural remains; debris-filled wells or privies; and deposits of wood, glass, ceramics, metal,
and other refuse.”
If archaeological deposits are identified during project subsurface construction, all grounddisturbing activities within 100 feet shall be redirected and a qualified archaeologist
contacted to assess the situation and consult with agencies as appropriate. The archaeologist
shall first determine whether such deposits are historical resources as defined in 14 CCR
§15064.5(a) and as required of the lead agency at 14 CCR §15064.5(c)(1). If these deposits
do not qualify as historical resources, a determination will be made if they qualify as unique
archaeological resources, pursuant to 14 CCR §15064.5(c)(3). If the deposit qualifies as
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either a historical resource or a unique archaeological resource it will need to be avoided by
adverse effects or such effects must be mitigated. Mitigation may consist of, but is not
necessarily limited to, systematic recovery and analysis of archaeological deposits; recording
the resource; preparation of a report of findings; and accessioning recovered archaeological
materials at an appropriate curation facility. Public educational outreach may also be
appropriate. Upon completion of the assessment, the archaeologist shall prepare a report
documenting the methods and results, and provide recommendations for the treatment of the
archaeological materials discovered. The report shall be submitted to the City of West
Sacramento and the Northwest Information Center.
Impact CULT-3: Ground-disturbing activities associated with project construction could potentially
impact human remains.
Mitigation Measure CULT-3: If human remains are encountered, these remains shall be
treated in accordance with California Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 7050.5. The
City shall inform its contractor(s) of the cultural sensitivity of the project area for human
remains by including the following directive in contract documents:
“If human remains are encountered during project activities, work within 100 feet of the
discovery shall be redirected and the County Coroner notified immediately. At the same time,
an archaeologist shall be contacted to assess the situation and consult with agencies as
appropriate. Project personnel shall not collect or move any human remains and associated
materials. If the human remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the
Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours of this identification. The Native
American Heritage Commission will identify a Most Likely Descendant to inspect the site
and provide recommendations for the proper treatment of the remains and associated grave
goods.”
In the event that human remains are encountered during project activities, work within 100
feet of the discovery should be redirected and the County Coroner notified immediately. At
the same time, an archaeologist should be contacted to assess the situation and consult with
agencies as appropriate. Project personnel should not collect or move any human remains
and associated materials. If the human remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner
must notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours of this identification.
The Native American Heritage Commission will identify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD)
to inspect the site and provide recommendations for the proper treatment of the remains and
associated grave goods. Upon completion of the assessment, the archaeologist shall prepare a
report documenting the methods and results, and provide recommendations for the treatment
of the human remains and any associated cultural materials, as appropriate and in
coordination with the recommendations of the MLD. The report shall be submitted to the City
of West Sacramento and the Northwest Information Center.
Significance Level after Mitigation Implementation. Implementation of Mitigation Measures
CULT-2 and CULT-3 would reduce potential impacts to historical resources from the proposed
project to a less than significant level (LTS). Implementation of Mitigation Measures CULT-1a and
CULT-1b would minimize the potential significant adverse impacts the proposed project may have on
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a historical resource; however, they would not reduce project impacts to a less than significant level. 11
The impacts from the proposed project to this historical resource would therefore remain significant
and unavoidable after mitigation (SU).
Potentially Significant Paleontological Resources Impacts.
Impact PALEO-1: Ground-disturbing activities associated with project construction could potentially
disturb paleontological deposits
The project is located in a previously disturbed area, and ground disturbance is not expected to extend
below a depth of 12 ft. Therefore, the project is unlikely to impact scientifically important
paleontological resources. In the unlikely event that fossil remains are encountered, paleontological
mitigation will need to be developed. This mitigation would include paleontological monitoring;
collection of observed resources; preservation, stabilization, and identification of collected resources;
curation of resources into a museum repository; and preparation of a monitoring report of findings.
No paleontological resources or unique geologic features are known to exist within or near the project
site. The site is underlain by Holocene Alluvium, which is considered to have low paleontological
sensitivity from the surface to a depth of 20 ft and high sensitivity below that mark. However, the
project site is located in a previously disturbed area and will have ground disturbance that extends to a
maximum depth of 12 ft. Therefore, the project is unlikely to impact scientifically important
paleontological resources. Should undiscovered paleontological resources be found during project
construction, Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 shall be implemented to reduce potential impacts to
paleontological resources.
Mitigation Measure PALEO-1: If paleontological resources are encountered during project
excavation and no monitor is present, all ground-disturbing activities within 50 feet of the
find shall be redirected to other areas until a qualified paleontologist can be retained to
evaluate the find and make recommendations for additional paleontological mitigation, which
may include paleontological monitoring; collection of observed resources; preservation,
stabilization, and identification of collected resources; curation of resources into a museum
repository; and preparation of a final report documenting the monitoring methods and results
to be submitted to the museum repository and the City.
Significance Level after Mitigation Implementation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
PALEO-1 would reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources from the proposed project to a
less than significant level (LTS).

11

CEQA Section 15126.4(a)(1)
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CHAPTER 5.0
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

The CEQA Guidelines require the analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to
the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives and
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. The range of alternatives
required in an EIR is governed by the “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.12 CEQA states that an EIR should not consider
alternatives “whose effects cannot be ascertained and whose implementation is remote and
speculative.”
This chapter describes the alternatives to the project, evaluates the significant environmental impacts
associated with each alternative relative to those resulting from the proposed project, and discusses
the ability of each alternative to meet the project objectives. Alternatives that were considered, but
rejected, are also described. A discussion of the environmentally superior alternative is included in
this chapter as required by CEQA.
The following objectives, listed in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of this Draft Focused EIR are
repeated here to help inform this evaluation of alternatives:
•

Underground utilities (sewer, water, and storm drains).

•

New streetlights.

•

Pedestrian improvements such as new ADA compliant sidewalks, curb ramps, and mid-block
crossings.

•

A new parking lot and a new road alongside it.

•

Introduction of bicycle lanes to increase sustainable transportation in and through the area.

•

Develop a project that complies with the use and intensity permitted by the regulations and
policies of the City of West Sacramento and the State of California.

•

Develop a project that is in compliance with the City of West Sacramento and the Washington
District’s design guidelines, policies, and criteria.

•

Enhance the visual and community character of the neighborhood.

The proposed project has been described and analyzed in the previous chapters and in the Initial
Study with an emphasis on significant impacts resulting from the proposed project, and mitigation
measures have been recommended to reduce or avoid these impacts. The following discussion is
intended to inform the public and decision-makers of the relative impacts of four potentially feasible
alternatives to the proposed project. The four alternatives to the proposed project discussed in this
chapter include the following:
12

CEQA Guidelines, 2010. Section 15126.6.
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•

The No Project Alternative assumes that the project would not be developed within the shortterm.

•

The Build Alternative would consist of trenching to underground utility lines.

•

The Pipe Bursting Alternative would involve pipe bursting (see Section 5.4.1) to replace utility
lines.

•

The Alternative Location Alternative would involve choosing different locations within the
Washington District for the utility lines.

The following discussion addresses each alternative and analyzes potential environmental impacts.
This analysis compares the anticipated impacts of each alternative to the impacts associated with the
proposed project; the discussion includes a determination as to whether or not each alternative would
reduce, eliminate, or create new significant impacts.

5.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
5.1.1 Principal Characteristics
Under the No Project Alternative, the existing utility lines would remain in place, no bike lanes or
crosswalks would be added, no new streetlights would be installed, and no new sidewalks or curb
ramps, parking lot, or road would be constructed.
The No Project Alternative would fail to meet any of the project objectives, including upgrading
sidewalks and curb ramps to ADA regulations, improving pedestrian and bicycle facilities, burying
aboveground utility lines, and enhancing the appearance and coherence of the neighborhood.

5.1.2 Analysis of the No Project Alternative
The No Project Alternative is evaluated for all environmental topics analyzed in this Focused EIR and
the Initial Study for the proposed project.
Aesthetics. The No Project Alternative would not change existing land uses on the project site, or
alter the visual character of the area. Under the alternative, the existing vegetation on the site would
remain intact. Although the No Project Alternative would have none of the aesthetic impacts of the
proposed project, the gradual deterioration of the existing sidewalks could degrade the visual
character or quality of the project site and its surroundings.
Air Quality. The No Project Alternative would not result in grading, excavating, or demolition
activities on the site, which would otherwise cause pollutants from construction emissions including
particulate matter, fugitive dust and construction equipment pollutants, as well as toxic air
contaminants from and asbestos-containing materials if any such materials are found in the existing
utility lines. In addition, the alternative would not generate construction-related or operational period
vehicle trips. Therefore, the alternative would avoid the air quality impacts associated with the
proposed project, namely emissions of reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxides, and particulate matter,
as well as toxic air contaminants from asbestos-containing materials.
Biological Resources. The No Project Alternative, which would maintain existing landscape features
on the project site, would, like both build alternatives, have no impacts to biological resources.
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Cultural Resources. Under the No Project Alternative, no ground disturbance would be required.
Therefore, no unknown cultural or paleontological resources, or human remains, would be uncovered.
Geology and Soils. Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would be subject to the same
low risk of seismic earth-shaking and seismic-related ground failure. Although the No Project
Alternative would not change the potential impacts to geology and soils, the gradual deterioration of
existing underground utilities could result in contamination in the event of seismic activity if not
replaced.
Global Climate Change. Under the No Project Alternative, no additional greenhouse gases would be
generated through the use of fossil fuels for construction or additional vehicle trips associated with
development. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not generate any greenhouse gas emissions
and would not result in impacts to global climate change.
Hazards. The No Project Alternative would not include construction, ground disturbance, or
demolition of the existing substation building. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result
in construction impacts associated with the use and transport of hazardous materials, including fuels,
oils, lubricants, asphalt products, other petroleum products, and solvents. However, any existing leadbased paint, asbestos-containing materials or contaminated soils would remain on the project site,
potentially limiting future reuse or redevelopment of the site.
Hydrology and Water Quality. The No Project Alternative would avoid all the hydrology and water
quality impacts that would result from the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would not
result in construction activities on the site nor would it result in any trenching with the potential to
reach groundwater. The No Project Alternative would not result in the release of construction-related
hazardous materials, or the emission of other pollutants that could degrade water quality. Therefore,
the No Project Alternative would reduce hydrology and water quality impacts compared to the
proposed project.
Land Use and Planning. Under the No Project Alternative, as under both build alternatives, no land
use changes to the project site would take place.
Noise. The No Project Alternative would not result in new construction or grading (and its associated
noise). In addition, the No Project Alternative would not generate new vehicle trips, which would
otherwise increase noise levels in the vicinity of the project site, including area roadways.
Population and Housing. Under the No Project Alternative, as under both build alternatives, no new
residents would be added to the City of West Sacramento.
Public Services/Recreation. Under the No Project Alternative, as under both build alternatives, no
new residents would be added to the City of West Sacramento, and would not increase demand for
fire and police protection, schools, parks, recreational facilities and other public services.
Transportation/Traffic. The No Project Alternative would not generate any additional vehicle trips
to the project site. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in any transportation/traffic
impacts.
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Utilities/Service Systems. Under the No Project Alternative, no utilities or service systems would be
interrupted during installation. Therefore, impacts to utilities or services systems would be reduced.

5.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER
CONSIDERATION
The following section describes alternatives to the proposed project that were considered, but were
rejected from further consideration for the reason(s) provided.

5.4.1 Pipe Bursting Alternative
In an effort to avoid the potential effects on cultural resources caused by trenching, a “pipe bursting”
alternative was considered. This method involves boring through the existing pipe; a hole is dug at
either end of the pipe replacement, and the new pipe is pushed/pulled through without trenching the
entire length of the pipe. This process leaves the remains of the existing pipe buried underground (see
Figure 5).
While pipe bursting would avoid the potential effects due to trenching, it would not avoid potential
effects to cultural resources altogether. Drilling through the existing pipe and sending shards of the
existing pipe into the surrounding earth could still potentially impact any cultural resources
surrounding the existing utilities. Any adverse effects would be difficult to monitor, as visibility
would be severely limited. Further, depending on the materials used in the existing pipes, the ongoing
degradation of those pipes could cause future exposure to hazardous materials.
Finally, pipe bursting works best when replacing pipes of uniform size, depth, and grade. The existing
pipes are not consistent in any of these areas, making pipe bursting an infeasible alternative.
Pipe bursting would allow the Project to avoid trenching, but higher costs, unevenly placed existing
pipes, and a similar risk of effects on cultural resources coupled with an inability to monitor those
effects prevents this alternative from being a viable option.

5.4.2 Alternative Locations Alternative
To avoid the potential effects on cultural resources in the specific parts of the Project area outlined by
the Project design, an “alternative locations” alternative was considered. However, moving locations
within the Project area would not avoid potential effects, as the possibility of encountering material of
archaeological importance, human remains, or other cultural resources is equally relevant across the
Project area. Moving the activities to a location outside the Project area would fail to meet any of the
Project objectives including upgrading sidewalks and curb ramps to ADA regulations, improving
pedestrian and bicycle facilities, burying aboveground utility lines, and enhancing the appearance and
coherence of the neighborhood within the Project boundaries. This is not a viable alternative.

5.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE
CEQA requires that the EIR identify the environmentally superior alternative. The No Project
Alternative would eliminate most of the significant impacts associated with the proposed project. The
alternative would not result in ground-disturbing activities or new construction. In addition, the No
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Project Alternative would avoid the project’s significant cultural resources impacts. However, while
the No Project Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, in the context of impact
reduction, it would not meet the primary objectives of the proposed project. As a result, the No
Project Alternative would not provide improved utility lines, streetlights, a new parking lot and road,
or bicycle lane and ADA compliant pedestrian improvements, consistent with the City’s General
Plan, nor would it enhance the visual and community character of the neighborhood.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e)(2) requires that an additional alternative be designated as the
environmentally superior alternative, if the No Project Alternative is identified as the environmentally
superior alternative. The secondary environmentally superior alternative, the Build Alternative, would
reduce most of the significant environmental impacts (i.e., on air quality, noise, hazards, and traffic,)
associated with construction of the proposed Project through mitigation measures outlined in this
EIR. However, there would be significant and unavoidable impacts to cultural resources potentially
encountered during groundbreaking and trenching. Other environmental impacts associated with
construction and operation of this alternative could be mitigated to a less than significant level with
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study. This is the only alternative
to meet the Project objectives.
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CHAPTER 6.0
CEQA REQUIRED ASSESSMENT CONCLUSIONS

As required by CEQA, this chapter discusses the following types of impacts that could result from
implementation of the proposed project: cumulative impacts, growth-inducing impacts; effects found
not to be significant, unavoidable significant effects, and significant irreversible changes.

6.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
CEQA defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects, which, when considered
together, are considerable, or which can compound or increase other environmental impacts.” Section
15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate potential environmental impacts that are
individually limited but cumulatively considerable. These impacts can result from the proposed
project alone, or together with other projects. The CEQA Guidelines state:
“The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related
past, present and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts
can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a
period of time.” 13
Therefore, cumulative impact analysis is a two-step process. First, it must be determined that the
combined impact of the project and other projects is significant, and second, it must be determined
that the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable (CEQA Guidelines, CCR Section
15130[a][2]).
If the project is not expected to contribute to a cumulative effect on a resource, then that resource is
not included in the sections below. The resources not included below include aesthetic, agricultural,
biological, geological, hazardous materials and wastes, hydraulic, land use, mineral, noise, population
and housing, public service, recreation, transportation, and utility resources.
The proposed action would have no adverse effects on agricultural, biological, geologic, hydraulic,
land use, mineral, population and housing, public service, or recreation resources; therefore it could
not contribute to an overall cumulative effect on any of these. Potential project impacts on aesthetic
resources in the area would, primarily, be of beneficial effect. New street lights will be introduced
which will be designed to reduce glare compared to existing facilities, therefore reducing glare in the
project area more generally. Project impacts to utilities would be limited to the specific utility lines in
the direct construction area. No other actions would be occurring in the construction area that could
cumulatively impact utility lines; therefore, there would be no cumulative effects to utilities. While
there is the potential for multiple actions to contribute to spills of hazardous substances in the
waterways of the study area, these potential spills would be addressed by implementation of the Spill
13

CEQA Guidelines, 2010. Section 15355
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Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) and the bentonite slurry spill contingency
plan (BSSCP). Implementation of these plans would prevent the spread of hazardous substances
outside of the construction area, and therefore, they would not contribute to an overall cumulative
effect to hazardous wastes and materials. Project impacts on noise quality during construction would
be mitigated, and would be limited to the construction period. No other actions would contribute to
noise impacts in the project area; therefore there would be no cumulative effects to noise quality.
There would be construction-period impacts to transportation in the project area, with traffic caused
by construction machinery and workers, as well as rerouted vehicle traffic potentially impacting
surrounding areas. However, through the implementation of the Traffic Plan/Emergency Services
Plan, these impacts would be reduced. Additionally, the project will result in a net benefit to
pedestrian and bicycle transportation in the area. There would be no cumulative transportation
impacts. The remaining resources could involve a cumulative effect, and are discussed in more detail
below.

6.1.1 Methodology
When evaluating cumulative impacts, CEQA requires the use of either a list of past, present, and
probable future projects, including projects outside the control of the lead agency, or a summary of
projections in an adopted planning document, or some reasonable combination of the two approaches.
This analysis is based on a list of active development projects in the Cities of West Sacramento and
Sacramento and Yolo County. The proximity of projects under consideration for cumulative impacts
varies depending on the environmental resource. For example, greenhouse gas emissions from a
proposed project and potentially considered projects would not be contained within the project area or
even the Regional Air Quality District. Therefore, the geographic area considered for GHG resources
would be global, in accordance with possible impacts. Other resources, like noise, visual, and
recreation resources, would have much more restricted potential impacts. The following table
describing the geographic areas considered for the resources under discussion here has been adapted
from the West Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency’s West Sacramento Project General
Reevaluation Report EIR/EIS (2015, page 403):
Resource Area
Cultural resources

Geographic Area
Individual ground disturbance sites, with regional
implications

City of West Sacramento and City of Sacramento Projects within Project Vicinity. Table 6.1.A
lists the Cities of West Sacramento and Sacramento and Yolo County projects within the vicinity of
the project site. Projects identified from the City of West Sacramento’s Major Planning Projects list
include Alura at Washington Square, Bridge District Smart Growth Investors Apartments at 980 and
974 Central Street, the Riveredge Apartments, the 4th Street Subdivision, the Smart Growth Investors
Phase II Single Family Homes at 978, 972, 981, and 975 Riverfront Street, and River One and River
Two of the Raley’s Landing Project. Projects identified from the City of Sacramento’s Major
Planning Projects include the Sacramento Commons Phase I, and the Sacramento Railyards Project.
Projects in Yolo County include the West Sacramento Flood Control Project.

6.1.2 Cumulative Effects of the Proposed Project
Cultural Resources. The study area for cumulative cultural resources impacts encompasses the
project site and adjacent areas that may contain resources relevant to the history and pre-history of
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California and West Sacramento. The proposed project could result in a significant and unavoidable
impact to existing archaeological resources on the project site, both individually and when considered
together with potential impacts to cultural resources from other projects in the area. Mitigation
Measures CULT-4a through CULT-4d, contained in this Focused EIR, would reduce impacts to
archaeological resources, but not to a less than significant level. Therefore, project impacts to cultural
resources are cumulatively considerable.
If project construction occurs at the same time as project construction for other planned development
in the project area, it could result in cumulative impacts to undiscovered cultural resources,
paleontological resources, and human remains. However, as included in the Initial Study and Table
2.A of this Focused EIR, the proposed project would adhere to mitigation measures to prevent
impacts to undiscovered cultural resources, paleontological resources and human remains, as would
other projects in the area. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in cumulative impacts to
undiscovered cultural resources.
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Table 6.1.A: City of West Sacramento, City of Sacramento, and Yolo County Projects within in Project Site Vicinity
Project Name

Location

Description

Status

Alura at Washington
Square
Bridge District Smart
Growth Investors
Apartments at 980 and
974 Central Street
the Riveredge Apartments

West Sacramento

Minor modification to subdivision map

West Sacramento

Residential development of 2-4 story apartments

Modifications approved
April 2016
Design review approved
April 2016

West Sacramento

Mixed use residential/commercial 5 story building

the 4th Street Subdivision

West Sacramento

22-unit subdivision map mixed single family and multi-family
residences

the Smart Growth
Investors Phase II Single
Family Homes at 978,
972, 981, and 975
Riverfront Street
Raley’s Landing Project

West Sacramento

21-lot single family home development in the Bridge District

West Sacramento

Sacramento Commons
Phase I
Sacramento Railyards
Project

Sacramento

Mixed-use 18.55 acres development with residential,
commercial, office, and open space features. Approximately
900 residential units, 845,000 gross square feet of office space,
86,000 square feet of commercial/retail uses, and possibly
100-300 hotel rooms with a 7,000-15,000-square foot
conference center; it would provide between 4,352 and 4,652
on-site parking spaces, including surface and multilevel
parking spaces. The proposed project is divided into four
development areas: Washington Street, River 1, River 2, and
River 3.
Two 7 story buildings with residential and retail units and
parking on 11.17 acres
244-acre mixed-use, transit-oriented development with retail,
residential, commercial, hotel, recreation facilities

I Street Bridge
Replacement Project

Sacramento

Sacramento

Replacement of I Street Bridge between the Railyards in City
of Sacramento and Washington District in City of West
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Location

Description

Status

Sacramento
Old Sacramento
Embarcadero and K Street
Barge Repair
West Sacramento Flood
Control Project

IS/MND January 2016,
Revised March 2016

Yolo County

Levee improvements along the Sacramento River, Yolo
Bypass, Sacramento Bypass, and Port of Sacramento
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6.2 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS
In §15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, there is a discussion of how the proposed Project could
foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or
indirectly, in the surrounding environment. This section summarizes the project’s growth-inducing
impacts on the surrounding community. Examples of projects likely to have significant growthinducing impacts include extensions or expansion of infrastructure systems beyond what is needed to
serve project-specific demand, and development of new residential subdivisions or industrial parks in
areas that are currently only sparsely developed or are undeveloped. The direct and indirect growth
inducing impacts of the proposed project are discussed below.

Direct Growth Inducing Impacts. The proposed project would not directly cause population
growth, because the Project does not involve construction of any building improvements or placement
of sewer pipelines, storm drains and water mains in new or expanded locations. Rather, all
improvements, which consist of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, a new parking lot and road, and
street lighting and infrastructure replacements, will replace existing features. Therefore, the Project
would not directly encourage economic or population growth, or the construction of additional
housing, in the surrounding environment. The City of West Sacramento has a population of 49,946
residents, according to the 2014-15 ACS 5-year Housing Data; this Project will not affect that
number.
Indirect Growth Inducing Impacts. The proposed project would replace existing facilities within
the already-urbanized Washington District of West Sacramento. Since the project site is surrounded
by existing urban development, no open-space-to-developed-land conversion within, or outside, the
project site would be induced by the Project.
The proposed project could cause a slight increase in demand for jobs, schools and public services
and facilities by replacement of infrastructure, because some improvements will increase the aesthetic
value and walkability of the area; this could increase the number of people who enjoy accessing the
project area. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the proposed project would not increase
emergency response times, exceed the capacity of schools or other public facilities and service
systems, or require new or expanded public facilities or utility service systems. The Project is
consistent with the approved Washington District’s long-range plan for growth, as detailed in the
2015 Washington Realized Plan. Any indirect growth inducing impacts from the proposed Project are
qualified as anticipated growth, as planned for in Washington Realized Plan. Therefore, the proposed
project would not cause significant indirect growth.

6.3 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT
An Initial Study was completed for the proposed Washington District Sustainable Community
Infrastructure Project in July of 2016. Based on information from City staff, visits to the project site,
and background research and analysis completed for the Initial Study, the proposed project is not
expected to result in significant impacts related to the following topics with the implementation of the
mitigation measures contained in the Initial Study and Table 2.A of this Focused EIR.
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6.3.1 Aesthetics
As discussed in the Initial Study, all impacts related to aesthetics would have no impact. There
are no designated scenic view corridors or State or County scenic highways within the immediate
vicinity of the project site. While the proposed project would modify the current appearance of the
site, the resulting visual character would be similar in kind to that which currently exists in the
immediate area, which is void of long range views. The project would be subject to standard
conditions of approval requiring all light sources to be shielded and directed away from adjacent
properties and requiring windows to use low-reflective glass. The addition of street lighting would
allow for safer movement in the area for all users, and would not adversely affect any day or
nighttime views.

6.3.2 Agricultural and Forestry Resources
As discussed in the Initial Study, all impacts related to agricultural and forestry resources would have
no impact. All land within the Project area is designated as Urban and Built-up lands by the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). The project site is not zoned for agricultural or forestry
use and is not under Williamson Act Contract. No agricultural or forestry land uses are located in
proximity to the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not impact agricultural or forestry
resources.

6.3.3 Air Quality
The Project would have potential construction impacts on air quality in the Project area. The project
construction would involve undergrounding new utility lines and sewer lines underground, building a
new parking lot and roadway, cutting through existing paved surfaces, and repaving throughout the
Project area. This would result in construction emissions, including pollutants and odors. However,
with a Dust Control and Construction Emissions Plan, these impacts would be mitigated to result in
less than significant impacts on Air Quality.

6.3.4 Biological Resources
As discussed in the Initial Study, all impacts related to biological resources would have no impact.
The project site is not occupied by, or suitable for, any listed species or candidate for listing. The
project site and surrounding area does not contain any wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community. The Sacramento River, located to the east of the Project, provides both terrestrial
and aquatic habitats; however, the Project would not encroach into the Sacramento River Corridor,
and would not disturb any habitats there. The primary habitats in the Project area, not including paved
surfaces or structures, consists of urban residential landscaping and small pockets or ruderal and
highly disturbed areas. Several species of migratory birds that are native to California forage
exclusively in urban and suburban areas and could nest in nearby landscape trees. The Project would
remove a small number of trees during construction of the project, but these will all be
landscape/street trees. Any oaks, Heritage, and Landmark trees will be avoided unless determined
unhealthy by a licensed arborist. Per City of West Sacramento’s Tree Ordinance, any street trees
removed for the Project will be replaced according to the City of West Sacramento Landscape
Development Guidelines and according to the Tree Administrator’s instructions in the corresponding
tree permits. The project site is not subject to a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or any other habitat plan.
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6.3.5 Geology and Soils
The Project is not located along a known fault, nor was it within an area delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. There is little likelihood of strong seismic ground
shaking or seismic-related ground failure. The topography of the area is a flat leveed flood plain, and
is therefore not susceptible to landslides. Further, there will be very little topsoil disturbed by Project
activities resulting in very little loss of topsoil. In adherence with the Washington District’s 1996
Specific Plan, which requires geotechnical assessments for any Project within the District, a
geotechnical study will provide recommendations for foundation and Project design, therefore
helping to prevent any impacts from potential seismic or geologic hazards. Additionally, the Project
would improve existing sewer lines, and would therefore not require septic or other alternative waste
water disposal systems. In summary, the Project will not impact geology and/or soils.

6.3.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The improvements associated with the proposed Project would not be expected to increase the
number of vehicles or vehicle miles traveled in the area over the long term; it could, with added
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, actually decrease the number of vehicle miles traveled in the area.
While the proposed Project would have an incremental contribution related to construction emissions
within the context of the County and region, the individual impact is considered less-than-significant.
The proposed Project would not generate significant emissions of greenhouse gases; therefore, the
proposed Project would not conflict with the State goal of reducing GHG emissions. The proposed
Project would also not conflict with the AB 32 Updated Scoping Plan or the early action measures.
The proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact and would not conflict with any
applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of
greenhouse gases.
Overall, the Project will have less than significant impacts on air quality based on regulatory
compliance and its long-range positive impacts on minimizing GHGs through support of alternative
forms of transportation.

6.3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The Project would not introduce or increase any handling, transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials and would, therefore, have a less-than-significant impact.
Hazardous materials (e.g. fuel, lubricant, concrete curing materials) may be used by construction
equipment and for proposed Project improvements during construction. These materials would be
used in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations. All refueling and maintenance of
construction vehicles and equipment would occur within the designated staging area for the proposed
Project. The use of hazardous materials for construction equipment would be temporary and the
proposed Project would not include a permanent use or source of hazardous materials. Mitigation
Measure HAZ-1, in which the contractor shall prepare a Spill Prevention and Countermeasure Plan,
would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Schools are considered sensitive receptors for hazardous material issues because children are more
susceptible than adults to the effects of many hazardous materials. The Project is within a quarter mile
of two existing or proposed schools: the Learning Ladder Preschool and Child Care Center located in
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the City of Sacramento’s Community Center at 1075 West Capitol Avenue; and the City of Dharma
Realm Instilling Goodness Elementary School and Developing Virtue Secondary School, located at
1029 West Capitol Avenue. Because construction and operation activities could potentially involve
hazardous materials, the proposed Project would have the potential to emit hazardous emissions or
handle hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of existing or proposed
school. However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, described above, the
potential impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. The Project site is not included on
a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The
Project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport, private
airstrip, or near any wildlands. Therefore, no impacts would occur.
During Construction, the Project could temporarily impact emergency response or evacuation plans,
in which detour routes would be provided per Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 to a less than significant
level.

6.3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality
Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code Sections 13000 –
16104), the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) prepares and updates
the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins (Basin Plan) every
3 years. The most recent update was completed in April 2016. The Project would comply with the
Water Quality Control Plan, and would therefore not violate any water quality standards or
regulations.
If trenching activities were to reach a groundwater aquifer used for drinking water, adherence to the
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and compliance with the conditions of the National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) general stormwater permit will reduce this
possible effect of groundwater depletion to less than significant.
The Project could involve storage, use, or discharge of toxic and other harmful substances in areas
that drain to the Sacramento River. Therefore, construction contractors would be required to prepare
and implement a SWPPP and comply with the conditions of the NPDES general stormwater permit
for construction activity. The SWPPP would include implementation of a monitoring program; a
SPCCP; and a BSSCP. The contractor would be required to obtain a permit from the Central Valley
RWQCB detailing a plan to control any spills that would occur during construction. These actions
would control against degradation of water quality and bring impact levels of the Project to less than
significant.
The proposed Project would not create any new housing or structures that could impact flow. A
General Reevaluation Report and accompanying Final EIR/EIS were released in December 2015
outlining further and/or continued improvements needed to bring the levees in West Sacramento up to
100-year flood levels. Knowing the levees were recently evaluated, the Project would not result in a
levee break. In conclusion, all water quality and hydrology impacts would be less than significant.

6.3.9 Land Use and Planning
As discussed in the Initial Study, all impacts related to land use and planning would have no impact.
Land uses according to the current Washington District Specific Plan (1996) in the Project area are
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Residential, Community Commercial and Waterfront Commercial, Central Business District, and
Quasi-Public Open Spaces; these land uses are reflected in the City of West Sacramento’s General
Plan (updated July 2015, see Figure 4). The proposed project is consistent with these land use and
zoning designations. The project is compatible with land use policies in the City’s General Plan
(2015) and the Washington District Specific Plan (1996). The City’s Design Review process, rigorous
design review criteria contained in the Municipal Code and the City’s Residential Design Review
Guidelines would ensure that the project would not conflict with plans or policies adopted to avoid or
mitigate a significant environmental effect. The project site is not subject to a Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or any other habitat plan. The project site is surrounded
by existing development, and the proposed project will not physically divide an established
community.

6.3.10 Mineral Resources
As discussed in the Initial Study, all impacts related to mineral resources would have no impact.
The majority of the Project area is zoned per the California Division of Mines and Geology as having
no significant mineral deposits present (MRZ-1), while a small area bordering the Sacramento river is
zoned as having aggregate deposits of undetermined significance there (MRZ-3). Both zones are not
subject to the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act; therefore, the Project would have no
adverse impacts on mineral resources and will not be discussed further in the EIR.

6.3.11 Noise
As discussed in the Initial Study, all impacts related to noise would have less than significant impacts.
Existing ambient noise levels within the Washington District are relatively high to its urban place
setting and proximity to noise-inducing land uses. Temporary construction noise level exposure could
exceed the maximum exterior noise level of 70 dBA for residential receptors. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would reduce short-term construction impacts to a less-than-significant
level. All other noise related impacts for the Project result in less than significant impacts. There
would be no permanent increase in ambient noise levels or vibration levels. The Project area is
outside of the two nautical mile threshold set forth by CEQA Guidelines (§15154, 2016); therefore,
the Project would have no impacts on airport land use plans or residents nearby private airstrips.

6.3.12 Population and Housing
As discussed in the Initial Study, all impacts related to population and housing would have no impact.
Housing development is not associated with the Project; therefore, the project area will not induce
population growth in the area. The project includes bike and pedestrian transportation improvements,
streetscaping, creation of midblock crossing along Tower Bridge Gateway, and the undergrounding of
utilities. None of these activities will require displacement of existing housing and/or residents. As
such, the Project has no impacts on population and housing in the area.

6.3.13 Public Services
As described in the Population and Housing section above, the proposed project would not result in
substantial growth in the area that would require additional public services. To ensure the area would
continue to be adequately served by public services, Mitigation Measure TRANS -1 would provide a
traffic plan to avoid slow-down or detours during construction for emergency service respondents.
Implementation of the proposed Project would not create increased use of area public services,
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because no housing development s are proposed. It is concluded that public services will result in no
impact by the Project.

6.3.14 Recreation
No new parks or expansion of any existing recreation facilities are proposed as part of the proposed
project. The proposed Project would not involve any residential development or employmentgenerating land uses and would therefore, not result in increased population, nor an associated need
for additional recreational facilities. There would be no impact to recreation associated with the
Project.

6.3.15 Transportation and Traffic
The proposed Project does not conflict with any plans, ordinances, or policies establishing measures
of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. With increased accessibility and safety,
the Project would encourage mass transit and alternative transportation, estimating a reduction of cars
on the road; thus generating less GHGs. The Project would not result in a change of air traffic patterns
that would result in substantial aviation risks. The Project will improve road safety with installation of
street lighting, signaled intersections and bump outs at intersections to improve visibility of bicyclists
and pedestrians. Any temporary inadequate emergency access is mitigated to a less than significant
level by the creation of a Traffic Plan/Emergency Services Plan (Mitigation Measure TRANS -1),
following the Yolo County Multi-Hazard Functional Plan recommendations. In summary, the Project
will have less than significant impacts on Transportation and Traffic.

6.3.16 Utilities and Service Systems
The proposed Project would not result in any new residences or businesses, and would therefore not
impact wastewater treatment requirements, delivery, or facilities, and no new on-site sewage systems
would be required. Any amount of wastewater generated by construction workers would be hauled
and treated off-site. No impacts would occur to wastewater treatment requirements, nor would new
water, wastewater facilities, or sewage systems need to be constructed nor expanded. The Project
would affect wastewater utilities in that pipes and other utilities would be relocated underground, but
such effect would not be adverse.
Water for dust control operations would be brought in from off-site. No further water supplies would
be required to serve the proposed Project, and operation would not require water service.
The proposed project is not expected to generate substantial amounts of solid waste. The landfill
therefore has sufficient capacity and the Project impacts would be less than significant. The Project
would comply with all federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
In summary, no adverse impacts would occur to utilities and service systems by the Project. Impacts
of solid waste disposal will be mitigated to a less than significant level.

6.4 UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
The destruction of a portion of archaeological site CA-YOL-27 constitutes an unavoidable significant
impact to a historical resource. Although impacts to the site are partially mitigated with
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implementation of Mitigation Measures CULT-1a through CULT-1b, impacts to historical resources
remain significant and unavoidable. In light of the adverse impact identified pertaining to cultural
resources, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be needed prior to project approval by the
City Council. All other impacts resulting from the proposed project could be mitigated to a less than
significant level (see Table 2.A and the Initial Study, Appendix A).

6.5 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES
CEQA requires that EIRs assess whether the proposed project would result in significant irreversible
changes to the physical environment. The CEQA Guidelines discuss three categories of significant
irreversible changes that should be considered. Each is discussed below.

6.5.1 Changes in Land Use which Commit Future Generations
The proposed project would not result in changes to land use, therefore there would be no irreversible
changes to land use which commit future generations.

6.5.2 Irreversible Damage from Environmental Accidents
No significant environmental damage, such as accidental spills or explosions of hazardous materials,
is anticipated due to implementation of the proposed project. Construction activities associated with
the proposed project would require the use of certain hazardous materials, and the disturbance of
existing on-site soils that are potentially contaminated with hazardous substances. The proposed
project would comply with federal, State, and local regulations related to use of hazardous materials,
and handling and disposal of lead-based paint, asbestos-containing materials, and contaminated soils.
A Spill Prevention and Countermeasure Plan would be prepared, surveys for lead-based paint and
asbestos-containing materials would be conducted, and soil remediation would be completed prior to
initiation of construction activities (see Table 2.A, Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2). Thus,
the proposed project would not result in irreversible damage from environmental accidents.

6.5.3 Consumption of Nonrenewable Resources
Consumption of nonrenewable resources includes increased energy consumption, conversion of
agricultural lands, and lost access to mining reserves. The project site does not contain mineral
resources or prime agricultural soils and is not used for mineral extraction or agriculture. Therefore,
the project would not convert agricultural lands or result in the loss of mining reserves.
The construction and ongoing operation of the proposed project would require the consumption of
nonrenewable resources including fossil fuels, electricity, and natural gas. Nonrenewable natural
resources would be used for project construction. The scale of such consumption for the proposed
project would be typical for construction of a project this size. To the extent feasible, green building
and sustainable design elements would be incorporated into the proposed project to minimize use of
nonrenewable resources.
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7.1 REPORT PREPARERS
Prime Consultant
LSA Associates, Inc.
Land Use and Planning Policy; Biological Resources; Geology, Soils, and Seismicity; Traffic and
Circulation; Noise; Air Quality; Global Climate Change; Public Services; Parks and Recreation
4200 Rocklin Road, Suite 11B
Rocklin, California 95677
Jeff Bray, Principal in Charge
Andrew Pulcheon, Principal, Cultural Resources
Edward Heming, Senior Environmental Planner, Project Manager
Amy Fischer, Principal, Senior Air Quality Specialist
Chris Graham, Environmental Planner
Kat Hughes, Assistant Environmental Planner
Abigail Jackson, Assistant Environmental Planner
Jesse Madsen, Air Quality/Noise Specialist
Katie Vallaire, Senior Cultural Resources Manager
Mike Trueblood, Senior Biological Resources Manager

7.2 REFERENCES
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15000, et seq.
CEQA Guidelines, 2016, Sections 15126.2, 15126.4, 15126.6, and 15355.
City of West Sacramento Municipal Code, Section 17.32.030, Standards: Noise Levels
http://qcode.us/codes/westsacramento/view.php?topic=17-iv-17_32&showAll=1 accessed
10/11/16
City of West Sacramento, 2015. “Washington Realized: A Sustainable Community Strategy.”
https://www.cityofwestsacramento.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=13210
Accessed June 2016.
Gutierrez, Carlos I. 2011 Preliminary Geologic Map of the Sacramento 30-minute x 60-minute
Quadrangle, California. California Geological Survey. Map Scale 1:100,000.
Jefferson, George T. 1991a. A Catalogue of Late Quaternary Vertebrates from California: Part One:
Non-marine Lower Vertebrate and Avian Taxa. Natural History Museum of Los Angeles
County Technical Reports No. 5, Los Angeles.
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Jefferson, George T. 1991b. A Catalogue of Late Quaternary Vertebrates from California: Part Two:
Mammals. Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County Technical Reports No. 7, Los
Angeles.
Public Resources Code §21068
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 2010. Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of
Adverse Impacts to Paleontological Resources. Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. Impact
Mitigation Guidelines Revision Committee. pp. 1–11.
United States Census Bureau, 2014-15. American Community Survey: 5-year Housing Data.
www.americanfactfinder.gov Accessed July 2016.
Walker, M.J.C., M. Berkelhammer, S. Bjorck, L.C. Cwynar, D.A. Fisher, A.J. Long, J.J. Lowe, R.
Newnham, S.O. Rasmussen, and H. Weiss 2012 Formal Subdivision of the Holocene
Series/Epoch: A Discussion Paper by a Working Group of INTIMATE (Integration of IceCore, Marine and Terrestrial Records) and the Subcommision on Quaternary Stratigraphy
(International Commission on Stratigraphy). Journal of Quaternary Science 27:649-659.
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CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND
Project Title:
Lead agency name and address:
Contact person and phone number:

Project Location:
Project sponsor’s name and address:

General plan description:
Zoning:
Description of project: (Describe the whole action
involved, including but not limited to later phases of
the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site
features necessary for its implementation.)

Washington District Sustainable Community
Infrastructure Project
City of West Sacramento
David Tilley, Principal Planner, City of West
Sacramento
916-617-4645
Washington District of West Sacramento (North of
Raley Field)
City of West Sacramento
1110 W Capitol Ave
West Sacramento, 95691
NA
NA
The objective of this Project is to add or improve
the pedestrian, bicycle, parking and streetscape
amenities along several of the key roadways within
the Washington District of the City of West
Sacramento. The above ground utilities along these
roadways will be placed underground, with laterals
leading to houses and businesses, and new street
lighting will be installed to improve the aesthetics
and safety of the neighborhood. Sidewalk
improvements, new bike lanes, and mid-block
pedestrian crossings will be added, as well as a new
street between West Capitol Avenue and Tower
Bridge Gateway, to the east of and parallel to
Garden Street, and to the west of and parallel to the
railroad track. Care will be taken that the new
sidewalks, curb ramps, and crosswalks are ADA
compliant. Lighting will be chosen to create a
unified look for the district. The goal of this project
is to begin the transformation of the Washington
District into the vibrant and inviting area envisioned
in the Washington Realized Plan. The project also
includes environmental documentation and
consultation with local Native American tribes.
New sewer lines will be placed alongside existing
sewer lines. New sewer lines will be:
•

•

•
•
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a 168 foot line with an 8 inch diameter along
the west side of 6th Street between Andrew and
James Streets;
a 442 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter along the
west side of 4th Street between B and D
Streets;
a 241 foot pipe with 10 inch diameter along
3rd Street extending south from B Street;
two 250 foot pipes with 8 inch diameters
running perpendicular south from C Street

between 4th and 3rd Streets;
a 200 foot pipe with an 8 inch diameter at the
west side of the intersection of 6th and C
Streets, parallel to 6th;
• a 550 foot pipe with a 12 inch diameter
extending from the Sacramento Ave to E
Street in line with 8th Street;
• a 400 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter on the
north side of C Street between 5th and 4th
Streets;
• a 218 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter along the
north side of C Street extending east from 4th
Street;
• a 384 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter along the
south side of C Street between 5th and 4th
Streets;
• a 264 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter extending
west from 6th Street along the south side of
California Street;
• a 274 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter extending
east from 6th Street along the south side of E
Street;
• a 127 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter extending
west from 5th Street along the south side of E
Street
• a 378 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter between
5th and 4th Streets along the south side of E
Street
• a 403 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter between
4th and 3rd Streets along the south side of E
Street
• a 362 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter between
3rd and 2nd Streets along the south side of E
Street;
• a 399 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter between
5th and 4th Streets along the south side of F
Street;
• a 403 foot pipe with 8 inch diameter between
4th and 3rd Streets along the south side of F
Street;
• a 399 foot pipe with 12 inch diameter between
6th and 5th Streets along the south side of G
Street;
• a 400 foot pipe with 12 inch diameter between
5th and 4th Streets along the south side of G
Street; and,
• a 370 foot pipe with 12 inch diameter between
4th and 3rd Streets along the south side of G
Street.
Storm drain pipelines will be placed along existing
pipelines. Replacement storm drain pipelines will
include:
•
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•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•
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a 52.2 foot pipeline with a diameter of 24
inches running north from James Street along
6th Street;
a 25.7 foot pipeline with a diameter of 24
inches running south from James Street along
6th Street;
a 339.5 foot pipeline with a diameter of 24
inches between James and B Streets on 6th
Street;
a 379.7 foot pipeline with a diameter of 18
inches along 3rd Street running south from B
Street;
a 55.8 foot pipeline with a diameter of 18
inches along 3rd Street between B and C
Streets;
a 76.4 foot pipeline with a diameter of 18
inches along 3rd Street between B and C
Streets;
a 37 foot pipeline with a diameter of 18 inches
along 3rd Street running north from C Street;
a 313.2 foot pipeline with a diameter of 33
inches along C Street running east from 6th
Street;
a 119.1 foot pipeline with a diameter of 33
inches along C Street running west from 5th
Street;
a 36 foot pipeline with a 12 inch diameter
running north from E Street along 2nd Street;
a 24.7 foot pipeline with a 12 inch diameter
running west from 2nd Street along E Street;
a 36 foot pipeline with an 8 inch diameter
running south from E Street parallel to 2nd
Street;
a 95.2 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter
between 2nd and 3rd Streets along E Street;
a 296.5 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter
running east from 3rd Street along E Street;
a 60.4 foot pipeline with a 24 inch diameter
running across E Street along 4th Street;
a 49.6 foot pipeline with a 24 inch diameter
running south from E Street along 4th Street;
a 64.5 foot pipeline with a 24 inch diameter
running between 7th Street and the rail tracks
on F Street;
a 137.6 foot pipeline with a 24 inch diameter
running between 7th Street and the rail tracks
on F Street;
a 104 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter
between F and G Streets along the rail tracks;
a 123.6 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter
between F and G Streets along the rail tracks;

•

a 54.5 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter
between F and G Streets along the rail tracks;
• a 118 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter
between the rail tracks and 7th Street along G
Street;
• a 91.5 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter
between the rail tracks and 7th Street along G
Street; and,
• a 85.9 foot pipeline with a 15 inch diameter
between the rail tracks and 7th Street along G
Street.
Water main rehabilitation and upgrades will be
placed alongside existing water mains. Water lines
will be rehabilitated and upgraded:
• with an 8 inch diameter along B Street east of
4th Street and turning south onto 2nd Street;
• with a 12 inch diameter along 3rd Street and
halfway along the block to the west running
south from B Street to Metro Lane, and along
Metro Lane from 4th to 3rd Streets;
• with a 12 inch diameter running north from D
Street along 4th Street across the rail tracks;
• with a 12 inch diameter running west from 5th
Street along C Street and curving to the south
along 6th Street to E Street;
• with a 12 inch diameter running north from
West Capital Ave along 5th Street and then
crossing 5th Street;
• with an 8 inch diameter along W Capital Ave
between 5th and 6th Streets; and,
• with a 12 inch diameter between G Street and
West Capital Ave along 6th Street.
All utility pipes will range from a depth of 3 feet to
12 feet, and the maximum width of any trenches
will be 5 feet.
Surrounding land uses and setting; briefly describe
the project’s surroundings:

The Washington District is located in the City of
West Sacramento, in Yolo County. The Project area
is bordered by the Sacramento River and the River
Walk Park to the east, Sixth and 8th Streets to the
west, West Capitol Avenue to the south, and A
Street to the north.
The land uses in the Project area include Central
Business District, Medium Density Residential,
River Mixed Use, and High Density Residential.

Other public agencies whose approval is required
(e.g. permits, financial approval, or participation
agreements):
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NA

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project. Please see the
checklist beginning on page 3 for additional information.
Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Land Use/Planning
Population/Housing
Transportation/Traffic
Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Agriculture and Forestry
Cultural Resources
Hazards and Hazardous
Materials
Mineral Resources
Public Services
Tribal Cultural Resources

Air Quality
Geology/Soils
Hydrology/Water Quality
Noise
Recreation
Utilities/Service Systems

DETERMINATION:
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions
or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required

Signature:

Date:

Printed Name:

For:
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CEQA Environmental Checklist

This checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that might be affected by the
proposed project. In many cases, background studies performed in connection with the projects indicate no
impacts. A NO IMPACT answer in the last column reflects this determination. Where there is a need for
clarifying discussion, the discussion is included either following the applicable section of the checklist or is
within the body of the environmental document itself. The words "significant" and "significance" used
throughout the following checklist are related to CEQA, not NEPA, impacts. The questions in this form are
intended to encourage the thoughtful assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of significance.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

I. AESTHETICS
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?
a, b, No Impact The Project area’s southern boundary is along State Route 275, the Tower Bridge
Gateway, which is partially elevated, preventing any views of the rest of West Sacramento, and the eastern
boundary along the river is bounded by the river levees, preventing any views of the river. There are no
long range views from within the Project area, and views into the Project area from either SR 275 or river
levees are limited to nearby trees, homes, some businesses, and vacant land.
There are no scenic vistas or state scenic highways in the Project area. In Yolo County, there are no
officially designated scenic highways, although State Route 16 is eligible. The nearest state scenic highway
is in Sacramento County; State Route 160 begins approximately eight miles south of the Project area. The
physical barriers (levees, SR 275) and the flat terrain in the region, as well as the distance from the nearest
scenic highway (approximately eight miles), precludes any impacts from the Project on scenic highways or
vistas.
c, No Impact The existing Project area lacks street lighting, bike lanes, and sidewalks in many areas, as
well as a cohesive visual quality. 12 The Project would provide attractive street lighting and new sidewalks,
as well as moving existing above-ground utility lines underground, all of which will improve visual
characteristics of the area.
d, No Impact The introduction of street lighting would introduce new sources of light, which would be
designed to avoid spillover into neighboring properties. There would be no additional traffic added, nor
buildings or structures with reflective surfaces, therefore there would be no increase in glare over existing
conditions. The addition of street lighting would allow for safer movement in the area for all users, and
would not adversely affect any day or nighttime views.
The Project would not have an adverse impact on aesthetics in the area, and would in fact result in
beneficial effects in the area.

1
2

City of West Sacramento, 1996. Washington Specific Plan. May 1996.
City of West Sacramento, 2015. Washington Realized: A Sustainable Community Strategy. January 2015.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST
RESOURCES
In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment Project; and the forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources
Board. Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use,
or a Williamson Act contract?
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
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Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a, b, c, e, No Impact The Project is located wholly within developed areas of West Sacramento and does
not involve any agricultural or forest land. The Project therefore would not convert any agricultural lands to
non-agricultural uses, nor change any forest land zoning.
d, No Impact The Project area is entirely within the city of West Sacramento, and there are no forest
resources within the city. There would be no adverse impacts on Agricultural Lands as a result of this
Project.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

III. AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established
by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make
the following determinations. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region
is non- attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?
a, Less Than Significant Impact The project is within the jurisdiction of the Yolo-Solano Air Quality
Management District (YSAQMD), which is part of the Sacramento Federal Non-Attainment Area by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). Accordingly, the City of West Sacramento is included
in the Sacramento Regional State Implementation Plan (SIP) prepared by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District (SMAQMD) in conjunction with the YSAQMD.
The air quality plans applicable to the project area are the SMAQMD’s 8-Hour Ozone Plan 3 and PM2.5
Implementation/Maintenance Plan. 4
The 8-Hour Ozone Plan demonstrates how existing and new control strategies will provide the necessary
future emission reductions to meet the federal Clean Air Act requirements for reasonable further progress
and attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS for the Sacramento region. The PM2.5 Plan shows that the
region has met the redesignation requirements and requests that EPA redesignate the area to attainment.
The plan also analyzes measures that were implemented to achieve attainment and that will provide for
maintenance of the PM2.5 NAAQS.

3

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 2013. Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone
Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan, 2013 SIP Revisions. September 26.
4
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 2013. Proposed PM2.5
Implementation/Maintenance Plan and Redesignation Request for Sacramento PM2.5 Nonattainment Area.
October 24.
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As indicated in Sections III.b and VII.a, below, the proposed project would not cause significant air quality
or greenhouse gas emissions impacts and would not increase exposure of the population to air pollutants.
The proposed project would contribute to fulfillment of the goals of the implementation/maintenance plans
by encouraging additional bicycling and walking trips. None of the control measures from the
implementation plans apply to the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict
with the goals or control measures, or hinder implementation of the applicable air quality plans. Impacts
would be less than significant.
b, Less Than Significant with Mitigation
Operational Impacts.
The proposed project would construct roadway improvements to enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and
streetscape amenities, install new sewer lines, and relocate above-ground utilities, and would not increase
existing vehicle capacity. Once operational, the project would not result in any long-term operational
emissions. Impacts related to operation of the proposed project would therefore be less than significant.
Construction Impacts.
Construction of proposed improvement projects could result in temporary air quality impacts as ground
disturbance occurs to install streetscape amenities and new sewer lines, and relocate above-ground utilities.
Given the nature of proposed improvement projects, daily emissions from equipment operation, vehicles
transporting equipment and workers, and hauling materials would be minimal. These emissions would be
temporary and limited to the immediate area around the project site, and would not be anticipated to result
in an exceedance of construction level thresholds established by the YSAQMD.
In addition to exhaust emissions, the effects of construction activities would include increased dustfall and
locally elevated levels of particulate matter downwind of construction areas. According to the YSAQMD’s
CEQA Handbook, even projects not exceeding district thresholds should implement best management
practices to reduce fugitive dust emissions and avoid localized health impacts. Common measures include
watering, chemical stabilization of soils or stockpiles, and reducing surface wind speeds with windbreaks.
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would ensure compliance with YAAQMDrecommended best management practices for fugitive dust control and would reduce this impact to a lessthan-significant level.
Mitigation Measure AIR-1: The construction contractor shall implement the following measures at the
project site:
•
•
•
•
•

Water all active construction sites at least twice daily. Frequency should be based on the type of
operation, soil, and wind exposure.
Haul trucks should maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.
Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials.
Cover inactive storage piles.
Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1, the proposed project would not violate any air quality
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and impacts would
therefore be less than significant.
Localized CO Impacts
According to YSAQMD’s CEQA Handbook, a screening approach, originally developed by San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District, can be used to estimate whether or not a project’s traffic impact
would cause a potential CO hotspot at any given intersection. If either of the following criteria is true of
any intersection affected by the project traffic, then the project can be said to have the potential to create a
violation of the CO standard.
A traffic study for the project indicates that the peak-hour Level of Service (LOS) on one or more streets or
at one or more intersections in the project vicinity will be reduced to an unacceptable LOS (typically LOS
E or F); or a traffic study indicates that the project will substantially worsen an already existing peak-hour
LOS F on one or more streets or at one or more intersections in the project vicinity. “Substantially worsen”
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includes situations where delay would increase by 10 seconds or more when project-generated traffic is
included.
The proposed project would construct roadway improvements to enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and
streetscape amenities, install new sewer lines, and relocate above-ground utilities, and would not
significantly affect existing LOS conditions. Neither of the above criteria would be met by the proposed
project; therefore, a CO hotspot would not result and impacts would be less than significant.
c, Less Than Significant Impact CEQA defines a cumulative impact as two or more individual effects,
which when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts. According to YSAQMD, project emissions that are not consistent with the Air Quality Attainment
Plans (AQAP), State Implementation Plans (SIP), or exceed District thresholds of significance will have a
significant cumulative impact unless offset.
As discussed in Sections III.a and III.b, construction and operation of the proposed project would not
conflict with applicable AQAPs or SIPs, or result in significant levels of criteria air pollutants or pollutant
precursors. Therefore, the project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air
quality impacts and this impact would be less than significant.
d, Less Than Significant with Mitigation According to the YSAQMD’s CEQA Handbook 5, a sensitive
receptor is generically defined as a location where human populations, especially children, seniors, or sick
persons are found, and there is a reasonable expectation of continuous human exposure according to the
averaging period for the Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) (e.g., 24-hour, 8-hour, 1-hour). Examples
of sensitive receptors include residences, hospitals, and schools.
In 1998, the ARB identified particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines as a TAC. The ARB has
completed a risk management process that identifies potential cancer risks for a range of activities using
diesel-fueled engines. 6 High volume freeways, stationary diesel engines and facilities attracting heavy and
constant diesel vehicle traffic (e.g., distribution centers and truck stops) were identified as having the
highest associated risk.
Health risks from TACs are a function of both concentration and duration of exposure. Exposure of
receptors to substantial concentrations of toxic air contaminants (TAC) and PM2.5 could occur from the
following situations:
•
•

Siting a new TAC and/or PM2.5 source (e.g., diesel generator, truck distribution center, freeway) near
existing or planned receptors; and
Siting a new receptor near an existing source of TAC and/or PM2.5 emissions.

Operational Impacts.
The proposed project would construct roadway improvements to enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and
streetscape amenities, install new sewer lines, and relocate above-ground utilities, and would not increase
existing capacity. Once operational, the project would not increase emissions of TAC or expose new
sensitive receptors to TAC or PM2.5 emissions. Therefore, health risks associated with operation of the
proposed project would be less than significant.
Construction Impacts.
During construction, various diesel-powered vehicles and equipment would be in use. Unlike freeways and
stationary sources, construction diesel emissions are temporary, affecting an area for a period of days or
perhaps weeks, whereas health risks are based on a 70-year risk duration. Additionally, construction-related
sources are mobile and transient in nature, and the emissions occur within the project site. Road
construction projects are also typically linear in nature, with construction only occurring at one location for
a few days before moving on to another location, thereby exposing each receptor to a fraction of the
construction duration.

5

Yolo-Solano AQMD, 2007. Op. cit.
California Air Resources Board, 2000. Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from
Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles. October.

6
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The proposed project is located in a developed area of West Sacramento with single- and multi-family
residences located directly adjacent to the project sites. Construction activities occurring on the project sites
may expose these residents to airborne particulates and fugitive dust, as well as a small quantity of
pollutants associated with the use of construction equipment (e.g., diesel-fueled vehicles and equipment).
However, given the short duration of construction activities (less than two years, with only a fraction of that
time at each site) relative to the 70-year health risk exposure analysis period and the nature of construction
activities for the proposed project, these sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Therefore, health risks associated with construction of the proposed project would be less
than significant.
e, Less Than Significant Impact Some objectionable odors may be generated from the operation of dieselpowered construction equipment and/or vehicles during the project construction period. Additionally,
during the short-term construction period, odors may occur related to decaying organic material disturbed
during the excavation process. However, these odors would be short-term in duration, would disperse
quickly, and would not result in long-term impacts to the nearby sensitive receptors. Long-term operation
of the proposed project would not generate any new vehicle trips or be a permanent source of odors;
therefore, increases in permanent odors would not result from project operation. Impacts would be less than
significant.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?
a, b, c, d, e, No Impact The Project actions would all take place within an urban, developed area of the
City of West Sacramento. This area has been heavily disturbed from past commercial, industrial, and
residential development. While special-status species reside in or have habitat within the vicinity of the
Project, there is no suitable habitat for special status species within the action area. Additionally, the Project
would not change any land uses or result in additional development.
Review of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) produced no results within the Project area.
The closest CNDDB occurrences are located approximately 200-215 meters from the Project area. The first
occurrence is the Sacramento Valley tiger beetle: there were intensive surveys for this species between
2001 and 2004, and no beetles were found. The second occurrence is the valley elderberry longhorn beetle
(VELB). This species occurs only in the central valley of California and in association with the blue
elderberry shrub. There are no elderberry shrubs in the Project area. Additionally, as the entire Project area
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is urbanized, any elderberry shrubs within Project area would not be habitat for VELB due to level of
ambient disturbance such as vibrations and car traffic. Therefore, there would be no impacts to suitable
wildlife habitat, sensitive natural communities, wetlands, migratory fish or wildlife species, native
residents, or migratory wildlife corridors.
The Sacramento River, located to the east of the Project, provides both terrestrial and aquatic habitats;
however, the Project would not encroach into the Sacramento River Corridor, and would not disturb any
habitats there. The primary habitats in the Project area, not including paved surfaces or structures, consists
of urban residential landscaping and small pockets or ruderal and highly disturbed areas. Several species of
migratory birds that are native to California forage exclusively in urban and suburban areas and could nest
in nearby landscape trees. The Project would remove a small number of trees during construction of the
project, but these will all be landscape/street trees. Any oaks, Heritage, and Landmark trees will be avoided
unless determined unhealthy by a licensed arborist. Per City of West Sacramento’s Tree Ordinance, any
street trees removed for the Project will be replaced according to the City of West Sacramento Landscape
Development Guidelines and according to the Tree Administrator’s instructions in the corresponding tree
permits.
f, No Impact There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans applicable
to the Project; there would be no conflicts with any local policies, ordinances, or Conservation Plans.
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V. CULTURAL
RESOURCES
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?
Regulatory Environment and Existing Conditions
California Environmental Quality Act. CEQA applies to all discretionary projects undertaken or subject
to approval by the state’s public agencies. 7 CEQA states that it is the policy of the State of California to
“take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with… historic environmental qualities… and
preserve for future generations examples of the major periods of California history” . 8 Under the provisions
of CEQA, “A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment”. 9
CEQA requires that historical resources and unique archaeological resources be taken into consideration
during the CEQA planning process. 10 If feasible, adverse effects to the significance of historical resources
must be avoided or the effects mitigated. 11 CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation be undertaken even if
it does not mitigate impacts to a less than significant level. 12
Literature Review. Publications, maps, and aerial photographs were reviewed for archaeological,
ethnographic, historical, and environmental information about the project sites and vicinity. The purpose of
this review was to: 1) identify cultural resources within the project sites, and 2) identify the potential for the
project sites to contain such resources.
Paleontological and geological literature relevant to the project sites and vicinity were also reviewed. This
review identified the project area as being underlain by Holocene alluvium, Pliocene (2.6 to 5.3 million
years old) Orinda Formation deposits, and Pleistocene to Late Pliocene (10,000 to 5.3 million years old)
7

14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] §15002(i)
Public Resources Code [PRC] §21001(b), (c)
9
14 CCR §15064.5(b)
10
14 CCR §15064.5; PRC §21083.2
11
14 CCR §15064.5(b)(4)
12
14 CCR §15126.4 (a)(1)
8
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Santa Clara Formation deposits. The Orinda Formation and Santa Clara Formation are known to contain
fossils.
The literature review and archival research confirmed that prehistoric archaeological site CA-YOL-27 is
within the project site (see below for a description of this resource). Historic topographical maps depict a
mound in the same location of this site as late as 1916. West Sacramento was occupied during the Mission
period by the Patwin people.
A review of the City of West Sacramento’s 2014 Washington District Historic Resources Survey was
conducted to identify any previously identified historical resources that may be impacted by the project.
The Washington District Historic Resources Survey was completed in 2014 as an update to an original
survey conducted in 1986 by the City as part of a comprehensive inventory. The 2014 study was directed
by the City’s Community Development Department and conducted by members of the Bryte and Broderick
Community Action Network (BBCAN) and the West Sacramento Historical Society (WSHS). The survey
yielded 67 buildings/structures that are considered historical resources.
The review identified 17 contributors to the historic district that are within the project site, as described in
the Project Site Cultural Resources section below.
Field Review. A field review of the project site was conducted on May 25, 2016, to identify any cultural
resources in the project site and also to ensure that the most current baseline conditions of the 17 historical
resources previously identified in the project site were considered. Based on the field review, two built
environment historical resources have been demolished since 2014. Major structural modifications or
alterations to the other historical resources and to their surrounding setting have not occurred since the
2014 Washington District Historic Resources Survey was prepared.
LSA archaeologists conducted a Presence/Absence excavation to support this study between July 12 and
14, 2016. The purpose of the excavation was to determine whether site CA-YOL-27 extended into the
project’s Area of Direct Impact. The excavations included 13 trenches excavated by a backhoe equipped
with a 0.6-meter (24-inch) flat-edged bucket; all were outside of the estimated boundary of CA-YOL-27.
All trenches were monitored by two archaeologists and a tribal cultural monitor. Soil was removed 10 to 20
cm at a time, dispersed on the ground surface for inspection by the archaeologists and tribal monitor, and
portion-sampled through 0.6-cm (0.25-inch) mesh screens. One trench identified what appeared to be an
intact prehistoric midden deposit associated with CA-YOL-27 that contained dark soil, fire-affected rock,
and shell detritus, and confirmed that a newly identified portion of the resource is within the project site.
Consultation and Outreach.
Native American Heritage Commission: On May 18, 2016, LSA emailed a letter describing the Project
and a map depicting the Project Area to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento
requesting a review of their Sacred Lands File for any Native American cultural resources that might be
affected by the proposed project. The NAHC is the official State repository of Native American sacred site
location records in California. On May 20, 2016, NAHC Staff Services Analyst Sharaya Souza responded
via email that “Tribal Cultural Resources were identified in the Project Area provided” and to contact the
Native American tribes for more information about the resources. The City met with the NAHC on June 28,
2016, to discuss the project and the tribal affiliation of CA-YOL-27.
Native American Tribal Groups: The City conducted initial tribal outreach for the project on May 27,
2016. The purpose of this outreach was to identify sites of Native American interest or concern that may be
impacted by the proposed project and to solicit opinions for avoiding or mitigating potential impacts to
such sites. The City maintains a notification list for the project area of all tribes that have requested to be
consulted pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) 21080.3.1(b)(1) and Chapter 532 Statutes of 2014 (i.e.,
AB 52). Two Native American tribal groups are currently on the City’s Notice List. The City mailed a
letter describing the project, the project location, background, known cultural and/or historic records, City
contact information, and a map indicating the approximate location of the project site. That same week,
LSA sent a notification email to the designated contacts and/or cultural resources managers from both
tribes. The City received responses from both interested tribal groups. Both tribal groups were concerned
about cultural resources that may be impacted by the project. On June 21 and 22, 2016, consultation
meetings between the tribes and the City were held. The City sent subsequent consultation letters to both
tribes on June 29, 2016, requesting input about any cultural resources in the project area. On September 14,
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2016, the City sent another letter in the mail and via email to both of the consulting tribes, summarizing the
consultation efforts to date and requesting information.
West Sacramento Historical Society: On June 6, 2016, LSA sent a letter describing the project and maps
depicting the project site to the West Sacramento Historical Society to solicit any concerns about cultural
resources that may be impacted by project implementation. LSA spoke with Mr. Don Schatzel on June 28,
2016, via telephone. Mr. Schatzel stated that it did not appear that project activities would affect any
historic-period resources in the area.
a, Less Than Significant The historical resources identified by the literature review and field survey are
listed below:
•

418 C Street (APN 010-495-021-000);

•

222 E Street (APN 010-374-010-000);

•

230 E Street (APN 010-374-008-000);

•

310 E Street (APN 010-483-015-000);

•

314 E Street (APN 010-483-014-000);

•

316 E Street (APN 010-483-019-000);

•

318 E Street (APN 010-483-013-000);

•

424 E Street (APN 010-484-018-000);

•

317 F Street (APN 010-475-002-000);

•

526 G Street (APN 010-465-005-000);

•

201 3rd Street (APN 010-101-005-000);

•

213 3rd Street (APN 010-101-004-000);

•

316 3rd Street (APN 010-482-010-000);

•

322-330 3rd Street (APN 010-482-003-000);

•

500 3rd Street (APN 010-471-004-000);

•

323 4th Street (APN 010-482-004-000); and

•

439 4th Street (APN 010-483-012-000).

The City of West Sacramento considers the above resources in the project site that were listed in the 2014
Washington District Historic Resources Survey to be historical resources. The survey inventory qualifies as
a “local register of historical resources,” defined at PRC §5020.1(k) as “a list of properties officially
designated or recognized as historically significant by a local government pursuant to a local ordinance or
resolution.”
The Project is anticipated to have a less than significant impacts to 17 built environment historical
resources. The proposed sidewalk improvements, landscaping, and sewer lateral replacements will not
destroy, demolish, or alter the built environment historical resources or their setting in any significant way,
therefore impacts will be less-than-significant.
b, Potentially Significant Impact Historical resources identified through field surveys, background
research, tribal consultation, and excavation are listed below.
•

13

P-57-000030/CA-YOL-27: In 1964, the site was described as comprising “points, slate
ornaments, [and] shell beads” and midden within an approximately 200-foot diameter extending to
a maximum depth of five feet below the surface. 13

Heizer 1934
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For purposes of this project, the City as the lead CEQA agency considers the CA-YOL-27 site to be eligible
for listing in the California Register under Criterion 4 due to its ability to yield information important in
prehistory. This assessment is based on previous archaeological surveys and excavations conducted at this
site that have identified midden, groundstone, fire-affected rocks, features, flaked stone, shell, and human
remains. These materials and human remains have the potential to provide information on ancestral Patwin
lifeways. This information can address questions related to ancestral Patwin chronology and culture
history; subsistence and settlement behaviors; technology; and social interaction and exchange.
Project implementation is anticipated to have a significant impact to CA-YOL-27. Furthermore, due to the
archaeological sensitivity of the area, previously unidentified archaeological resources and human remains
may be encountered during project construction.
Impact CULT-1: Project implementation would result in a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an archaeological site (CA-YOL-27) that qualifies as a historical resource under CEQA.
The proposed project would potentially destroy a portion of CA-YOL-27 during project construction. As
noted in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(1-2), destruction would result in a “substantial adverse
change” in the significance of this historical resource. A mitigation program that incorporates
documentation of the resource through data recovery and construction monitoring would partially mitigate
the project’s impacts on cultural resources per the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C) 14. The City
would be responsible for funding the following mitigation measures and ensuring that these mitigation
measures are fulfilled.
Mitigation Measure CULT-1a: Prior to construction, the City retain a cultural resources consultant to
prepare and implement a Data Recovery Plan for the portion of CA-YOL-27 that will be impacted by the
project. The Data Recovery Plan shall specify the archaeological methods to be used (i.e. control units,
auger holes, recordation, safety measures, etc.) to obtain the necessary data needed to answer research
design questions. The field investigation should adhere to the methods set forth in the Data Recovery Plan.
A tribal monitor shall observe the archaeological excavations. Subsequent to the completion of data
recovery excavations, site/feature documentation, laboratory work, technical analyses, and field monitoring
at CA-YOL-27, a report shall be prepared detailing the tasks undertaken.
The report shall contain a summary of all previous archaeological studies at CA-YOL-27, and discuss the
methods and findings of the archaeological excavations, and present avenues for future research at the site.
The report shall also contain technical appendices of analyses conducted as part of the site’s study, such as
obsidian hydration and radiocarbon dating, and a DPR 523 site record updating the findings of the
excavation at CA-YOL-27. Copies of the report shall be submitted to the City of West Sacramento and the
Northwest Information Center.
Mitigation Measure CULT-1b: During any ground-disturbing activities associated with the project,
archaeological and tribal monitoring shall be conducted concurrently within areas of high archaeological
sensitivity. A qualified archaeologist and a tribal monitor shall monitor excavation, grading, and other
earth-moving activities within 100 feet of the CA-YOL-27 boundary. The archaeologist and tribal observer
will (1) identify any archaeological resources that may be present; and (2) ensure that if human remains are
identified they are treated in an appropriate and respectful manner and that the County Coroner and the City
of West Sacramento are notified in a timely manner. If previously unidentified cultural materials are
unearthed during construction, work shall be halted in that area until a qualified archaeologist can assess
the significance of the find. If major adjustments are made to the horizontal or vertical extent of
archaeological Project Area, then an archaeologist shall be consulted to determine if further identification
efforts are recommended.

14

“When data recovery through excavation is the only feasible mitigation, a data recovery plan, which
makes provisions for adequately recovering the scientifically consequential information from and about the
historical resource, shall be prepared and adopted prior to any excavation being undertaken. Such studies
shall be deposited with the California Historical Resources Regional Information Center. Archeological
sites known to contain human remains shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 7050.5
Health and Safety Code. If an artifact must be removed during project excavation or testing, curation may
be an appropriate mitigation.”
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Impact CULT-2: Project implementation may impact previously unidentified subsurface archaeological
resources that qualify as historical resources or unique archaeological resources under CEQA.
The potential for encountering previously unidentified, intact subsurface archaeological deposits in the
project site that may qualify as historical or unique archaeological resources, as defined in Section
15064.5(3)(c) and Section 21083.2, cannot be discounted.
Mitigation Measure CULT-2: The City shall inform its contractor(s) of the possibility of subsurface
archaeological deposits within the project area by including the following directive in contract documents:
“If prehistoric or historical archaeological deposits are discovered during project activities, all work within
100 feet of the discovery shall be redirected and a qualified archaeologist contacted to assess the situation,
consult with agencies as appropriate, and make recommendations regarding the treatment of the discovery.
Project personnel shall not collect or move any archaeological materials or human remains and associated
materials. Archaeological resources can include flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, choppers)
or obsidian, chert, basalt, or quartzite toolmaking debris; bone tools; culturally darkened soil (i.e., midden
soil often containing heat-affected rock, ash and charcoal, shellfish remains, faunal bones, and cultural
materials); and stone-milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones). Prehistoric archaeological sites
often contain human remains. Historical materials can include wood, stone, concrete, or adobe footings,
walls, and other structural remains; debris-filled wells or privies; and deposits of wood, glass, ceramics,
metal, and other refuse.”
If archaeological deposits are identified during project subsurface construction, all ground-disturbing
activities within 100 feet shall be redirected and a qualified archaeologist contacted to assess the situation
and consult with agencies as appropriate. The archaeologist shall first determine whether such deposits are
historical resources as defined in 14 CCR §15064.5(a) and as required of the lead agency at 14 CCR
§15064.5(c)(1). If these deposits do not qualify as historical resources, a determination will be made if they
qualify as unique archaeological resources, pursuant to 14 CCR §15064.5(c)(3). If the deposit qualifies as
either a historical resource or a unique archaeological resource it will need to be avoided by adverse effects
or such effects must be mitigated. Mitigation may consist of, but is not necessarily limited to, systematic
recovery and analysis of archaeological deposits; recording the resource; preparation of a report of
findings; and accessioning recovered archaeological materials at an appropriate curation facility. Public
educational outreach may also be appropriate. Upon completion of the assessment, the archaeologist shall
prepare a report documenting the methods and results, and provide recommendations for the treatment of
the archaeological materials discovered. The report shall be submitted to the City of West Sacramento and
the Northwest Information Center.
Significance Level after Mitigation Implementation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-1a
and CULT-1b would minimize the potential significant adverse impacts the proposed project may have on
an archaeological site that qualifies as a historical resource; however, it would not reduce project impacts to
a less than significant level. The impacts from the proposed project to this historical resource would
therefore remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation (SU). Implementation of Mitigation Measures
CULT-2 would reduce potential impacts to historical resources from the proposed project to a less than
significant level (LTS).
c, Less than Significant with Mitigation
Paleontological Resources.
Project plans, geologic maps of the project site, and relevant geological and paleontological literature were
reviewed to determine which geologic units are present within the project site and whether fossils have
been recovered within the project site or from those or similar geologic units elsewhere in the region. A
search for known fossil localities was also conducted through the online collections database of the
University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) at the University of California, Berkeley, in
order to determine the status and extent of previously recorded paleontological resources within and
surrounding the project site.
Paleontological Sensitivity.
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Geologic mapping 15 indicates the project site contains Holocene (less than 11,700 years ago) Alluvium,
which consists of poorly to moderately sorted gravel, sand, and silt. Although Holocene deposits can
contain remains of plants and animals, only those from the middle to early Holocene (4,200 to 11,700 years
ago) 16 are considered scientifically important 17. Scientifically important fossils from middle to early
Holocene deposits are not very common, and the UCMP has no records of vertebrate fossil localities from
Holocene deposits within or surrounding the project site. However, Pleistocene (11,700–2.588 million
years ago) sediments, which may be encountered beneath the Holocene Alluvium at depths of
approximately 20 feet or more, have produced a variety of scientifically important fossils elsewhere in the
County and the region. These fossils include large and small mammals, reptiles, fish, invertebrates, and
plants. 1819 According to the locality search through the UCMP online collections database, there are 5
known localities from Pleistocene deposits within the County. These localities have produced 126 fossil
specimens, including large and small mammals, such as mammoth (Mammuthus columbi), bison (Bison),
horse (Equus), giant ground sloth (Glossotherium harlani), camel (Camelops hesternus), dire wolf (Canis
dirus), coyote (Canis latrans), rabbits (Sylvilagus), and various rodents (Thomomys, Neotoma, Microtus,
Spermophilus, Reithrodontomys, Scapanus latimus), as well as snakes (Thamnophis), amphibians (Rana,
Scaphiopus), and birds (Neornithes). Because there is a potential to find these types of fossils in the older
sediments beneath the Holocene Alluvium at depths of approximately 20 ft or more, the deposits within the
project site are considered to have low paleontological sensitivity from the surface to a depth of 20 ft and a
high sensitivity below that mark.
The project is located in a previously disturbed area, and ground disturbance is not expected to extend
below a depth of 12 ft. Therefore, the project is unlikely to impact scientifically important paleontological
resources. In the unlikely event that fossil remains are encountered, paleontological mitigation will need to
be developed. This mitigation would include paleontological monitoring; collection of observed resources;
preservation, stabilization, and identification of collected resources; curation of resources into a museum
repository; and preparation of a monitoring report of findings.
No paleontological resources or unique geologic features are known to exist within or near the project site.
The site is underlain by Holocene Alluvium, which is considered to have low paleontological sensitivity
from the surface to a depth of 20 ft and high sensitivity below that mark. However, the project site is
located in a previously disturbed area and will have ground disturbance that extends to a maximum depth of
12 ft. Therefore, the project is unlikely to impact scientifically important paleontological resources. Should
undiscovered paleontological resources be found during project construction, Mitigation Measure PALEO1 shall be implemented to reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources.
Mitigation Measure PALEO-1: If paleontological resources are encountered during project excavation
and no monitor is present, all ground-disturbing activities within 50 feet of the find shall be redirected to
other areas until a qualified paleontologist can be retained to evaluate the find and make recommendations
for additional paleontological mitigation, which may include paleontological monitoring; collection of
observed resources; preservation, stabilization, and identification of collected resources; curation of
resources into a museum repository; and preparation of a final report documenting the monitoring methods
15
Gutierrez, Carlos I. 2011
Preliminary Geologic Map of the Sacramento 30-minute x 60-minute
Quadrangle, California. California Geological Survey. Map Scale 1:100,000.
16
Walker, M.J.C., M. Berkelhammer, S. Bjorck, L.C. Cwynar, D.A. Fisher, A.J. Long, J.J. Lowe, R.
Newnham, S.O. Rasmussen, and H. Weiss 2012 Formal Subdivision of the Holocene Series/Epoch: A
Discussion Paper by a Working Group of INTIMATE (Integration of Ice-Core, Marine and Terrestrial
Records) and the Subcommision on Quaternary Stratigraphy (International Commission on Stratigraphy).
Journal of Quaternary Science 27:649-659.
17
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 2010. Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of
Adverse Impacts to Paleontological Resources. Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. Impact Mitigation
Guidelines Revision Committee. pp. 1–11.
18
Jefferson, George T. 1991a. A Catalogue of Late Quaternary Vertebrates from California: Part One: Nonmarine Lower Vertebrate and Avian Taxa. Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County Technical
Reports No. 5, Los Angeles.
19
Jefferson, George T. 1991b. A Catalogue of Late Quaternary Vertebrates from California: Part Two:
Mammals. Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County Technical Reports No. 7, Los Angeles.
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and results to be submitted to the museum repository and the City.
d, Less Than Significant with Mitigation
Impact CULT-3: Ground-disturbing activities associated with project construction could potentially
impact human remains.
Mitigation Measure CULT-3: If human remains are encountered, these remains shall be treated in
accordance with California Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 7050.5. The City shall inform its
contractor(s) of the cultural sensitivity of the project area for human remains by including the following
directive in contract documents:
“If human remains are encountered during project activities, work within 100 feet of the discovery shall be
redirected and the County Coroner notified immediately. At the same time, an archaeologist shall be
contacted to assess the situation and consult with agencies as appropriate. Project personnel shall not
collect or move any human remains and associated materials. If the human remains are of Native American
origin, the Coroner must notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours of this
identification. The Native American Heritage Commission will identify a Most Likely Descendant to
inspect the site and provide recommendations for the proper treatment of the remains and associated grave
goods.”
In the event that human remains are encountered during project activities, work within 100 feet of the
discovery should be redirected and the County Coroner notified immediately. At the same time, an
archaeologist should be contacted to assess the situation and consult with agencies as appropriate. Project
personnel should not collect or move any human remains and associated materials. If the human remains
are of Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the Native American Heritage Commission within
24 hours of this identification. The Native American Heritage Commission will identify a Most Likely
Descendant (MLD) to inspect the site and provide recommendations for the proper treatment of the remains
and associated grave goods. Upon completion of the assessment, the archaeologist shall prepare a report
documenting the methods and results, and provide recommendations for the treatment of the human
remains and any associated cultural materials, as appropriate and in coordination with the recommendations
of the MLD. The report shall be submitted to the City of West Sacramento and the Northwest Information
Center.
Informing contractor(s) and ensuring assessment and appropriate monitoring of any potential human
remains found at the Project site would reduce any potential impacts on human remains to a less-thansignificant level.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42?
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?
The Project area is located within the Washington District of the City of West Sacramento in Yolo County,
within the Great Valley geomorphic province. The Great Valley, an elongated lowland, extends 500 miles
north and south, separating the Sierra Nevada from the Coast Ranges. The valley is monotonous
geologically and relatively undeformed, representing primarily the alluvial, flood, and delta plains of its
two major tributaries – the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers – and their tributaries. The only outward
drainage is through Carquinez Strait, into San Francisco Bay. The Great Valley’s most fertile lands lie at
the head of this strait, where the deltas of the two main rivers converge.
The Project area is west of the Sacramento River, approximately 6.5 miles south of its confluence with the
American River. The Project area lies on reclaimed land protected from floods by levees along the
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Sacramento River, and consists of fine-grained sediments, mainly silt and clay, which was deposited by
still water from past seasonal flooding.
The Project area elevation is approximately 25 feet above mean sea level. The upper soil is composed of
stream channel deposits, underlain by older inter-layered cohesive and granular river-delta deposits. The
soil types in the area include Lang sandy loam, Lang sandy loam (deep), and Sycamore Silt Loam. These
soil types are characterized by rapid to moderate permeability, very slow surface runoff, low to moderate
shrink-swell potential, and negligible to slight soil erosion hazard.
a i, ii, No Impact The Project is not located along a known fault, nor was it within an area delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. The nearest significantly active faults are
over fifty miles away, including the Calaveras, the Hayward, and the San Andreas fault zones. Potentially
active faults include the Midland (twenty miles away), the Greenland (forty miles away), and the Rodgers
Creek fault (sixty five miles away). Historically, West Sacramento has experienced relatively low levels of
seismic activity. However, there is the possibility of neighboring seismic activity being felt in West
Sacramento, and earthquakes from other regions have occasionally caused minor damage. There is,
therefore, little likelihood of strong seismic ground shaking or seismic-related ground failure. The
topography of the area is a flat leveed flood plain, and is therefore not susceptible to landslides.
b, No Impact The Project’s actions would occur exclusively within urban, medium to high density
residential, commercial, and retail areas. Within these areas, the primary works will take place in, on, and
immediately adjacent to existing city streets. There will be very little loss of topsoil, as there will be very
little topsoil disturbed by Project activities.
c, d, No Impact In the Washington District’s 1996 Specific Plan, it is a stated policy to prevent loss of life,
injury, and property damage due to geologic and seismic hazards. As such, for each project developed
under the still-current 1996 Specific Plan, a geotechnical study shall be performed by a Certified
Engineering Geologist or Licensed Geotechnical Engineer to assess geologic and seismic conditions in the
Project area, including liquefaction, settlement, and lateral spreading potential. That geotechnical study
would then provide recommendations for foundation and Project design, therefore helping to prevent any
impacts from potential seismic or geologic hazards.
e, No Impact The Project would improve existing sewer lines, and would therefore not require septic or
other alternative waste water disposal systems.
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS
EMISSIONS
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?
a, Less than Significant Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are present in the atmosphere naturally, are released by
natural sources, or are formed from secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere. The gases that are
widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced global climate change are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Carbon dioxide (CO2);
Methane (CH4);
Nitrous oxide (N2O);
Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs);
Perfluorocarbons (PFCs); and
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6).

Over the last 200 years, humans have caused substantial quantities of GHGs to be released into the
atmosphere. These extra emissions are increasing GHG concentrations in the atmosphere and enhancing the
natural greenhouse effect, which is believed to be causing global warming. While manmade GHGs include
naturally-occurring GHGs such as CO2, methane, and N2O, some gases, like HFCs, PFCs, and SF6 are
completely new to the atmosphere.
Certain gases, such as water vapor, are short-lived in the atmosphere. Others remain in the atmosphere for
significant periods of time, contributing to climate change in the long term. Water vapor is excluded from
the list of GHGs above because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its atmospheric concentrations are
largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation.
These gases vary considerably in terms of Global Warming Potential (GWP), which is a concept developed
to compare the ability of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another gas. The GWP is
based on several factors, including the relative effectiveness of a gas to absorb infrared radiation and length
of time that the gas remains in the atmosphere (“atmospheric lifetime”). The GWP of each gas is measured
relative to CO2, the most abundant GHG; the definition of GWP for a particular GHG is the ratio of heat
trapped by one unit mass of the GHG to the ratio of heat trapped by one unit mass of CO2 over a specified
time period. GHG emissions are typically measured in terms of pounds or tons of “CO2 equivalents”
(CO2e).
The State CEQA Guidelines indicate that a project would normally have a significant adverse GHG
emission impact if the project would:
•
•

Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment; or
Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs.
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The YSAQMD has not established any specific thresholds of significance for GHG emissions, but it
recommends that proposed projects include a qualitative discussion of GHGs in air quality analyses for
sizable projects.
Short-Term Construction-Related GHG Emissions
The proposed project would construct roadway improvements to enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and
streetscape amenities, install new sewer lines, and relocate above-ground utilities. Emissions associated
with implementation of the proposed project would occur from construction activities, consisting primarily
of emissions from equipment exhaust. Given the nature of proposed improvement projects, daily emissions
from equipment operation, vehicles transporting equipment and workers, and hauling materials would be
minimal. These emissions would be temporary and limited to the immediate area around the project site.
Long-Term Operational GHG Emissions
Because the proposed project would enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and streetscape amenities, and would not
generate any vehicles trips, the proposed project is not expected to generate GHG emissions once
operational, and would not conflict with any plan related to the reduction of GHG emissions. Once
constructed, the project would enhance alternate modes of transportation to encourage non-motorized
vehicle travel, which could contribute to a reduction in regional GHG emissions. Therefore, impacts
associated with project implementation would be less than significant.
b, Less than Significant Impact
Federal Regulations
The United States has historically had a voluntary approach to reducing GHG emissions. However, on
April 2, 2007, the United States Supreme Court ruled that the USEPA has the authority to regulate CO2
emissions under the federal Clean Air Act (CAA).
On April 1, 2010, the USEPA and the Department of Transportation’s National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) announced a final joint rule to establish a national program consisting of new
standards for model year 2012 through 2016 light-duty vehicles that will reduce GHG emissions and
improve fuel economy. The USEPA GHG standards require these vehicles to meet an estimated combined
average emissions level of 250 grams of CO2 per mile in model year 2016, equivalent to 35.5 miles per
gallon (mpg). These standards mark the first-ever national greenhouse gas emissions standards under the
CAA. Additionally, the Heavy-Duty National Program was finalized in August 2011 by the EPA and the
NHTSA and addresses medium- and heavy-duty vehicles.
In June 1, 2005, then-Governor Schwarzenegger established California’s GHG emissions reduction targets
in Executive Order S-3-05. The Executive Order established the following goals for the State of California:
GHG emissions should be reduced to 2000 levels by 2010; GHG emissions should be reduced to 1990
levels by 2020; and GHG emissions should be reduced to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.
California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the “Global
Warming Solutions Act,” passed by the State legislature on August 31, 2006. This effort aims at reducing
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The ARB has established the level of GHG emissions in 1990 at
427 MMT CO2e. The emissions target of 427 MMT requires the reduction of 169 MMT from the State’s
projected business-as-usual 2020 emissions of 596 MMT. AB 32 requires the ARB to prepare a Scoping
Plan that outlines the main State strategies for meeting the 2020 deadline and to reduce GHGs that
contribute to global climate change. The Scoping Plan was approved by the ARB on December 11, 2008,
and includes measures to address GHG emission reduction strategies related to energy efficiency, water
use, and recycling and solid waste, among other measures. Emission reductions that are projected to result
from the recommended measures in the Scoping Plan are expected to total 174 MMT of CO2e, which would
allow California to attain the emissions goal of 427 MMT of CO2e by 2020. The Scoping Plan includes a
range of GHG reduction actions that may include direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms,
monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, and market-based mechanisms such as a capand-trade system. The measures in the Scoping Plan will not be binding until after they are adopted through
the normal rulemaking process and therefore are only recommendations at this time. The ARB rulemaking
process includes preparation and release of each of the draft measures, and public input through workshops
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and a public comment period, followed by an ARB Board hearing and rule adoption.
Local Efforts
The City of West Sacramento completed a Draft Climate Action Plan (CAP) in August 2010. While the
plan has not been finalized, it outlines the program the community will follow to reduce GHG emissions.
None of the proposed measures in the CAP apply to the proposed project, as they include either actions the
City will take to reduce GHG emissions community-wide, or actions to be taken by new development
projects.
Project Impacts
The regulatory plans and policies discussed above are intended to reduce federal, state, and local GHG
emissions by targeting the largest emitters of GHGs: the transportation and energy sectors. The proposed
project includes roadway improvements to enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and streetscape amenities, install
new sewer lines, and relocate above-ground utilities in the Washington District of West Sacramento. The
proposed Project would not generate any new vehicle trips during operation and would not conflict with
these transportation reduction measures. In addition, the proposed project does not propose any
development that would increase energy demand. The proposed project would not conflict with the State
goal of reducing GHG emissions and would not conflict with the AB 32 Scoping Plan or any other plan or
policy. The proposed project would be subject to all applicable permit and planning requirements in place
or adopted by Yolo County and the City of West Sacramento. Therefore, the proposed project would not
conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases.
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?
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a, Less than Significant The Project would bury existing sewer and utility lines and add bicycle lanes,
sidewalks, parking and street lighting. The Project would not introduce or increase any handling, transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials and would, therefore, have a less-than-significant impact.
b, Less than Significant with Mitigation Hazardous materials (e.g. fuel, lubricant, concrete curing
materials) may be used by construction equipment and for proposed Project improvements during
construction. These materials would be used in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations and, if
used properly, would not pose a hazard to people, animals, or plants. All refueling and maintenance of
construction vehicles and equipment would occur within the designated staging area for the proposed
Project. The use of hazardous materials for construction equipment would be temporary and the proposed
Project would not include a permanent use or source of hazardous materials. Mitigation is provided below
to reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 The contractor shall prepare a Spill Prevention and Countermeasure Plan
(SPCP) prior to the commencement of construction activities. The SPCP shall include information on the
nature of all hazardous materials that would be used on-site. The SPCP shall also include information
regarding proper handling of hazardous materials, and clean-up procedures in the event of an accidental
release. The phone number of the agency overseeing hazardous materials and toxic clean-up shall be
provided in the SPCP. This would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
c, Less than Significant with Mitigation Schools are considered sensitive receptors for hazardous material
issues because children are more susceptible than adults to the effects of many hazardous materials. The
Project is within a quarter mile of two existing or proposed schools: the Learning Ladder Preschool and
Child Care Center located in the City of Sacramento’s Community Center at 1075 West Capitol Ave; and
the City of Dharma Realm Instilling Goodness Elementary School and Developing Virtue Secondary
School, located at 1029 West Capitol Avenue. Because construction and operation activities could
potentially involve hazardous materials, the proposed Project would have the potential to emit hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of existing or
proposed school. However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, described above, the
potential impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
d, Less than Significant with Mitigation Included in the Washington Realized Appendices is a 2012 Area
Wide Assessment 20 of the Washington District Redevelopment Area. There are several sites identified
through record searches, research into past uses, and location visits to contain or potentially contain
hazardous materials. These include:
•
•

•

•
•

the USEPA-listed former Capitol Plating facility at 319 3rd Street, where soils have been found to be
contaminated with heavy metals and the chlorinated solvent 1,2-dichloroethane (DCA);
the Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST)-listed former sites of Gary’s Mohawk Service Station
(427 C Street) and Old Trailways Property (500 E Street), both of which were at one point sites of
petroleum hydrocarbon contamination;
the Registered Underground Storage Tank (UST)-listed Lehrer Vacant Lot at 317-319 C Street, which
is the site of multiple former auto-serving businesses but at which no contamination has been found
during investigations;
the UST-listed 5th Street Pump Station at 326 5th Street, which has been determined uncontaminated;
the UST-listed former Senator Garage/Golden Eagle Garage at 519 C Street, which contained three
USTs at one point, all of which were reported to have been removed.

The most significant of these is likely the former Capitol Plating facility, which is known to contain
contaminated soils. However, the Project design does not include any underground or otherwise grounddisturbing activity at the site of the former facility, therefore avoiding any hazardous waste related impacts

20

City of West Sacramento 2015 Washington Realized Appendices.
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at that site. However, for this and other sites in the Project area, as listed above and further discussed in the
Area Wide Assessment , 21 implementation of the following mitigation would ensure that workers,
residents, and other sensitive receivers would not be exposed to undue risk as a result of disturbing any
prior contamination.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 Prior to the issuance of ground-disturbing permits for burying new utility
lines, creating new sidewalks, and installing street lighting, the City of West Sacramento will prepare a sitespecific Phase I Environmental Site Assessment to assess the presence of hazards or hazardous materials.
Recommendations from the site assessment shall be incorporated into development plans and implemented
to ensure no adverse effects from onsite hazards. With this mitigation, risks due to existing/prior Project
area contamination would be less-than-significant.
e, No Impact The Project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public
airport; therefore, no impacts would occur.
f, No Impact The Project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip; therefore, no impacts would
occur.
g, Less than Significant During Construction, the Project could temporarily impact emergency response or
evacuation plans. The Project would include work on C Street, 6th Street, and West Capitol Ave, all of
which are Evacuation Route Surface Streets. Detour routes would be provided. The Traffic Management
Plan, as described in Section XVI, would address notification of emergency service providers.
h, No Impact The Project is not located in or near any wildlands; therefore, no impacts would occur.

21

City of West Sacramento 2015 Washington Realized Appendices.
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or offsite?
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or off-site?
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow
a, No Impact Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code Sections
13000 – 16104), the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) prepares and updates
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the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins (Basin Plan) every three
years. The most recent update was completed in April 2016. The Project would comply with the Water
Quality Control Plan, and would therefore not violate any water quality standards or regulations.
b, Less than Significant The Project is located in the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin, Yolo Subbasin. Groundwater in this sub-basin is affected by periods of drought as a result of groundwater pumping
and less surface water recharge. Groundwater quality is considered good for agricultural as well as
municipal uses. The Project would not require digging or trenching at depths where groundwater aquifers
used for drinking water occur. In 2010, groundwater flow direction was estimated to in a southeasterly
direction with a reported gradient of 0.0018 feet per-foot. Depth to water was measured at approximately
14 feet below ground surface . 22 Burying utility and sewer lines would involve the greatest depth for
trenching. If trenching activities were to reach a groundwater aquifer used for drinking water, adherence to
the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and compliance with the conditions of the National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) general stormwater permit will reduce this possible
effect to less than significant.
c, d, e, f, Less than Significant The Project could involve storage, use, or discharge of toxic and other
harmful substances in areas that drain to the Sacramento River. Construction activities would involve the
use of heavy equipment, cranes, compactors, and other construction equipment that uses petroleum
products (e.g., fuels, lubricants, hydraulic fluids, coolants). All of these materials could be toxic to fish and
other aquatic organisms. An accidental spill or inadvertent discharge of these materials could affect the
water quality of the river. Construction contractors would be required to prepare and implement a SWPPP
and comply with the conditions of the NPDES general stormwater permit for construction activity. The
SWPPP would include implementation of a monitoring program; a Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP); and a bentonite slurry spill contingency plan (BSSCP). The contractor
would be required to obtain a permit from the Central Valley RWQCB detailing a plan to control any spills
that would occur during construction. The plan would describe the construction activities to be conducted,
BMPs that would be implemented to prevent discharges of contaminated stormwater into waterways, and
inspection and monitoring activities that would be conducted.
g, h, No impact The Project would not place any structures, and therefore could not place structures within
a 100-year flood hazard area which would impede or redirect flows.
i, j, Less than Significant The City of West Sacramento is bounded to the north and east by the
Sacramento River, and is located in the river’s floodplain. The City is surrounded on all sides by levees that
are maintained by the State and local reclamation districts. Flood control channels and other features in the
Sacramento area are part of a much larger flood control system known as the Sacramento River Flood
Control Project (SRFCP). The SRFCP in the Sacramento Valley consists of a series of levees and bypasses,
placed to protect urban and agricultural areas and take advantage of several natural overflow basins. The
levees along the Sacramento River frontage of Reclamation District number 811, to the east of the Project
area, are maintained by the State via Maintenance Area Number 4. The floodplain in West Sacramento is
Zone X.
Floods in February 1986 reached historic heights, resulting in a reevaluation of flood protection in the area
by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USCOE). The determination was that the Sacramento River and Yolo
Bypass levees did not provide 100-year protection. Levee improvements were in preparation when another
historic flood occurred in 1997, after which further concerns about flood protection and design emerged. A
General Reevaluation Report and accompanying Final EIR/EIS were released in December 2015 outlining
further and/or continued improvements needed to bring the levees in West Sacramento up to 100-year flood
levels.
The proposed Project would not create any new housing, and would not result in a levee break.

22

Ninyo & Moore, 2010
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?
b)Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?
a, b, c, No Impact Land uses according to the current Washington District Specific Plan 23 in the Project
area are Residential, Community Commercial and Waterfront Commercial, and Quasi-Public Open Spaces.
The Land Use Update of the City of West Sacramento’s General Plan (updated July 2015) shows a slight
shift in terminology, with a majority of the area zoned as River Mixed Use, High Density Residential, and
Medium Density Residential. The Project would not change any land uses, nor would it divide any
community. In fact the Project would further the policies put forth in the 1996 Washington District Specific
Plan, which have been slow to move forward. The addition of the parking lot and road between West
Capitol Ave and Tower Bridge Gateway will go in on an empty lot within the Central Business District,
therefore not changing land use. There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation
plans which would conflict with the Project.

23

City of West Sacramento, 1996. Washington Specific Plan. May 1996.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the region
and the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locallyimportant mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use
plan?
a, b, No Impact There are no historical or current commercial mining operations known to have occurred
in West Sacramento. The California Division of Mines and Geology has classified most of the Project area
as MRZ-1 (information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present). The small area bordering
the Sacramento River is classified as MRZ-3 (aggregate deposits of undetermined significance occur there).
MRZ-1 or MRZ-3 zones are not subject to state policies which guarantee maintenance of access to
regionally significant mineral deposits under the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.
The Project, therefore, would have no adverse impacts on mineral resources.
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XII. NOISE
Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
The following provides an overview of the characteristics of sound and the regulatory framework that
applies to noise within the vicinity of the project site. The existing noise environment in and around the
project site is also described.
Characteristics of Sound.
Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound. Noise consists of any sound that may produce physiological or
psychological damage and/or interfere with communication, work, rest, recreation, or sleep. Several noise
measurement scales exist that are used to describe noise in a particular location. A decibel (dB) is a unit of
measurement that indicates the relative intensity of a sound. Sound levels in dB are calculated on a
logarithmic basis. An increase of 10 dB represents a ten-fold increase in acoustic energy, while 20 dB is
100 times more intense and 30 dB is 1,000 times more intense. Each 10 dB increase in sound level is
perceived as approximately a doubling of loudness; and similarly, each 10 dB decrease in sound level is
perceived as half as loud. Sound intensity is normally measured through the A-weighted sound level (dBA).
This scale gives greater weight to the frequencies of sound to which the human ear is most sensitive. The
A-weighted sound level is the basis for 24-hour sound measurements which better represent how humans
are more sensitive to sound at night.
As noise spreads from a source, it loses energy so that the farther away the noise receiver is from the noise
source, the lower the perceived noise level would be. Geometric spreading causes the sound level to
attenuate or be reduced, resulting in a 6 dB reduction in the noise level for each doubling of distance from a
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single point source of noise to the noise sensitive receptor of concern.
There are many ways to rate noise for various time periods, but an appropriate rating of ambient noise
affecting humans also accounts for the annoying effects of sound. Equivalent continuous sound level (Leq)
is the total sound energy of time varying noise over a sample period. However, the predominant rating
scales for human communities in the State of California are the Leq, the community noise equivalent level
(CNEL), and the day-night average level (Ldn) based on A-weighted decibels (dBA). CNEL is the time
varying noise over a 24-hour period, with a 5 dBA weighting factor applied to the hourly Leq for noises
occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. (defined as relaxation hours) and 10 dBA weighting factor applied
to noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (defined as sleeping hours). Ldn is similar to the CNEL
scale, but without the adjustment for events occurring during the evening relaxation hours. CNEL and Ldn
are within one dBA of each other and are normally exchangeable. The noise adjustments are added to the
noise events occurring during the more sensitive hours.
Regulatory Framework.
The City of West Sacramento addresses noise in the Health and Safety Element of the General Plan 24 and
in Chapter 17.32 of the City’s Municipal Code (performance standards of noise). The primary purpose of
the noise portion of the element is to protect city residents from the harmful effects of excessive noise. The
noise guidance serves to set land use compatibility standards for new developments. The project includes
roadway improvements and is therefore a source of transportation noise.
The City’s performance standards for noise, found in Chapter 17.32 of the City’s Municipal Code, are the
primary enforcement tool for the operation of locally-regulated noise sources, such as construction activity
or outdoor recreation facilities. This section of the Municipal Code sets noise level performance standards
for non-transportation noise sources, summarized in Table 1. Examples of non-transportation noise sources
are construction equipment, industrial operations, outdoor recreation facilities, heating, ventilation, and airconditioning units, and loading docks. The City’s performance standards do not specify an exemption for
temporary daytime construction activity, so the daytime and nighttime limits specified in the City’s
performance standards for noise would apply to all construction activities in the City. 25 The City’s
Municipal Code also sets noise level performance standards for transportation sources, summarized in
Table 2.
In addition, the City Municipal Code prohibits the installation of any operation that consistently produces
noticeable construction- or operation-related vibration beyond the property line. At or above 0.25 in/sec
peak particle velocity (PPV), transient vibration sources (such as impact pile driving) typically become
distinctly perceptible to humans. 26

24

West Sacramento, City of, 2008. The City of West Sacramento General Plan Policy Document. October.
West Sacramento, City of, 2016. City of West Sacramento General Plan Update Draft Environmental
Impact Report. August.
26
California Department of Transportation, 2013. Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance
Manual. September.
25
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Table 1: City of West Sacramento Noise Level Standards for Non-Transportation
Uses
Noise Level
Descriptor (dBA)
Hourly Leq
Max. level
Hourly Leq
Hourly Leq

Land Use
Residential
Transient lodging
Hospital, nursing homes
Theaters, auditoriums,
music halls
Churches, meeting halls
Office buildings
Schools, libraries,
museums

Exterior Noise Levels
Daytime1 Nighttime2
50
45
70
65
-

Interior Noise Levels
Daytime1 Nighttime2
45
35
45
35
45
35

Hourly Leq

-

-

35

35

Hourly Leq
Hourly Leq

-

-

40
45

40
45

Hourly Leq

-

-

45

45

Note: Each noise level specified above will be lowered by 5 dB for simple tone noises, noises consisting primarily
of speech or music, or recurring impulsive noises. These noise level standards do not apply to residential units
established in conjunction with industrial or commercial uses (e.g., caretaker dwellings).
1
Daytime is defined as 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.
2
Nighttime is defined as 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.
Source: West Sacramento, City of, 2015. West Sacramento Municipal Code. December.

Table 2: City of West Sacramento Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure for
Transportation Noise Sources

Land Use
Residential
Transient lodging
Hospitals, nursing
homes
Theaters, auditoriums,
music halls
Churches, meeting halls
Office buildings
Schools, libraries,
museums
Playgrounds,
neighborhood parks

Outdoor Activity
Areasa
Ldn/CNEL, dB
60c,d
60c,d
60c,d

Interior Spaces
Ldn/CNEL, dB
Ldn/CNEL, dBb
45
45
45
-

-

-

35

60c
-

-

40
45
45

70

-

-

Source: West Sacramento, City of, 2008. City of West Sacramento General Plan Policy Document (Table II-6).
October.
a
Where the location of outdoor activity is unknown, the exterior noise level standard must be applied to the property
line of the receiving land use.
b
As determined for a typical worst-case hour during period of use.
c
Where it is not possible to reduce noise in outdoor activity areas to 60 dB Ldn/CNEL or less using a practical
application of the best-available noise reduction measures, an exterior noise level of up to 65 dB Ldn/CNEL may be
allowed, provided that practical exterior noise level reduction measures have been implemented and that interior
noise levels are in compliance with this table. An exterior noise level of 70 dB Ldn/CNEL will be allowed in the
Bridge District Specific Plan area and the Washington Specific Plan area.
d
Outdoor activity areas such as private balconies on residential buildings may be constructed within the Bridge
District Specific Plan area in areas that are predicted to exceed 70 Ldn provided that an alternative common outdoor
activity area for the residences is designated that meets the City’s performance criteria.
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Existing Noise Conditions.
The proposed project is located in the Washington District of West Sacramento, just west of the
Sacramento River. Surrounding land uses include residential and commercial uses, as well as places of
worship and government buildings. Noise monitoring was conducted for the City’s General Plan Update
Draft EIR 27, including long-term monitoring at three sites. One of the sites was located in an area similar to
the proposed project sites, based on surrounding roadways and land uses, and measured Ldn noise levels of
59.5 to 60.8 dBA. The dominant noise sources in the project vicinity are motor vehicles. The amount of
noise varies according to many factors, such as volume of traffic, vehicle mix (percentage of cars and
trucks), average traffic speed, and distance from the observer.
a, Less Than Significant with Mitigation
Operational Noise Impacts.
The proposed project would construct roadway improvements to enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and
streetscape amenities, install new sewer lines, and relocate above-ground utilities. Once operational, the
project would not result in additional traffic, increased vehicle speeds, or any other additional noise
sources. Therefore, the project would not result in the exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to noise levels
in excess of the standards shown in Table 2. Operational impacts would be less than significant.
Construction Noise Impacts.
Construction often generates community noise complaints, even when it takes place over a limited time
frame. Noise impacts from construction may vary greatly depending on the proximity, duration and
complexity of the project. The noise levels generated by construction equipment would vary depending on
the type of equipment, the specific model, the operation being performed, and the condition of the
equipment. The equivalent sound level (Leq) of the construction activity also depends on the fraction of
time that the equipment is operated over the time period of construction. The dominant source of noise
from most construction equipment is the engine, usually a diesel, often without sufficient muffling. In a few
cases, such as impact pile-driving or pavement-breaking, noise generated by the process dominates.
Construction equipment can operate in two modes, stationary and mobile. Stationary equipment operates in
one location for one or more days at a time, with either a fixed power operation (pumps, generators,
compressors) or a variable noise operation (pile drivers, pavement breakers). Mobile equipment moves
around the construction site with power applied in cyclic fashion (bulldozers, loaders), or to and from the
site (trucks). Variation in power imposes additional complexity in characterizing the noise source level
from a piece of construction equipment. This variation is handled by describing the noise at a reference
distance from the equipment operating at full power and adjusting it based on the duty cycle of the activity
to determine the Leq of the operation.
During construction of the proposed project, noise from construction activities may intermittently dominate
the noise environment in the immediate area of construction. Two types of short-term noise impacts would
occur during project construction. The first type would be from construction crew commutes and the
transport of construction equipment and materials to the project sites, which would incrementally increase
noise levels on the existing roadways leading to the sites.
The transport of heavy equipment would occur only a few times (to the project construction areas prior to
construction commencement and from the project construction areas upon construction completion) and
would not add to the daily traffic volume along roadways surrounding the project site. During arrival and
departure of this heavy equipment there is a potential for a high single-event noise exposure at a maximum
level of 87.0 db(A) (Lmax) from trucks passing as measured from a distance of 50 feet. However, the
projected construction traffic would be minimal when compared to existing traffic volumes on surrounding
roadways, including truck traffic, and the noise levels along these roadways would not be increased
permanently. Therefore, short-term construction-related worker commutes and equipment noise impacts
would be less than significant.
The second type of short-term noise impact is related to noise generated during excavation, construction,
and paving. The proposed project would include construction of roadway improvements in the Washington
27

West Sacramento, City of, 2016. Op. Cit.
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District of West Sacramento. Construction activities would include the use of earth movers such as
backhoes, front-end loaders, graders, dump trucks, and water trucks, as well as paving equipment such as
cement/asphalt trucks and compactors. Such construction equipment would be used intermittently
throughout the duration of the project construction period. Table 3 shows the noise levels of various types
of construction equipment as measured from a distance of 50 feet.

Table 3: Typical Construction Equipment Maximum Noise Levels, Lmax

Type of Equipment
Pneumatic Tools
Pumps
Scrapers
Cranes
Portable Generators
Rollers
Dozers
Tractors
Front-End Loaders
Backhoe
Excavators
Graders
Air Compressors
Dump Truck
Concrete Mixer Truck
Pickup Truck

Impact Device? (Yes/No)
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

Specification Maximum Sound
Levels for Analysis
(dBA at 50 feet)
85
77
85
85
82
85
85
84
80
80
85
85
80
84
85
55

Source: Federal Highway Administration, 2006. Highway Construction Noise Handbook. August.

Construction areas associated with the proposed project are located as close as approximately 10 feet from
the nearest sensitive receptors, which include single-family residences adjacent to the project sites. Despite
the variety in the type and size of construction equipment, similarities in the dominant noise sources and
patterns of operation allow construction-related noise ranges to be categorized by work phase. Table 3,
above, lists typical construction equipment noise levels recommended for noise impact assessments.
Excavation and construction activities at the project site are expected to require the use of earth movers
such as backhoes, front-end loaders, graders, dump trucks, and water trucks, as well as paving equipment
such as cement/asphalt trucks and compactors. Typical operating cycles for these types of construction
equipment may involve one or two minutes of full-power operation followed by three or four minutes at
lower power settings. Impact equipment, such as pile drivers, would not be used during construction of this
project. As shown in Table 3, the typical maximum noise level generated by these types of equipment is
assumed to be 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. Each doubling of the sound sources with equal strength would
increase the noise level by 3 dBA. Assuming each piece of construction equipment operates at some
distance apart from the other equipment, the worst-case combined noise level during this phase of
construction would be 90 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet from multiple pieces of heavy construction
equipment operating at full power simultaneously.
The nearest residential land uses to the project sites would be the single-family residences located directly
adjacent to the proposed project sites, with the nearest building façades located as close as 10 feet from the
nearest construction areas. At a distance of 10 feet, intermittent noise levels could reach approximately 104
dBA Lmax.
As noted previously, typical operating cycles for heavy construction equipment involve one or two minutes
of full-power operation followed by three or four minutes at lower power settings. Additionally,
construction at each improvement site would be limited to a duration of no more than a few months.
Therefore, although there would be a relatively high single event noise exposure potential causing
intermittent noise nuisance, the effect on longer-term (hourly or daily) ambient noise levels would be
limited. However, the intermittent noise levels could exceed the maximum exterior noise level of 70 dBA
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for residential receptors from Table 1. Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would reduce shortterm construction impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Prior to initiating construction, the project proponent shall complete a noise
reduction plan. The noise reduction plan shall identify the type and quantity of construction equipment to
be operated, the expected noise levels of each piece of equipment, and the duration of operation at each
construction site. The noise reduction plan shall include measures to ensure construction of the project will
meet the standards of Chapter 17.32 of the City’s Municipal Code (performance standards of noise).
With the implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, short-term construction noise impacts would be
less than significant.
b, Less Than Significant Construction activities associated with implementation of the proposed project
are not expected to result in excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. Additionally,
groundborne vibration during construction activity is temporary and would cease to occur after project
construction is completed. No permanent noise sources that would expose persons to excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels would be located within the project site. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.
c, No Impact As discussed in Section XII.a., above, the proposed project would construct roadway
improvements to enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and streetscape amenities, install new sewer lines, and
relocate above-ground utilities. Once operational, the project would not result in additional traffic,
increased vehicle speeds, or any other additional noise sources. Therefore, the project would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without
the project, and there would be no impact.
d, Less Than Significant with Mitigation Temporary intermittent noise from short-term construction
activities associated with the development of the proposed project would increase ambient noise levels
during the construction period. However, the increased noise levels would be temporary, intermittent, and
would occur in association with minor excavation, earthwork, and paving activities. Additionally,
implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would further minimize the short-term noise increase
generated during construction activities on the project site to a less-than-significant level.
e, Less-Than-Significant Impact The proposed project site is not located within an airport land use plan,
or within two miles of a public airport or public use airport. The closest public airport to the proposed
project is the Sacramento Executive Airport (SAC), located approximately 4.8 miles southeast of the
project site. The project site is not located within the 55 dBA CNEL noise contours of any airport.
Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels and impacts would be less than significant.
f, Less-Than-Significant Impact The proposed project site is not located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip. The closest private airport to the proposed project is the CHP Academy Airport (60CL), located
approximately 2.7 miles west of the project site. Therefore, the project would not expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels. This impact would be less than significant.
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
In 1987, the year West Sacramento incorporated, the City had an estimated population of 28,195 residents.
Currently, ACS 5-year housing survey reports the population is 49,946 persons, with a total of 18,738
households. Because population data for the Project area is analyzed at the block level, population
estimates for the Project area are limited to the information collected in the Decennial Census. The 2010
Census estimated 532 occupied households distributed among a total population of 1,827 persons within
the project area, of which 87 percent of households are owner occupied and 13 percent are renter occupied
at an average household size of 2.1 persons.
The following table shows age distribution of Yolo County and the City of West Sacramento in 2010, at the
time of the decentennial U.S. Census:

Table 4: Age Distribution City of West Sacramento, Yolo County for years 1990, 2000
and 2010
Year

2010

Age Group

Yolo County

City of West Sacramento

0-17

22.9%

27.6%

18-34

33.4%

25.8%

35-59

30.1%

33.3%

60+

13.6%

13.3%

Total

196,418 residents

45,961 residents

Source: 1990, 2000, and 2010 U.S. Census

As Table 4 shows, over 40 percent of the City of West Sacramento’s population is either 0-17 years in age
or over 60 years old. Assuming much of this population cannot drive due to age restrictions, there is a
portion of the population in West Sacramento dependent upon alternative forms of transportation. The
infrastructure improvements to bicycle and pedestrian facilities will increase independence among West
Sacramento’s non-driving population by providing more transportation choice to residents.
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a, No impact. The intent of the Project is to support a better transportation environment for all modes of
transit. The objective is to add or improve the pedestrian, bicycle, and streetscape amenities along several
of the key roadways within the district and Tower Bridge Gateway itself. Housing development is not
associated with the Project; therefore, the project area will not induce population growth in the area.
b,c, No impact. The Project will not displace any housing. The project includes bike and pedestrian
transportation improvements, streetscaping, parking, creation of midblock crossing along Tower Bridge
Gateway, and the undergrounding of utilities. None of these activities will require displacement of existing
housing and/or residents.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:
Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?
Parks?
Other public facilities?
The Project area is within two Fire Districts: most of the Project area falls within Fire District 44, served by
Fire Station 44 at 905 Fremont Boulevard; the Project area south of the Union Pacific rail tracks falls
within Fire District 41, served by Station 41 at 132 15th Street.
The Police Station is located just to the west of the Project area at 550 Jefferson Boulevard. The Project
area is served by Police Beat 1, except for the portion of the project south of West Capitol Boulevard,
which is covered by Beat 2.
There would be a potential for fire/police service slow-down or detours during construction, but with the
Traffic Management Plan, as described in section XVI, there would be no impact.
a No Impact The Project would not impact existing or require construction of any new schools or parks, or
any other public facilities. Therefore there would be no impact.
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XV. RECREATION
a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration
of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?
The Project site is located in an urban portion of West Sacramento, of which four acres of parkland are
adjacently located. River Walk Park is the singular park within walking distance of the Project area. The
Park stretches a width from the Sacramento River inland to 2nd St at a length from Tower Bridge Gateway
up north to I Street Bridge. Its amenities include a picnic area, promenade, several plazas, a walking and
jogging path, and restrooms. It is classified as a neighborhood park by National Recreation and Parks
Association standards. Open space within the Project area is ample, but not ideal for recreation, as much of
the open space consists of vacant lots. The 2003 Parks Master Plan for the City of West Sacramento, along
with the Washington Specific Plan, advocated for a 2.9 acre neighborhood park that would be in the
northwest corner of the Project area, but those plans were not implemented. The Washington Realized Plan
offers an alternative to the 2.9 acre neighborhood park, recommending that planning should focus on
linking existing parkland to River Walk Park through the use of designated green ways and public art.
a, b, No Impact. The proposed Project would not involve any residential development or employmentgenerating land uses and would therefore, not result in increased population, nor an associated need for
additional recreational facilities. There would be no impact to recreation associated with the proposed
Project.
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited to
level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location which results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?
Existing conditions within the project area include six major roadways—Tower Bridge Gateway, West
Capitol Avenue, C, F, 3rd and 5th Streets—as outlined in the Washington Realized Transportation
Management Analysis Section. Of the major arterials (four-lane roads with 35 mph posted speed limit)
within the project area, 5th Street runs North/South, while C St / I St and Tower Bridge Gateway run
East/West. 3rd Street provides access between arterial facilities on C Street and Tower Bridge Gateway, but
is considered a minor arterial itself. All non-arterial streets in the project area have a posted speed limit of
25 mph and run in a traditional grid pattern with the personal vehicle being the dominant mode of
transportation. Many of the intersections along 5th Street lack signaling and other pedestrian safety and
placemaking amenities.
Existing bus service, facilities and ridership in the study area includes local and regional bus service
(provided by the Yolobus County Transportation District, also referred to as Yolobus), which operates
seven fixed routes in the study area. Average weekday boardings/alightings at the stops within the study
area along these seven routes—the 40, 41, 42A, 42B, 250, 241 and 340—are low. Data shows that the most
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popular bus stop within the study area is located on the corner of 3rd and G Street, next to the Ziggurat
Building, with an average weekday boarding/alighting rate of 18/23. Additionally, Paratransit, Inc. offers
specialized subscription and on-demand paratransit service within West Sacramento. Regional bus lines
such as Greyhound use the Downtown Sacramento station, which is about two miles from the project area.
Two rail lines operate within the project area—the Southern Pacific Transportation Company and the
Union Pacific Railroad. However, there are no passenger Stations or freight depots within the project area.
Truck traffic is allowed on E and F Streets, west of 8th St, just outside the project area.
A goal of the Washington Realized Specific Plan is to extend the Sacramento Regional Transit Streetcar
line from the West Sacramento Civic Center to the midtown entertainment and retail district through
Downtown Sacramento. In order to create enough density to support the proposed streetcar line, West
Sacramento must activate connections between bicycles and pedestrians and the street car line through
modifications of the built environment.
In addition to existing roadways and the river, the Washington District is flanked by other residential areas
such as Broderick/Bryte to the northwest, Michigan-Glide-Sutter to the west, and Old West Sacramento to
the near-southwest. While many vacant lots exist in the Washington district, residents in the
aforementioned neighborhoods must travel through Washington District to access important landmarks
such as Raley Field, the Ziggurat Building, and the River Park and associated fishing piers. The addition of
a parking lot between West Capitol Ave and Tower Bridge Gateway east of Grand St, and a new street
between West Capitol Ave and Tower Bridge Gateway east of the new parking lot, will increase both area
parking and access through a vacant lot. Also of significance are the two bridges (I Street and Tower
Bridge Gateway) which serve as bicycle and pedestrian linkages between downtown Sacramento and West
Sacramento, while other area bridges are limited to automobile traffic. The proposed circulation
improvements to bicycle and pedestrian networks in the Project would be important to the Washington
District’s transit-oriented population, but are also crucial to addressing the current gaps in connectivity of
West Sacramento’s multi-modal transportation infrastructure and regional accessibility.
What was formerly the SR 275 freeway, the Tower Bridge Gateway, amended to its current state as a fourlane major arterial between Garden Street and the Sacramento River, has three signalized at-grade
intersections and provides access to Downtown Sacramento and I-5 to the east and West Sacramento public
services and Business 80/US 50 access to the west. However, in its current state, Tower Bridge Gateway’s
legacy design of a downtown freeway is evident in its lack of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. To achieve
the Washington District’s vision of a more walkable, transit-oriented built environment, construction of
alternative transportation improvements along Tower Bridge Gateway and its associated street network are
necessary. To ensure alternative transportation improvements have adequate accessibility via a porous
street grid, mid-block crossings along Tower Bridge Gateway would enhance conditions for a revitalization
of the use of the corridor by more than just automobile users. Altogether, improvements will help create a
layered transportation network that affords users transportation choice, a goal that is consistent with the
Washington Realized Plan.
Fehr & Peers Consulting mapped bicycle collisions within the study area for the 2015 Washington Realized
Plan. Accidents involving cyclists occurred on 5th and C St, 2nd and E St, C and 3rd St, and on West
Capitol Avenue; the intersection of 5th and C St is the most frequent intersection in collisions involving
bicyclists. All of the previously listed intersections, except for 2nd and E St, will receive pedestrian
improvements that will give bicyclists and pedestrians greater visibility at intersections with the proposed
project.
Traffic data about left turn movements at intersections was collected by Fehr & Peers during AM and PM
peak hours on weekdays in 2012 and 2013; a selection of this data is shown below in Table 5 and compared
to the number of bicycle accidents.
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Table 5: Comparison of Intersection Traffic with Bicycle Accidents
ID

Description

Traffic
Control

AM

PM

LOS1/Delay2

LOS1/Delay2

Historical No.
of Bicycle
Collisions

1

5th St/C St

Signalized

C/23

B/20

3

2

C St/3rd St

Signalized

B/12

B/11

2

3

West Capitol
Ave between
Garden St and
5th St

N/A (Facility
is an arterial
street with
moderate
access control
and 4 lanes of
traffic)

N/A*

N/A*

1

*Because ID3 is a road segment,
an overall LOS rating of A was
given for the segment.

Source: Fehr & Peers (2013).
1
LOS = Level of Service
2
In average seconds of delay per vehicle
While intersections ID-1 and ID-2 and road segment ID-3 in Table 5 have acceptable levels of service,
bicycle and pedestrian safety are not factors in LOS analysis. In a No Build alternative, LOS for
automobiles is maintained, but there are no improvements for bicycle and pedestrian safety. As it stands,
bicycle routes within the Washington District lack facilities other than wayfinding signage. The proposed
Project would provide a safer environment for all roadway users.
a, No impact. The proposed Project does not conflict with any plans, ordinances, or policies establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, as discussed above. No impact
would occur.
b, No impact. With increased accessibility and safety, the Project would encourage mass transit and
alternative transportation, estimating a reduction of cars on the road; thus generating less GHGs. No impact
would occur.
c, No impact. The proposed Project does not include the development of a tall structure that would
interfere with Federal Aviation Administration airspace or private airplane use airspace. Project
implementation, therefore, would not result in a change of air traffic patterns that would result in
substantial aviation risks. No impact would occur.
d, No impact. The proposed Project will improve road safety with installation of street lighting, signaled
intersections and bump outs at intersections to improve visibility of bicyclists and pedestrians. No impact
would occur.
e, Less than Significant Impact. Generally an improvement, construction could temporarily result in
inadequate emergency access. The City of West Sacramento published an emergency evacuation map in
2009, detailing routes within the Project area as Surface Evacuation Streets: West Capitol Avenue from 3rd
St to the west and C St into 6th St/I St to the east/west. Any temporary inadequate emergency access is
mitigated by the creation of a Traffic Plan/Emergency Services Plan, below.
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: A Traffic Management Plan/Emergency Services Plan will be developed
following the Yolo County Multi-Hazard Functional Plan recommendations. The provisions of and
compliance with this plan, and County recommendations, will relegate any impacts to less than significant.
f, No impact. The proposed Project is in accordance with specific and general plans of West Sacramento.
The Project will enhance safety for all users with added visibility and improvements to the bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure. No impact would occur.

Page 51 of 57
November 14, 2016

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL
RESOURCES
Would the project:
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically defined
in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is:
•

Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

•

A resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth
in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code Section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

Consultation and Outreach.
As described above in Section V: Cultural Resources, letters describing the Project and maps depicting the
Project Area were mailed to the NAHC, and tribal outreach was conducted to identify sites of Native
American interest or concerned that could be impacted by the proposed Project, as well as to solicit
opinions for avoiding or mitigating potential impacts.
The City met with the NAHC on June 28, 2016, to discuss the project and the tribal affiliation of CA-YOL27. On June 21 and 22, 2016, consultation meetings between the interested tribes and the City were held.
The City sent subsequent consultation letters to both tribes on June 29, 2016, requesting input about any
cultural resources in the project area. On September 14, 2016, the City sent another letter in the mail and
via email to both of the consulting tribes, summarizing the consultation efforts to date and requesting
information.
a, Potentially Significant Impact Potential tribal cultural resources identified through field surveys,
background research, tribal consultation, and excavation are listed below.
•

P-57-000030/CA-YOL-27: In 1964, the site was described as comprising “points, slate
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ornaments, [and] shell beads” and midden within an approximately 200-foot diameter extending to
a maximum depth of five feet below the surface. 28
For further discussion of CA-YOL-27 please see Section V: Cultural Resources, above.
The proposed project would potentially destroy a portion of CA-YOL-27 during project construction. As
noted in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(1-2), destruction would result in a “substantial adverse
change” in the significance of this historical resource. A mitigation program that incorporates
documentation of the resource through data recovery and construction monitoring would partially mitigate
the project’s impacts on cultural resources per the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C) 29. The City
would be responsible for funding the following mitigation measures and ensuring that these mitigation
measures are fulfilled. This mitigation program can be found in Section V: Cultural Resources, above and
consists of Mitigation Measures CULT-1a and CULT-1b.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CULT-1a and CULT-1b would reduce potential impacts from the
proposed project to this resource. These mitigation measures, however, would not reduce project impacts to
a less than significant level The impacts from the proposed project to this resource would therefore remain
significant and unavoidable after mitigation. (SU)

28

Heizer 1934
“When data recovery through excavation is the only feasible mitigation, a data recovery plan, which
makes provisions for adequately recovering the scientifically consequential information from and about the
historical resource, shall be prepared and adopted prior to any excavation being undertaken. Such studies
shall be deposited with the California Historical Resources Regional Information Center. Archeological
sites known to contain human remains shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 7050.5
Health and Safety Code. If an artifact must be removed during project excavation or testing, curation may
be an appropriate mitigation.”

29
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS
Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and resources,
or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?
a, b, c, e, No Impact The City of West Sacramento runs and maintains a sewer collection system
consisting of 12 sewer pump stations along with all underlying sewer pipes across the city. The collected
sewage is then delivered to the Sacramento County Regional Sanitation District (SRCSD) via the 19-mile
pipeline - Lower Northwest Interceptor (LNWI) for treatment.
The proposed Project would not result in any new residences or businesses, and would therefore not impact
wastewater treatment requirements, delivery, or facilities, and no new on-site sewage systems would be
required. All new sewer lines, storm drain pipelines, and water mains will be constructed alongside existing
lines, and will be constructed while old lines remain in service. Short term service disruptions of up to a
few hours are unavoidable while connecting each property to the new service. However, each property will
be notified in advance, and efforts will be coordinated with residents and business owners. Connections
will be made during the middle of the day to minimize inconvenience.
During construction of the proposed Project, workers on-site would generate a nominal amount of
wastewater. Any amount of wastewater generated by construction workers would be hauled and treated off-
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site. No impacts would occur to wastewater treatment requirements, nor would new water, wastewater
facilities, or sewage systems need to be constructed.
d, No Impact Water for dust control operations would be brought in from off-site. No further water
supplies would be required to serve the proposed Project, and operation would not require water service. As
such, no impacts would occur.
f, Less than Significant Solid waste disposal is provided and governed by the City of West Sacramento
General Plan in close consultation with Yolo County Department of Public Works. This plan defines the
projects for recycling and reuse, resource recovery, and disposal. Solid waste currently is disposed of at the
Yolo County Central Landfill located in the city of Davis. In the fall of 2009, the remaining capacity for the
Yolo County Central Landfill was 37,108,000 cubic yards.
Burying utility and sewer lines would generate some quantities of earth and concrete material that would
require disposal. Solid waste materials such as asphalt, concrete, pipes, and gravel would be removed from
the Project area and disposed of at the Yolo County Central Landfill. The current Yolo County Central
Landfill closure projection is in 2070, which takes into account disposal growth rate. The landfill therefore
has sufficient capacity and the Project impacts would be less than significant.
g, No Impact The Project would comply with all federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste; therefore, there would be no impact.

Page 55 of 57
November 14, 2016

Potentially
Significant
Impact

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?
c) Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?
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a, Potentially Significant Impact The proposed Project would replace existing sewer, water, and water
main pipes, improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and introduce a new parking lot and access road in
the Washington District of the City of West Sacramento. As described in this document, the Project would
have the potential to adversely impact air quality, traffic, and noise, as well as the potential to release
hazardous waste. With implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in this document,
compliance with Yolo County and City of West Sacramento requirements, and application of standard
practices, the proposed Project would not degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal. As also discussed in this document, the proposed Project has the potential to
adversely impact previously undiscovered cultural resources and/or human remains. Even with
implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in this document, compliance with Yolo County
and City of West Sacramento requirements, and application of standard practices, the Project could
potentially eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. Impacts
would potentially be significant.
b, Potentially Significant Impact With the exception of cultural resource impacts, the impacts of the
proposed Project would be individually limited and would not be cumulatively considerable. All
environmental impacts of the proposed Project except cultural resource impacts would be reduced to a less
than significant level with implementation of the mitigation measures recommended throughout this
document. When viewed in conjunction with other closely related past, present, or reasonably foreseeable
future projects, development of this Project would not cumulatively contribute to impacts with the
exception of cultural resources. Impacts to cultural resource would potentially be significant, and taken into
consideration with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the region, could contribute to
cumulatively considerable impacts.
c, Less Than Significant Impact As described in this document, implementation of the proposed Project
could result in temporary impacts to air quality, cultural, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, and
transportation and traffic during the construction period. Implementation of the mitigation measures
recommended in this document, compliance with Yolo County and City of West Sacramento regulations,
and application of standard construction practices would ensure that the proposed Project would not result
in environmental impacts that would cause substantial direct or indirect adverse impacts on human beings.
Impacts would be less than significant.
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MEMORANDUM

CITY HALL

DATE:

1110 West Capitol Avenue
West Sacramento, CA 95691

City Council

TO:

(916) 617-4500

City Manager’s Office
City Clerk
Community Relations
(916) 617-4500

FROM:

LEAD AGENCY:

Economic Development &
Housing
Economic Development
(916) 617-4535
Housing
(916) 617-4555

Community Development
Planning/Development Engineering
Flood Protection
(916) 617-4645
Building
(916) 617-4683
Code Enforcement
(916) 617-4925

Public Works
Administration
Transportation
Engineering
(916) 617-4850
Environmental Services
(916) 617-4590
Utility Billing
(916) 617-4589

Administrative Services
Finance
(916) 617-4575
Human Resources
(916) 617-4567
Information Technology
(916) 617-4500

Parks & Recreation
Administration
Early Learning Services
(916) 617-4620
Recreation Center
2801 Jefferson Boulevard
West Sacramento, CA 95691
(916) 617-4770
Community Center
1075 West Capitol Avenue
West Sacramento, CA 95691
(916) 617-5320

FIRE
2040 Lake Washington Boulevard
West Sacramento, CA 95691
(916) 617-4600

POLICE
550 Jefferson Boulevard
West Sacramento, CA 95605
(916) 617-4900

PUBLIC WORKS
Operations
1951 South River Road
West Sacramento, CA 95691
(916) 617-4850

www.cityofwestsacramento.org

CONTACT:

SUBJECT:

August 25, 2016
Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and Affected
Agencies; Interested Organizations and Persons
City of West Sacramento
City of West Sacramento
Public Works Department
1110 West Capitol Avenue
West Sacramento, CA 95691
Vin Cay, PE, Senior Civil Engineer
(916) 617-4850
vinc@cityofwestsacramento.org
Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in
accordance with State California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15082(a) and Notice of Public Scoping
Meeting

1.1 NOTICE OF PREPARATION
The City of West Sacramento (herein referred to as the “City”) is the lead agency
for preparation of a Focused Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that addresses
the potential impacts of the proposed Washington District Sustainable
Community Infrastructure Project (herein referred to as the Project). The EIR
will evaluate potential significant environmental effects associated with
implementation of the proposed Project. The City will use the EIR when
considering approval of the proposed Project. Responsible Agencies, which are
public agencies other than the City of West Sacramento that also have a role in
approving or implementing the Project, will likewise need to consider the EIR
prepared by the City of West Sacramento when issuing approvals for the
implementation of the Project. This Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared to
provide Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, and other Interested Parties
with a description of the proposed Project and to identify potential environmental
effects pursuant to State CEQA requirements.
This NOP has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR]) and State CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15082(A), 15103, and 15375 to inform agencies and the
public that the EIR is being prepared and to invite early comments and input on
the scope and content of the EIR.
The NOP and the file for the proposed Project are available for the requisite 30day review period from August 25, 2016 to September 24, 2016. The documents

will be available between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday,
at the City of West Sacramento City Hall 2nd Floor Public Counter, 1110 West
Capitol Avenue, West Sacramento, CA 95691.
The City has prepared an Initial Study to identify potential significant effects and
any mitigation measures that may avoid or mitigate the identified effects, if any,
to a level of insignificance. Based on the findings of the Initial Study, the
following issues have been determined to have no impacts or to be less than
significant and will not be studied in detail in the EIR: aesthetics, air quality,
agriculture and forestry, biological resources, geology/soils, greenhouse gases,
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land use/planning,
mineral resources, noise, population/housing, public services, recreation, traffic
and transportation, and utilities.

1.2 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT PERIOD
In accordance with CEQA, comments and suggestions as to the appropriate scope
of analysis in the EIR are invited from all interested parties. At a minimum,
responses to this NOP should focus on:
•

the potentially significant environmental effects that the proposed Project
may have on the physical environment that should be addressed in the EIR;

•

ways in which those effects might be minimized; and

•

potential alternatives to the proposed Project that should be addressed in the
EIR.

Written comments or questions concerning the EIR for the proposed project
should include your name, the name of your agency or organization (if
applicable), and contact information, and should be directed to the environmental
project manager at the following address:
David Tilley, Principal Planner, City of West Sacramento, 1110 West Capitol
Ave., West Sacramento, California 95691; or by e-mail to
davidt@cityofwestsacramento.org

1.3 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
Further, notice is hereby given that the City has scheduled a Public Scoping
Meeting at the time and location indicated below. The purposes of the Public
Scoping Meeting are to describe the proposed Project and the environmental
review process, and to receive verbal input. The City will consider all comments,
written and oral, in determining the final scope of the evaluation to be included in
the EIR.

2

Public Scoping Meeting:
Thursday, September 15th, 2016, 4-6 p.m.
City of West Sacramento
City Hall Room 104
1110 West Capitol Ave.
West Sacramento

1.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed Project is located in the Washington District of the City of West
Sacramento, in Yolo County, California and is within the boundary of the
Washington Specific Plan. Figure 1 shows the Project location on a regional
scale. The Project area is bordered by the Sacramento River and the River Walk
Park to the east, Sixth and 8th Streets to the west, West Capitol Avenue to the
south, and A Street to the north. Figure 2 shows the location of the Project on a
local scale. Land uses in the approximately 38.48 acre Project boundary include
Central Business District, Medium Density Residential, Riverfront Mixed Use,
High Rise Residential, Community Commercial, Recreation and Parks, and High
Density Residential. Implementation of the proposed Project would not change
any land uses.
The objective of this Project is to add or improve the pedestrian, bicycle, and
streetscape amenities/associated street furniture along several of the key
roadways within the Washington District of the City of West Sacramento. The
above ground utilities along these roadways would be placed underground as
shown in Figure 3, and new street lighting would be installed to improve the
aesthetics and safety of the neighborhood. Sidewalk improvements, new bike
lanes, and mid-block pedestrian crossings would be added, as shown in Figure 4.
Care would be taken that the new sidewalks, curb ramps, and crosswalks are
ADA compliant. Lighting would be chosen to create a unified look for the
district. The goal of this project is to begin the transformation of the Washington
District into the vibrant and inviting area envisioned in the Washington Realized
Plan. The project also includes environmental documentation and consultation
with local Native American tribes.
New sewer lines would be placed alongside existing sewer lines. Storm drain
pipelines would be placed along existing pipelines. Water main rehabilitation and
upgrades would be placed alongside existing water mains. Detailed descriptions
of new utilities installed as a part of the proposed Project can be found on Figure
3 of this NOP. Construction would begin in summer of 2017 and go through fall
of 2018.

3

1.5 SCOPE OF THE EIR
The EIR will contain full analysis of both the construction (short-term) and
operational (long-term) impacts of the Project on the following environmental
resource area: cultural resources. Below is a brief summary of potential effects to
be discussed in detail in the EIR:
•

Cultural Resources – The EIR will identify historic properties, including
historic-period built-environment resources and archaeological cultural
resources that are eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic
Resources (CRHR) or National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The EIR
will evaluate those resources which would be subject to substantial adverse
effect
during
construction-period
ground-disturbing
activities.
Geoarchaeological investigations show a high likelihood of encountering
buried prehistoric archaeological deposits in portions of the Project Area.
Therefore, there are likely to be significant and unavoidable impacts to
cultural resources. The EIR will recommend mitigation fieldwork and
construction monitoring to minimize impacts. The EIR will also include the
results of consultation with Native American representatives in an effort to
preserve and mitigate impacts to cultural places.

The EIR will also examine a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project,
including the CEQA-required No Project Alternative, in order to explore all
possibilities for avoiding or substantially reducing any potentially significant
effects of the Project.
Lastly, the EIR will evaluate the CEQA required assessment conclusions
including: Cumulative Impacts, Growth Inducing Impacts, Effects found not to
be Significant, Unavoidable Significant Environmental Impacts, and Significant
Irreversible Changes.

1.6 ATTACHED FIGURES
•

Figure 1: Project Location

•

Figure 2: Project Area

•

Figure 3: Project Area – Utility Replacements

•

Figure 4: Project Area – Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Improvements

1.7 REFERENCES
City of West Sacramento, 2016. City of West Sacramento General Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report. August, 2016. Prepared by ICF
International.
City of West Sacramento, 2015. Washington Realized and Appendices. February
18, 2015.
City of West Sacramento, 1995. Washington Specific Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report. State Clearinghouse No. 95072087. Prepared by EIP
Associates.
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