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a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the L] [ 4 Cl
residents of the state?
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local Ul Ll ]
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Discussion

a,b.

Buildout of the City’s General Plan has been previously analyzed in the City’s General
Plan EIR. The General Plan EIR determined that impacts to mineral resources would be
less-than-significant. Although the proposed project would involve a General Plan
Amendment and Rezone, both the existing and proposed land use and zoning
designations would involve urban development, and thus would not result in any changes
to the analysis provided within the General Plan EIR related to Mineral Resources.
Additionally, the City of Galt is within Sacramento County’s General Plan area, which
analyzes mineral resources within the County. According to the Sacramento County
General Plan the mineral zone closest to the City of Galt is located near New Hope Road.
New Hope Road is located approximately 1.26 miles southwest of the project site. The
project site itself is not known to contain any mineral resources, and, due to the lack of
known resources on-site, the proposed project would not result in the loss of any known
resource. Furthermore, mineral extraction activity on the project site would not be
compatible with the existing uses within the site and in the vicinity. Therefore, a less-than-
significant impact to mineral resources would occur.
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XIII . NOISE . Potentially Significant Less-Than- No

Would the project result in: Impact Mitigation Impact

a.

Significant with Significant Impact

Incorporated

Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent

increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the

project in excess of standards established in the local [ ® O Ol
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable

standards of other agencies?

Generation of e>_<cessive groundborne vibration or 0 0 ® 0
groundborne noise levels?

For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip

or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not

been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or N N 0 ®
public use airport, would the project expose people

residing or working in the project area to excessive noise

levels?

Discussion

The following discussion is based primarily on a Noise Assessment prepared by Saxelby
Acoustics for the Simmerhorn Ranch Project, which is located immediately east of the project
site.?8

a.

The following sections present information regarding sensitive noise receptors in proximity
to the project site, the existing noise environment, and the potential for the proposed
project to result in impacts during project construction and operation. The following terms
are referenced in the sections below:

e Decibel (dB): A unit of sound energy intensity. An A-weighted decibel (dBA) is a
decibel corrected for the variation in frequency response to the typical human ear at
commonly encountered noise levels. All references to decibels (dB) in this report will
be A-weighted unless noted otherwise.

o Average, or equivalent, sound level (Leq): The Leg corresponds to a steady-state A
weighted sound level containing the same total energy as a time varying signal over a
given time period (usually one hour).

o Day-Night Average Level (Lq4n): The average sound level over a 24-hour day, with a
+10 decibel weighing applied to noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00
AM) hours.

Sensitive Noise Receptors

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others, and, thus, are
referred to as sensitive noise receptors. Land uses often associated with sensitive noise
receptors generally include residences, schools, libraries, hospitals and passive
recreational areas. Noise sensitive land uses are typically given special attention in order
to achieve protection from excessive noise. In the vicinity of the project site, sensitive land
uses include existing single-family residential uses located 500 feet to the north of the
project site.

28

Saxelby Acoustics. Simmerhorn Ranch. January 9, 2020.
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Existing Noise Environment
The existing noise environment in the project area is primarily defined traffic on
Simmerhorn Road.

To quantify the existing ambient noise environment in the project vicinity, Saxelby
Acoustics conducted three continuous (24-hour) noise level measurements and four short-
term noise level measurements in the vicinity of the project site. Noise measurement
locations are shown in Figure 3, and a summary of the noise level measurement survey
results is provided in Table 5.

Table 5
Summary of Existing Background Noise Measurement Data
Average Measured Hourly Noise Levels
(dBA)
Daytime Nighttime
CNEL | (7 AMto 10 PM) (10 PMto 7 AM)
Site Date /Ldn Leq L50 Lrnax Leq L50 Lmax
LT-1 04/24/19 62 58 45 73 55 53 65
LT-2 04/24/19 70 67 57 85 62 52 81
LT-3 04/24/19 68 66 56 86 60 53 80
STA1 04/25/19 N/A 63 56 77 N/A N/A N/A
ST-2 04/25/19 N/A 63 47 81 N/A N/A N/A
ST-3 04/25/19 N/A 54 54 70 N/A N/A N/A
ST-4 04/25/19 N/A 63 48 79 N/A N/A N/A
Source: Saxelby Acoustics. 2020.

Standards of Significance

The City of Galt General Plan Noise Element establishes a noise level standard of 60 dB
as normally acceptable at residential land uses. Noise levels up to 70 dB are considered
conditionally acceptable for residential uses. The City of Galt considers the following
significance criteria for noise impacts:

o If the noise level resulting from project operations would exceed the “normally
acceptable” range for a given land use where the existing noise level exceeds the
normally acceptable range, a 3 dBA or greater increase due to a project is
considered significant;

¢ |If the noise level resulting from project operations would exceed the “normally
acceptable” range for a given land use where the existing noise level is within the
normally acceptable range, a 5 dBA or greater increase due to a project is
considered significant; and

¢ If the noise level resulting from project operations would be within the “normally
acceptable” range for a given land use, a 10 dBA or greater increase due to a
project is considered significant.

In addition to General Plan standards noted above, Section 8.40.040 of the City’'s
Municipal Code outlines criteria for “non-transportation” or “locally regulated” noise
sources.
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The noise level performance standards for non-transportation noise in the City of Galt are
shown in Table 6 below.

Table 6
Noise Level Performance Standards for Residential Areas
Affected by Non-Transportation Noise

Noise Level Exterior Noise Level Standards, dBA
Descriptor Daytime (7 AM-10 PM) Nighttime (10 PM-7 AM)
Hourly Leq, dB 50 45

Maximum Level, dB 70 65

Source: City of Galt Municipal Code.

Impact Analysis
The following sections provide an analysis of potential noise impacts associated with the
proposed project.

Construction Noise

During construction of the proposed project, heavy-duty equipment would be used for
demolition, grading, excavation, paving, and building construction, which would result in
temporary noise level increases. Noise levels would vary depending on the type of
equipment used, how the equipment is operated, and how well the equipment is
maintained. In addition, noise exposure at any single point outside the project site would
vary depending on the proximity of construction activities to that point. Standard
construction equipment, such as backhoes, dozers, and dump trucks would be used on-
site. Table 7 shows the predicted construction noise levels for development of the
proposed project.

Table 7
Construction Equipment Noise
Type of Equipment Maximum Level, dB at 50 feet
Auger Drill Rig 84
Backhoe 78
Compactor 83
Compressor (air) 78
Concrete Saw 90
Dozer 82
Dump Truck 76
Excavator 81
Generator 81
Jackhammer 89
Pneumatic Tools 85
Source: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide,
January 2006.

Based on the table, activities involved in typical construction would generate maximum
noise levels up to 90 dB at a distance of 50 feet. As one increases the distance between
equipment, or increases separation of areas with simultaneous construction activity,
dispersion and distance attenuation reduce the effects of combining separate noise
sources. The noise levels from a source decrease at a rate of approximately six dB per
every doubling of distance from the noise source. Based on a typical noise-attenuation
rate of six dB per doubling distance, noise levels at 500 feet would be a maximum of 70
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dB. Construction activities would be temporary in nature and are anticipated to occur
during normal daytime hours. Noise would also be generated during the construction
phase by increased truck traffic on area roadways. A project-generated noise source
would be truck traffic associated with transport of heavy materials and equipment to and
from the construction site. Noise increase from truck traffic related to the movement of
material would be of short duration, and would likely occur primarily during daytime hours.

The City of Galt establishes permissible hours of construction in Section 8.40.060(E) and
(F) of the Municipal Code. The ordinance restricts noise-producing construction activities
to weekday hours between 6:00 AM and 8:00 PM Monday through Friday, and from 7:00
AM to 8:00 PM on Saturdays and Sundays. During the permissible hours, construction
activities are conditionally exempt from the Noise Ordinance Standards established by
Section 8.40.040(A) of the City’s Municipal Code.

Although construction activities are temporary in nature and would likely occur during
normal daytime working hours, construction-related noise could result in sleep
interference at existing noise-sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the project if construction
activities were to occur outside the normal daytime hours. Therefore, impacts resulting in
the generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance could be considered significant.

Project Operational Noise

Operations of the proposed project would generate noise primarily associated with
increased traffic on nearby roadways. The proposed project would include typical
residential noise which would be compatible with the existing and anticipated residential
uses in the project vicinity. Residential uses do not generate substantial noise. As a result,
impact from project-generated operational noise would be considered less-than-
significant. Transportation related noise at sensitive receptors is discussed in further detail
below.

As further discussed in Section XVII, Transportation, of this IS/MND, the proposed project
would result in an increase in vehicle trips on local roadways. Increased vehicle trips would
result in increased noise levels from vehicle traffic along local roadways. The Galt 2030
General Plan EIR considers an increase of at least three dB to be a significant increase in
traffic-related noise.

To examine the effect of project-generated traffic increases, traffic noise levels associated
with the Simmerhorn Ranch Project were calculated for roadway segments in the project
area using the FHWA model. Traffic noise levels were modeled under Existing and
Background conditions with and without the Simmerhorn Ranch Project. As projected in
the Noise Assessment, noise levels along Simmerhorn Road in the year 2040, including
buildout of the Simmerhorn Ranch Project, would range from 61.4 to 62.9 dB. The increase
in noise levels from the existing conditions to the 2040 conditions were determined to be
a maximum of 0.1 dB. Therefore, noise levels associated with Simmerhorn Road were not
anticipated to exceed the 65 dB threshold, even after buildout of the Simmerhorn Ranch
Project.

The Simmerhorn Ranch Project included the development of 429 residential units, a park,
and dedication of a school site for future development of an elementary school. Buildout
of the Simmerhorn Ranch Project was projected to generate a total of 3,857 daily trips,
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which was determined to result in an increase of 0.1 dB along Simmerhorn Road. The
proposed project would include the construction of 240 multi-family residential units. Using
the ITE Trip Generation Manual, the proposed project would generate an approximate
1,596 daily trips.?° Because the proposed project is significantly smaller in scale than the
Simmerhorn Ranch Project, the proposed project would not result in a traffic noise level
increase greater than 3.0 dB. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur related
to traffic noise.

As discussed in Section lll, Air Quality, of this IS/MND, impacts of the environment on a
project (as opposed to impacts of a project on the environment) are beyond the scope of
required CEQA review. While not a CEQA consideration, it should be noted that the project
site is located approximately 550 feet east of SR 99. According to Figure N-2 in the Galt
General Plan Update EIR, noise at the project site from traffic on SR 99 is anticipated to
be between 60 and 65 Lq4,. The City of Galt General Plan Noise Element establishes a
noise level standard of 60 dB as normally acceptable at residential land uses. Noise levels
up to 70 dB are considered conditionally acceptable for residential uses. As such, noise
levels form SR 99 at the project site would be within acceptable levels.

Conclusion

Based on the above, operation of the proposed project would not result in the generation
of a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project
site in excess of standards established in the City’s General Plan and the Municipal Code.
However, construction noise could result in a significant impact, should activities occur
outside the normal daytime hours. Therefore, considering the potential for construction
noise to occur in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies, a potentially significant impact
could occur.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above potential
impact to a less-than-significant level.

XllI-1. Construction activities shall comply with the City of Galt Noise Ordinance
and shall be limited to the hours set forth below:

Monday-Friday 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM
Saturday and Sunday 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM

These criteria shall be included in the grading plan submitted by the
applicant/developer for review and approval of the Public Works
Department prior to issuance of grading permits. Exceptions to allow
expanded construction activities shall be reviewed on a case- by-case
basis as determined by the Chief Building Official and/or City Engineer.

XllI-2. Construction activities shall adhere to the requirements of the City of Galt
with respect to hours of operation, muffling of internal combustion engines,
and other factors that affect construction noise generation and its effects
on noise-sensitive land uses. Prior to issuance of grading permits, these
criteria shall be included in the grading plan submitted by the

29 Institute of Transportation Engineers. Trip Generation Manual, 9% Edition. September 2017.
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applicant/developer for the review and approval of the Public Works
Department.

XII-3. During construction, the applicant/developer shall designate a disturbance
coordinator and conspicuously post this person’s number around the
project site and in adjacent public spaces. The disturbance coordinator will
receive all public complaints about construction noise disturbances and will
be responsible for determining the cause of the complaint, and implement
feasible measures to be taken to alleviate the problem. The disturbance
coordinator shall report all complaints and corrective measures taken to the
Community Development Director.

Similar to noise, vibration involves a source, a transmission path, and a receiver. However,
noise is generally considered to be pressure waves transmitted through air, whereas
vibration usually consists of the excitation of a structure or surface. As with noise, vibration
consists of an amplitude and frequency. A person’s perception to the vibration depends
on their individual sensitivity to vibration, as well as the amplitude and frequency of the
source and the response of the system which is vibrating.

Vibration is measured in terms of acceleration, velocity, or displacement. A common
practice is to monitor vibration in terms of peak particle velocities (PPV) in inches per
second (in/sec). Standards pertaining to perception as well as damage to structures have
been developed for vibration levels defined in terms of PPV. Human and structural
response to different vibration levels is influenced by a number of factors, including ground
type, distance between source and receptor, duration, and the number of perceived
vibration events. Table 8, which was developed by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), shows the vibration levels that would normally be required to
result in damage to structures. As shown in the table, the threshold for architectural
damage to structures is 0.20 in/sec PPV and continuous vibrations of 0.10 in/sec PPV, or
greater, would likely cause annoyance to sensitive receptors.

The primary vibration-generating activities associated with the proposed project would
occur during construction when activities such as grading, utilities placement, and parking
lot construction occur. Table 9 shows the typical vibration levels produced by construction
equipment at various distances. The most substantial source of groundborne vibrations
associated with project construction would be the use of vibratory compactors.

With the exception of vibratory compactors, the Table 9 data indicate that construction
vibration levels anticipated for the project are less than the 0.2 in/sec threshold at distance
of 26 feet. The proposed project construction would occur at distances greater than 26
feet from the nearest single-family residential uses.

Based on the above, the proposed project would not expose people to or generate
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels and a less-than-significant
impact would occur.

The nearest airport to the site is the Bottimore Ranch Airport, located approximately 2.9
miles northeast of the site. The site is not covered by an existing airport land use plan.
Given that the project site is not located within two miles of a public or private airport, the
proposed project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels associated with airports. Thus, no impact would occur.
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Table 8
Effects of Vibration on People and Buildings
PPV
mm/sec in/sec Human Reaction Effect on Buildings
0.15to 0.006 to | Threshold of perception; Vibrations unlikely to cause
0.30 0.019 possibility of intrusion damage of any type
Recommended upper level of the
20 0.08 Vibrations readily perceptible vibration to which ruins and ancient
monuments should be subjected
Level at which continuous Virtually no risk of “architectural”
2.5 0.10 vibrations begin to annoy y -
damage to normal buildings
people
Threshold at which there is a risk of
Vibrations annoying to people “architectural” damage to normal
in buildings (this agrees with dwelling - houses with plastered
the levels established for walls and ceilings. Special types of
5.0 0.20 ; . . g
people standing on bridges finish such as lining of walls,
and subjected to relative short | flexible ceiling treatment, etc.,
periods of vibrations) would minimize “architectural’
damage
Vibrations considered Vibrations at a greater level than
unpleasant by people normally expected from traffic, but
subjected to continuous . . y
10to 15 041t00.6 | . ; would cause “architectural
vibrations and unacceptable to . .
. damage and possibly minor
some people walking on
. structural damage
bridges

Source: Caltrans. Transportation Related Earthborne Vibrations. TAV-02-01-R9601. February 20,

2002.

Vibration Levels for Various Construction Equipment

Table 9

Type of Equipment PPV at 25 feet (in/sec) PPV at 50 feet (in/sec)
Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031
Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.027
Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001
Auger/drill Rigs 0.089 0.031
Jackhammer 0.035 0.012
Vibratory Hammer 0.070 0.025
Vibratory Compactor/roller (less than%.22100at 26 feet) 0.074

Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines,

May 2006.

Page 67

December 2022




XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING.
Would the project:

a.

Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through
projects in an undeveloped area or extension of major
infrastructure)?

Displace substantial numbers of existing people or
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Housing Element Site 18 Project

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-Than-
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

(]

Initial Study

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Discussion

a.

The proposed project would include a General Plan Amendment to redesignate the site
as High Density Residential and a Rezone of the project site from HC to R4. In addition,
the project site is anticipated to be developed with up to 240 residential units. Using the
City of Galt average persons per household value of 3.27, the proposed project’s addition
of 240 high-density residential units would result in approximately 785 new residents.>°
The Department of Finance estimates the 2019 population of Galt, based on the 2010
Census, to be approximately 26,489.3' Therefore, assuming all residents of the proposed
project to be new to the City, the proposed project would represent only a three percent
increase in total population. It should be noted that population growth itself does not
constitute an environmental impact; rather, increased demands on the physical
environment resulting from increases in population are considered environmental impacts.
Physical environmental effects associated with development of the proposed project area
evaluated throughout this IS/MND.

It should be noted that the project site is located adjacent to the planned Simmerhorn
Ranch Project, which is also a residential development. As such, the proposed project
would be served by the same utility infrastructure as the Simmerhorn Ranch Project, and
therefore would not require an extension of major infrastructure. In addition, although the
General Plan designates the site for commercial development, and the proposed project
is residential in nature, urban development has been generally anticipated for the project
site by the City. As a result, the buildout of the proposed project, and the subsequent
population growth, has been generally anticipated in the City’s General Plan.
Consequently, the proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly or indirectly, and a less-than-significant impact would
occur.

The project site is currently undeveloped and zoned for commercial use. Consequently,
the proposed project would not result in the displacement of substantial numbers of people
or the need to construct replacement housing. In addition, the proposed project would
result in the construction of housing, which would add to the housing stock of the City.
Therefore, impacts would be considered less than significant.

30

31

of Galt. Community Profile: City of Galt Demographic  Overview. Available at:

https://www.cityofgalt.org/home/showpublisheddocument/28239/636686477078570000. Accessed October 2022.
California Department of Finance. E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2011-
2019, with 2010 Benchmark. Available at: http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-5/.
Accessed December 2019.
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES.
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or

physically altered governmental facilities, need for new  pengialy Significant  Less-Than-

Less-Than-
No

or physically altered governmental facilities, the Significant with Significant ot
. . . . Impact Mitigation Impact
construction of which could cause significant Incorporated

environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

Pao o

Fire protection? Ol ] x ]
Police protection? Ul Ll ® ]
Schools? Ol ] ® [
Parks? O ] b 4 ]

O ] ® O

Other Public Facilities?

Discussion
a.

The project site is located within the jurisdiction of the Cosumnes Community Services
District Fire Department (CCSDFD). The CCSDFD operates eight fire stations to serve
the cities of Galt and Elk Grove, as well as areas of unincorporated Sacramento County
covering a total of approximately 157 square miles. The CCSDFD currently staffs 177
personnel which includes 175 full-time and two part-time employees. Two fire stations are
located in the City of Galt: Fire Station 45 at 229 Fifth Street and Fire Station 46 at 1050
Walnut Avenue. Fire Station 45 is located approximately 1.5 miles southwest of the project
site, and Fire Station 46 is located approximately 1.7 miles to the north.

The increase in the overall demand on fire and police protection services associated with
buildout of the City of Galt has been previously anticipated by the City and analyzed in the
General Plan EIR. The General Plan EIR found that buildout of the General Plan would
increase the need for fire protection services and result in a significant and unavoidable
impact. However, as identified in the City’s Municipal Services Review, the CCSDFD has
a Strategic Plan to help guide mid- and long-term planning efforts for facility siting and
operation. Therefore, the Strategic Plan would ensure that the CCSDFD has adequate
facilities and operations capacity to support the proposed project.

Additionally, any development within the project site would be required to adhere to
Chapter 15.28, the Fire Code, of the City’s Municipal Code, which requires that projects
install a fire sprinkler system and adhere to all fire protection codes established by the
CCSDFD. The above features would reduce the risk of fire at the project site, and, thus
reduce potential for the project to increase demand. In addition, the project applicant would
be required to pay all applicable fees, including a development impact fee and public
safety fee. The payment of fees would ensure that adequate fire services would be
available to serve the proposed project, and the proposed project would not require the
construction of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, the construction of which
could cause an environmental impact. Thus, the proposed project would result in a less-
than-significant impact.

The project site is located within the jurisdiction of the Galt Police Department (GPD). The
GPD employs 38 sworn officers and 16 civilian staff, as well as several volunteers. The
nearest GPD station to the project site is located at 455 Industrial Drive, approximately 1.2
miles northwest of the project site.
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The Galt 2030 General Plan EIR determined that the increased cost to maintain equipment
and facilities and to train and equip personnel would be offset through the increased
revenue, and fees, generated by increased development. The future developer of on-site
housing would be required to pay all applicable fees, including a development impact fee
and public safety fee. Given that the project site has been anticipated for urban
development, the increase in police protection services associated with the project site
has generally been analyzed in the City’s General Plan EIR. Furthermore, the City of Galt
General Plan includes the Public Facilities and Services Element to establish goals and
policies for the City. The General Plan ensures that emergency response equipment and
personnel training are adequate to follow the procedures contained within the City’s
Emergency Operations Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the need
for new or physically altered police protection facilities, the construction of which could
cause an environmental impact, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

The proposed project includes the development of 240 high-density residential units. The
project site is served by the Galt Joint Union Elementary School District (GJUESD) which
operates middle and elementary schools within the City, as well as the Galt Joint Union
High School District which operates the high schools. According to the Galt 2030 General
Plan Existing Conditions, Galt High School and GJUESD were exceeding capacity;
however, funding for school facilities is provided through State and local revenue sources,
and recent discussions with the GJUESD have indicated that the existing schools in the
project area are not at capacity.®? The proposed residences within the project site would
be anticipated to generate new students. As shown in Table 10, the proposed project
would generate approximately 206 total students.

Table 10
Proposed Project Student Generation
Students/Unit Number of
Grade Number of Units Rate! Students
K-5 240 0.48 115
6-8 240 0.17 41
9-12 240 0.21 50
Total 240 0.86 206
1 Source: School Facility Needs Analysis, September 2011.

Funding for new school construction is provided through State and local revenue sources.
Senate Bill (SB) 50 (Chapter 407, Statutes of 1998) governs the amount of fees that can
be levied against new development. Payment of fees authorized by the statute is deemed
“full and complete mitigation.” Such fees would be used in combination with State and
other funds to construct new schools. The future developer of on-site housing would be
required to pay development impact fees in order to fund new facilities. The payment of
development impact fees would be sufficient to ensure adequate school capacity is
provided and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Using an average persons per household value of 3.27 per residential unit, the proposed
project would generate a population of 785 persons. The 2030 Galt General Plan requires
five acres of parkland per 1,000 residents; therefore, the project would be required to
supply 3.27 acres of parkland. The proposed project does not currently include plans for
an on-site park; however, the designation of parkland on-site is anticipated to occur during

GHD, Inc. Simmerhorn Ranch Traffic Impact Study. November 6, 2019.
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preparation of final site plans for the proposed project. Additionally, although the proposed
project would result in an increase in population within the City, the project would not result
in a substantial loss of parkland. Designation of parkland within the project site and
payment of impact fees at the time of development would be considered sufficient to
ensure that adequate public parkland is provided for future residents, and a less-than-
significant impact would occur.

The Galt 2030 General Plan anticipates increased demand for public facilities with growth
in the City of Galt. The project site is designated for development. However,
implementation of the proposed project would result in an increase in demand for public
and governmental facilities through the development of new residences. Considering the
existence of public and governmental facilities within the City, the proposed project would
not be anticipated to result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service for any other public services. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in environmental injustice with respect to the provision of public services.
Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
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- . - Significant with Significant |2
Would the pr0/ect: Impact Mitigation Impact P

Incorporated

a. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 0 0 % 0
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 0 0 % m
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Discussion

a,b. As discussed in Section XV, Public Services of this IS/IMND, approximately 240 high-
density residential units would be developed on the project site. Using an average persons
per household of 3.27 per residential unit, the project population would be approximately
785 residents. As such, the proposed project would be required to dedicate at least 3.27
acres of parkland. Because a final site plan has not yet been prepared for the proposed
project, the development of an adequate amount of dedicated parkland on-site cannot be
ensured. As a result, the proposed project would be required to include parkland on-site
and/or pay impact fees.

Payment of impact fees would ensure that adequate parkland is provided in the City, as
well as ensure that existing recreation facilities would not experience impacts resulting
from population growth. In addition, the proposed project would not include recreational
facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have
an adverse physical effect on the environment. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact
would occur.
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a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, [ ] x O
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 0 0 ® 0
15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or [ [ 4 Ul
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
d. Result in inadequate emergency access? O [ 4 Ol

a.

Discussion

The law has changed with respect to how transportation-related impacts may be
addressed under CEQA. Traditionally, lead agencies used level of service (LOS) to assess
the significance of such impacts, with greater levels of congestion considered to be more
significant than lesser levels. Mitigation measures typically took the form of capacity-
increasing improvements, which often had their own environmental impacts (e.g.,
biological resources). Depending on circumstances, and an agency’s tolerance for
congestion (e.g., as reflected in its general plan), LOS D, E, or F often represented
significant environmental effects. In 2013, however, the Legislature passed legislation with
the intention of ultimately doing away with LOS in most instances as a basis for
environmental analysis under CEQA. Enacted as part of SB 743 (2013), PRC Section
21099, subdivision (b)(1), directed the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
to prepare, develop, and transmit to the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency for
certification and adoption proposed CEQA Guidelines addressing “criteria for determining
the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas. Those
criteria shall promote the reduction of GHG emissions, the development of multimodal
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses. In developing the criteria, [OPR]
shall recommend potential metrics to measure transportation impacts that may include,
but are not limited to, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per capita, automobile
trip generation rates, or automobile trips generated. The office may also establish criteria
for models used to analyze transportation impacts to ensure the models are accurate,
reliable, and consistent with the intent of this section.”

Subdivision (b)(2) of Section 21099 further provides that “[u]pon certification of the
guidelines by the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency pursuant to this section,
automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular
capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the
environment pursuant to [CEQA], except in locations specifically identified in the
guidelines, if any.” (ltalics added.)

Pursuant to SB 743, the Natural Resources Agency promulgated CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3 in late 2018. It became effective in early 2019 and mandated Statewide
by law on July 1, 2020. Subdivision (a) of that section provides that “[g]enerally, vehicle
miles traveled is the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts. For the
purposes of this section, ‘vehicle miles traveled’ refers to the amount and distance of
automobile travel attributable to a project. Other relevant considerations may include the
effects of the project on transit and nonmotorized travel. Except as provided in subdivision
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(b)(2) below (regarding roadway capacity), a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not
constitute a significant environmental impact.”

LOS is still currently used by the City for purposes of determining consistency with adopted
General Plan goals and policies related to LOS, but is no longer used for determining
significant impacts under CEQA.

Please refer to Question “b” for a discussion of vehicle miles traveled (VMT).

Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Facilities
The following provides a discussion of the proposed project’'s potential impacts to
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

The City of Galt maintains three classes of commuter bikeways (Class I, Class Il, and
Class lll). The City’s Bicycle Transportation Plan proposes a number of new Class Il
bikeways to create a citywide trail system. As shown in Figure 10 of the City’s Bicycle
Transportation Plan, Class Il bikeways are proposed north of the project site, along
Simmerhorn Road, as well as along the project site’s eastern border.** However, existing
bicycle and pedestrian facilities are not present along the roadways in the project area.

A final site plan has not yet been prepared for the proposed project. Nonetheless, all
internal roadways developed as part of the project would adhere to the applicable policies
established by the General Plan, as well as the City’s complete streets ordinance. As such,
impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle facilities would not occur.

Transit Services and Facilities

The City and County jointly plan, manage, and fund local transit service which is guided
by the regular update of the Short Range Transit Plan. The current contract transit
operator, Community Transportation Agency, Inc., in the City of Galt operates South
County Transit (SCT) Link. SCT provides fixed route SR 99 and Delta area service, as
well as door-to-door Dial-A-Ride service in Galt. The nearest stop to the project site for
both the SR 99 and Delta routes is at Galt City Hall, which is approximately 0.45 miles
southwest of the project site. Given that the proposed project would follow all applicable
policies established in the General Plan, existing transit services and facilities contain
sufficient capacity to accommodate potential transit users at the proposed project.

Conclusion

Based on the above, the proposed project would not conflict with any existing or proposed
roadway, pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities, and would be consistent with the City’s
adopted General Plan. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur.

b. Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines provides specific considerations for evaluating
a project's transportation impacts. Pursuant to Section 15064.3, analysis of VMT
attributable to a project is the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts.
However, the City has not yet established any standards or thresholds regarding VMT.

3 City of Galt. Bicycle Transportation Plan [pg. 41]. January 2011.
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Pursuant to Section 15064.3(3), a lead agency may analyze a project’'s VMT qualitatively
based on the availability of transit, proximity to destinations, etc. While changes to driving
conditions that increase LOS times are an important consideration for traffic operations
and management, the method of analysis does not fully describe environmental effects
associated with fuel consumption, emissions, and public health. Section 15064.3(3)
changes the focus of transportation impact analysis in CEQA from measuring impact to
drivers to measuring the impact of driving.

As described previously in this IS/MND, the proposed project would include a General
Plan Amendment and Rezone of the project site due to the City’s adoption of an updated
Housing Element in compliance with State Housing Element law (Government Code
Section 65583). In accordance with the City’s Housing Element, the City is now required
to rezone a number of parcels throughout the City to high-density residential uses. The
project site was specifically identified in the Housing Element as a potential site for very
low income and low income residential development in order to meet the City’'s RHNA
requirements for such housing.

A Draft Vehicle Miles Traveled Guidance (VMT Guidance) has been prepared for the City
by GHD?3* which evaluated VMT impacts of buildout of the City’s adopted Housing Element
as a whole. The VMT Guidance evaluated the VMT generation of the entirety of the
General Plan Housing Element area, including the project site, as well as the parcels to
the west and south of the project site, which are zoned HC. According to the VMT
Guidance, buildout of the commercial and residential aspects of the Housing Element
would result in a net VMT impact that is less-than-significant because the locations
identified for high-density residential development in Housing Element to meet RHNA
needs are spread throughout the City, and located adjacent to commercial and other
supportive uses. Because the proposed project was anticipated by the Housing Element
and included in the VMT Guidance analysis, and due to the site’s location adjacent to HC
uses, buildout of the proposed project would overall be considered to not conflict or be
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b). In addition, should the future
project be designed for low-income residents, it would automatically be assumed that the
VMT impact would be less-than-significant, in accordance with OPR Guidance. Therefore,
a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Although a site plan for the proposed project has not yet been prepared, access to the
project site is proposed by way of a planned road extending south from Simmerhorn Road
to run along the project site’s eastern border. In accordance with all appropriate provisions
within the City of Galt Municipal Code, intersections and street sections in the project
vicinity, as well as within the project site itself, would be reviewed by the City of Galt and
designed to provide adequate emergency access and comply with City of Galt standards.
In addition, the proposed drive aisles within the on-site parking areas would be required
be sufficiently sized to accommodate emergency vehicle access throughout the site.

Construction traffic associated with the proposed project would include heavy-duty
vehicles which would share the area roadways with normal vehicle traffic, as well as
transport of construction materials, and daily construction employee trips to and from the
site. However, such heavy-duty truck traffic would only occur throughout the duration of
construction activities and would cease upon buildout of the proposed subdivision. Given
that increased construction traffic would be temporary in nature, construction traffic on

34

GHD. SB 743 — Draft Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Guidance. April 28, 2022.
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local roadways would not result in significant hazards to the circulation system or restrict
emergency vehicle access to the project site.

Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature, orincompatible uses, or result in inadequate emergency access, and a less-than-
significant impact would occur.
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XVIII.TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES.
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, FRotentaly

Less-Than-

Significant Less-Than-

Significant Significant

feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically —impact ‘| WW92ON  impact  mPact
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:

a.

Incorporated

Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of

Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical N % 0 0
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k).

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 ] ® Ol O
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section

5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of

the resource to a California Native American tribe.

Discussion

a,b.

As part of the Cultural Resources Study prepared for the proposed project, Tom Origer &
Associates determined that the site does not contain resources eligible for listing under
the CRHR and the NRHP, or pursuant to Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k) or
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. As discussed in Section V,
Cultural Resources, of this IS/MND, the Cultural Resources Study included a cultural
records search of the CHRIS, which indicated that ethnographic sites are not located
within one mile of the project site, and a very low potential exists for buried archaeological
site indicators to occur in the project site area. In addition, an intensive field survey
conducted on May 19, 2022, consisting of walking in zig-zagging 15-meter corridors and
the use of a hoe to expose the ground surface, did not indicate the presence of any tribal
cultural resources on-site.

However, a search of the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
Sacred Lands File (SLF) pertaining to the project site’s potential to contain undiscovered
tribal cultural resources produced a positive result. Tom Origer & Associates subsequently
sent letters to a list of tribes identified by the NAHC as potentially having knowledge of
tribal cultural resources in the project area. Of the tribes contacted, one tribe, the Yocha
Dehe Wintun Nation responded on May 23, 2022 to state that the project area is not within
their aboriginal territory, and that they defer future correspondence to the Wilton
Rancheria. Tom Origer & Associates did not receive any other responses.

In compliance with AB 52 (PRC Section 21080.3.1), project notification letters were
distributed to the chairpersons of the Wilton Rancheria and the Torres Martinez Desert
Cahuilla Indians on May 4, 2022. The Wilton Rancheria responded on June 10, 2022
requesting consultation. The City initiated consultation and provided project information to
the tribe. Further response from the Wilton Rancheria has not been received to date. In
addition, due to the fact that the proposed project would require a General Plan
Amendment, SB 18 contact letters were distributed to the aforementioned tribes on May
4, 2022. A response has not yet been received.
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Although field surveys of the project site did not identify any tribal cultural resources, the
potential for such resources to occur within the project site remains. Consequently,
development of the project site could result in adverse effects to previously unknown tribal
cultural resources during ground disturbing activities. Thus, a potentially significant
impact to tribal cultural resources could occur.

Mitigation Measure(s)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above potential
impact to a less-than-significant level.

XVIII-1. Implement Mitigation Measures V-1 and V-2.
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Less-Than-
XIX' UTILITIES AND SERVICE Potentially SeiZiificaar?t Less-Than-
SYSTEMS. Significant with Significant No Impact
. Impact Mitigation Impact
Would the pr0]ect.' Incorporated
a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of

new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or

storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or N N % 0
telecommunications facilities, the construction or

relocation of which could cause significant

environmental effects?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the

project and reasonably foreseeable future 0 0 % 0
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry
years?

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 [ l R ]
demand in addition to the provider's existing

commitments?

Generate solid waste in excess of State or local

standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 0 0 % 0
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of

solid waste reduction goals?

Comply with federal, state, and local management and

reduction statutes and regulations related to solid [ Ol ® O
waste?

Discussion

a-c.

Electricity, natural gas, telecommunications, water, and sanitary sewer services would be
provided by way of new connections to existing infrastructure in the immediate project
area. Brief discussions of the water, sewer service, stormwater drainage, electrical, natural
gas, and telecommunications facilities that would serve the proposed project are included
below.

Water

As previously mention under Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality, water service for
the proposed project would be provided by the City by way of new connections and
extensions to existing water lines.

According to the City’s 2020 UWMP, the City of Galt relies upon groundwater from the
Cosumnes Subbasin of the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater basin as the sole source of
domestic potable water for current and future water demand.® The Cosumnes Subbasin
is managed through the south Basin Groundwater Management plan which was adopted
in 2011. According to the 2020 UWMP, the City has eight active wells to extract
groundwater from the Cosumnes Subbasin. The wells have capacities ranging from 600
to 1,900 gallons per minute (gpm) with a total capacity of approximately 10,400 gpm. The
depth to groundwater is approximately 80 feet to 100 feet with the wells drawing water at
depths ranging from 652 feet to 1,539 feet.

According to the 2020 UWMP, the estimated baseline average per capita per day (gpcd)
water demand between the years 2000 and 2009 was approximately 221 gallons per day

35

City of Galt. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Update. June 2021.
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per capita. The 2020 water demand target for the City of Galt is approximately 177 gpcd.
According to the 2020 UWMP, the City can supply all of the water demands with
groundwater from the Cosumnes Subbasin through the year 2045. Furthermore, the City
is projected to have sufficient water supplies to meet projected water needs through 2045
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The UWMP notes that water usage could be
reduced by over 30 percent should conservation measures be necessary.

The projected supply available to the City of Galt assumes that new wells will be developed
in the future if warranted by demand, and would be adequate to serve a projected year
2045 population of 35,758.3¢ Given that the proposed project includes the development of
up to 240 high-density residential units, the City of Galt’s estimated current local
population of 26,489 would increase by 785 residents, assuming the City of Galt’s average
household size of 3.27 persons per household, for a total current population of 27,274.
Such an increase in population is well within the City of Galt’s anticipated population
growth, and, thus, within the City’s available water supply.

Stormwater Systems

As discussed in Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality, stormwater draining off
impervious surfaces such as roofs, parking areas, and drive aisles within the project site
would be captured and treated using a stormwater treatment system that would be design
to comply with Sacramento County standards for hydromodification and stormwater
quality. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure X-1 would ensure that the project applicant
comply with the NPDES general construction permit requirements. Consequently,
implementation of the proposed project would include provision of adequate on-site
infrastructure, and the existing off-site infrastructure would be sufficient to meet the
demand from the project.

Wastewater Treatment

Although specific designs for the project site do not currently exist, sewer service is
anticipated to be provided to the project site by construction of on-site infrastructure to
connect the project site to the City’s sewer system.

The City of Galt’s current wastewater treatment collection system approximately 79 miles
of sewer mains and trunk sewers. The wastewater is collected through the sewer mains
and trunk sewers, then conveyed to the City of Galt’'s wastewater treatment plant (WWTP),
which is located approximately 2.6 miles northwest of the project site. The WWTP has a
capacity of 3.0 million gallons per day (mgd) and is currently operating at 2.0 mgd.% Thus,
the WWTP has a remaining capacity of approximately 1.0 mgd. According to the City of
Galt Public Works Department, the average per capita flow is 100 gpcd.® Based on the
average per capita flow rate, operation of the proposed project would contribute a total
wastewater generation of approximately 75,800 gallons per day (0.075 mgd). Therefore,
the WWTP has adequate remaining capacity to accommodate the increase of wastewater
flows associated with the proposed project.

It should further be noted that, although the proposed project includes a General Plan
Amendment and Rezone, buildout of the site with urban development was generally

36
37

38

City of Galt. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Update [pg. 14]. June 2021.
City of Galt. Wastewater Treatment Plant. Available at: https://www.cityofgalt.org/government/public-works-
department/utilities-division/wastewater. Accessed August 2022.
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anticipated in the City’s General Plan. Thus, increased wastewater flows associated with
the project site have been generally anticipated within the City’s General Plan and
wastewater related analyses, such as the City’s Sanitary Sewer Management Plan and
the City’s Wastewater Treatment Plant Facilities Master Plan.

Other Utilities

Electrical utilities would be provided by SMUD, while natural gas utilities would be provided
by PG&E by way of connections to existing infrastructure located within the immediate
project vicinity. Telecommunications utilities would be provided by way of connections to
existing infrastructure located within the immediate project vicinity. The proposed project
would not require major upgrades to, or extension of, existing infrastructure. Thus, impacts
to electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications infrastructure would be less than
significant.

Conclusion

Considering the above, sufficient utility infrastructure exists in the project vicinity to serve
the proposed project. Furthermore, increased demand for water, sewer, and other utilities
resulting from the proposed project can be accommodating by the City’s existing utility
capacity. Therefore, the project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to
the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or
stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects.

Solid waste, recyclable materials, and compostable material collection within the City of
Galt is operated by California Waste Recovery Systems (CWRS). CWRS is a private
franchise that can haul solid waste to any approved landfill facility in the area. The
Sacramento County Landfill located on Kiefer Boulevard has been recently expanded. The
Sacramento County Landfill covers 1,084 acres of land; 660 acres are permitted for
disposal. The sites permit allows the landfill to receive a maximum of 10,815 tons of waste
per day. According to the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
(CalRecycle), the Sacramento County Landfill has a remaining capacity of 112,900,000
cubic yards out of a total permitted capacity of 117,400,000, or 96 percent remaining
capacity.*

Although the proposed project includes a General Plan Amendment and Rezone, given
the site’s existing land use and zoning designations, development of the project site with
urban uses has generally been anticipated by the City. Thus, potential impacts associated
with increased solid waste generation due to development of the project site have been
generally analyzed in the City’s General Plan EIR.

Because of the Sacramento County Landfill remaining capacity, construction and
operation of the proposed project would not result in increased solid waste in excess of
the Sacramento County Landfill capacity. In addition, the proposed project would be
required to comply with all applicable provisions of Chapter 8.16, Garbage, of the City’s
Municipal Code.

39

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). Facility/Site Summary Details:
Sacramento County Landfill (Kiefer) (34-AA-0001). Available at:
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/20707?sitelD=2507. Accessed August 2022.
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Therefore, the proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals and would comply with federal, State, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, a
less-than-significant impact would occur.
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XX. WILDFIRE.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the project:

a.

b.

Substantially impair an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or
ongoing impacts to the environment?

Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

Discussion
According to the CAL FIRE Fire and Resource Assessment Program, the project site is
not located within or near a state responsibility area or lands classified as Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone.*® The nearest Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone is located
approximately seven miles east of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would
not be subject to risks related to wildfires and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

a-d.

40
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California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. Sacramento County, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones
in LRA. July 30, 2008.
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Vendor  0.09 0.03 1.54 0.53 <0.005 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.03 — 756 756 0.05 0.11 0.05 790
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker  0.26 0.24 0.22 2.94 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 635 635 0.01 0.02 1.23 644
Vendor 0.03 0.01 0.53 0.18 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 264 264 0.02 0.04 0.29 276
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker  0.05 0.04 0.04 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 105 105 <0.005 <0.005 0.20 107
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.10 0.03 < 0.005
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Off-Road 0.06 0.05 0.44 0.55 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 82.8 82.8 <0.005 <0.0056 — 83.1
Equipment

Paving — 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.10 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 13.7 13.7 <0.005 <0.005 — 13.8
Equipment

Paving — 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Worker  0.08 0.07 0.05 1.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 177 177 0.01 0.01 0.77 180
Vendor  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 8.83 8.83 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 8.95
Vendor  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 1.46 1.46 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.48
Vendor  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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3.11. Architectural Coating (2023) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 0.18 0.15 0.93 1.15 <0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 <0.005 — 134
Equipment

Architect — 9.40 — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 0.18 0.15 0.93 1.15 <0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 <0.005 — 134
Equipment

Architect — 9.40 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.05 0.04 0.24 0.29 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 34.0 34.0 <0.005 <0.005 — 34.1
Equipment

Architect — 2.39 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck
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Annual —
Off-Road 0.01
Equipment
Architect —
ural

Coatings
Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —
Daily, —
Summer

(Max)

Worker 0.18
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00
Daily, —
Winter

(Max)

Worker  0.16
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00
Average —
Daily

Worker  0.04
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00
Annual —
Worker  0.01
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00

0.01

0.44

0.00

0.16
0.00

0.00

0.14
0.00
0.00

0.04
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.04

0.00

0.13
0.00

0.00

0.16
0.00
0.00

0.04
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.05

0.00

241
0.00

0.00

1.78
0.00
0.00

0.46
0.00
0.00

0.08
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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0.00
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< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

408
0.00

0.00

362
0.00
0.00

94.4
0.00
0.00

15.6
0.00
0.00

0.00

408
0.00

0.00

362
0.00
0.00

94.4
0.00
0.00

15.6
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

<0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

1.78
0.00

0.00

0.05
0.00
0.00

0.20
0.00
0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00

5.64

0.00

414
0.00

0.00

366
0.00
0.00

95.8
0.00
0.00

15.9
0.00
0.00
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3.13. Architectural Coating (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 0.17 0.14 0.91 1.15 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 <0.005 — 134
Equipment

Architect — 9.40 — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 0.17 0.14 0.91 1.15 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 <0.005 — 134
Equipment

Architect — 9.40 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.06 0.05 0.34 0.43 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 50.2 50.2 <0.005 <0.005 — 50.3
Equipment

Architect — 3.53 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck
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Annual —
Off-Road 0.01
Equipment
Architect —
ural

Coatings
Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —
Daily, —
Summer

(Max)

Worker  0.17
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00
Daily, —
Winter

(Max)

Worker  0.15
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00
Average —
Daily

Worker  0.06
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00
Annual —
Worker  0.01
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00

0.01

0.64

0.00

0.15
0.00

0.00

0.14
0.00
0.00

0.05
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.06

0.00

0.11
0.00

0.00

0.15
0.00
0.00

0.05
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.08

0.00

2.24
0.00

0.00

1.65
0.00
0.00

0.63
0.00
0.00

0.12
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

400
0.00

0.00

355
0.00
0.00

137
0.00
0.00

22.7
0.00
0.00

0.00

400
0.00

0.00

355
0.00
0.00

137
0.00
0.00

22.7
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

<0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

1.64
0.00

0.00

0.04
0.00
0.00

0.27
0.00
0.00

0.04
0.00
0.00

8.33

0.00

406
0.00

0.00

360
0.00
0.00

139
0.00
0.00

23.0
0.00
0.00
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4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use
4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Apartme 8.06 7.23 8.80 85.1 0.18 0.14 0.98 1.12 0.13 0.31 0.44 — 18,606 18,606 0.72 0.72 74.9 18,914
nts
Mid Rise

Total 8.06 7.23 8.80 85.1 0.18 0.14 0.98 1.12 0.13 0.31 0.44 — 18,606 18,606 0.72 0.72 74.9 18,914

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Apartme 7.39 6.55 10.4 68.6 0.17 0.14 0.98 1.12 0.13 0.31 0.44 — 16,976 16,976 0.79 0.80 1.94 17,235
nts
Mid Rise

Total 7.39 6.55 10.4 68.6 0.17 0.14 0.98 1.12 0.13 0.31 0.44 — 16,976 16,976 0.79 0.80 1.94 17,235
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Apartme 1.28 1.13 1.69 11.9 0.03 0.02 0.17 0.19 0.02 0.05 0.08 — 2,725 2,725 0.12 0.12 5.09 2,769
nts
Mid Rise

Total 1.28 1.13 1.69 11.9 0.03 0.02 0.17 0.19 0.02 0.05 0.08 — 2,725 2,725 0.12 0.12 5.09 2,769
4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,016 1,016 0.04 0.01 — 1,018
nts
Mid Rise

Total — — — — — — — — — — — —_ 1,016 1,016 0.04 0.01 —_ 1,018

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,016 1,016 0.04 0.01 — 1,018
nts
Mid Rise

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,016 1,016 0.04 0.01 — 1,018
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — 168 168 0.01 <0.005 — 169
nts
Mid Rise

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 168 168 0.01 <0.005 — 169

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Apartme 0.09 0.05 0.81 0.34 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 1,028 1,028 0.09 <0.005 — 1,031
nts
Mid Rise

25/47



Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

Total
Annual

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

Total

0.09

0.09

0.09

0.02

0.02
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0.05 0.81 0.34 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 1,028 1,028 0.09 <0.005 — 1,031
0.05 0.81 0.34 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 1,028 1,028 0.09 <0.005 — 1,031
0.05 0.81 0.34 0.01 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 1,028 1,028 0.09 <0.005 — 1,031
0.01 0.15 0.06 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 170 170 0.02 <0.005 — 171
0.01 0.15 0.06 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 170 170 0.02 <0.005 — 171

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Architect
ural
Coatings

Hearths

Consum
er
Products

Landsca
pe
Equipme
nt

0.00

131

19.4 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
4.93 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
1.25 0.14 13.6 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 36.4 36.4 <0.005 <0005 — 36.5
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Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Architect
ural
Coatings

Hearths

Consum
er
Products

Total
Annual

Architect
ural
Coatings

Hearths

Consum
er
Products

Landsca
pe
Equipme
nt

Total

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

131

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.16

0.16

25.6

19.4

0.00
4.93

24.3

1.19

0.00
0.90

0.16

2.25

4.4.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

0.14

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.02

13.6

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.70

1.70

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005
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0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

36.4

0.00

0.00

0.00

4.13

4.13

36.4

0.00

0.00

0.00

4.13

4.13

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

<0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

36.5

0.00

0.00

0.00

4.14

414

Use
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 18.1 23.2 41.3 0.06 0.04 — 54.7
nts
Mid Rise

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 18.1 23.2 41.3 0.06 0.04 —_ 54.7

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 18.1 23.2 41.3 0.06 0.04 — 54.7
nts
Mid Rise

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 18.1 23.2 41.3 0.06 0.04 — 54.7
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 2.99 3.85 6.84 0.01 0.01 — 9.06
nts
Mid Rise

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 2.99 3.85 6.84 0.01 0.01 — 9.06

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 34.2 0.00 34.2 341 0.00 — 120
nts
Mid Rise

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 34.2 0.00 34.2 3.41 0.00 — 120
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 34.2 0.00 34.2 3.41 0.00 — 120
nts
Mid Rise

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 34.2 0.00 34.2 341 0.00 — 120
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — 5.66 0.00 5.66 0.57 0.00 — 19.8
nts
Mid Rise

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 5.66 0.00 5.66 0.57 0.00 — 19.8

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.65 1.65
nts
Mid Rise

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.65 1.65

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.65 1.65
nts
Mid Rise

Total — —_ — — J— — —_ —_ — — — — —_ —_ — — 1.65 1.65
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Annual — — — — — — — — — —_ — — — _ _ _ _ _
Apartme — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.27 0.27
nts

Mid Rise

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
4.7.1. Unmitigated
Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG NOXx CcO SO2 PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |[CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG IN[@)% CcoO SO2 PM10E |PM10D |(PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG IN[@) (0{0) S0O2 PM10E |PM10D |(PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type

Daily, — —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
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4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

n

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — . — — _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - — _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — —_ — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _
Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _
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Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Site Preparation Site Preparation 6/1/2023 6/14/2023 5.00 10.0

Grading Grading 6/15/2023 7/12/2023 5.00 20.0 —
Building Construction Building Construction 8/10/2023 6/26/2024 5.00 230 —
Paving Paving 7/13/2023 8/9/2023 5.00 20.0 —
Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 8/24/2023 7/10/2024 5.00 230 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backh Diesel Average 4.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
oes

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Grading Excavators Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backh Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
oes
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Grading

Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction

Building Construction

Paving
Paving
Paving

Architectural Coating

Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel

Forklifts Diesel
Generator Sets Diesel
Cranes Diesel
Welders Diesel

Tractors/Loaders/Backh Diesel
oes

Pavers Diesel
Paving Equipment Diesel
Rollers Diesel
Air Compressors Diesel

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Average
Average
Average
Average
Average

Average

Average
Average
Average

Average

N [

Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Site Preparation
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading
Grading
Building Construction

Building Construction

1.00
3.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
3.00

2.00
2.00
2.00

1.00
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8.00
8.00
8.00
7.00
8.00
7.00

8.00
8.00
8.00

6.00

367
82.0
14.0
367
46.0
84.0

81.0
89.0
36.0

37.0

0.40
0.20
0.74
0.29
0.45
0.37

0.42
0.36
0.38

0.48

Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck

Worker

17.5

0.00

15.0

0.00

173
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14.3
8.80
20.0

14.3
8.80
20.0

14.3

LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT

LDA,LDT1,LDT2
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Building Construction Vendor 25.7 8.80 HHDT,MHDT
Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 15.0 14.3 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Paving Vendor — 8.80 HHDT,MHDT
Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — _

Architectural Coating Worker 34.6 14.3 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Architectural Coating Vendor — 8.80 HHDT,MHDT
Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT
Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Coated |Residential Exterior Area Coated | Non-Residential Interior Area Non-Residential Exterior Area Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 466,560 155,520 0.00 0.00

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Material Imported (cy) Material Exported (cy) Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (sq. ft.) Acres Paved (acres)
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Site Preparation — — 15.0 0.00 —
Grading — — 20.0 0.00 —
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.7. Construction Paving

Apartments Mid Rise — 0%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2023 0.00 0.01 <0.005
2024 0.00 375 0.01 < 0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Apartments Mid Rise 1,306 1,178 453,017 20,704 18,687 15,566 7,183,946

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths
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5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

Hearth Type Unmitigated (number)

Apartments Mid Rise —

Wood Fireplaces
Gas Fireplaces

Propane Fireplaces

o o o o

Electric Fireplaces
No Fireplaces 240
Conventional Wood Stoves
Catalytic Wood Stoves

Non-Catalytic Wood Stoves

o o o o

Pellet Wood Stoves

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) |Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq ft) | Non-Residential Interior Area Coated Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated [Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft)

466560 155,520 0.00 0.00

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days daylyr 0.00

Summer Days daylyr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption

5.11.1. Unmitigated
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Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Apartments Mid Rise 1,188,099 0.0129 0.0017 3,208,313

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Apartments Mid Rise 8,462,160 2,661,977

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Apartments Mid Rise 63.4 0.00

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate

Apartments Mid Rise Average room A/C & R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 2.50 2.50 10.0
Other residential A/C
and heat pumps

Apartments Mid Rise Household refrigerators R-134a 1,430 0.12 0.60 0.00 1.00
and/or freezers

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment
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5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours Per Day Load Factor

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated
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5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040-2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 22.9 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 3.45 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm
Sea Level Rise 0.00 meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 0.00

annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about % an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider different
increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 50 meters (m) by 50 m, or about 164 feet (ft) by 164 ft.

Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat
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Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality N/A N/A N/A N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality N/A N/A N/A N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.
6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

42 /47



7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

Housing Element Site 18 Project Detailed Report, 9/20/2022

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Exposure Indicators
AQ-Ozone

AQ-PM

AQ-DPM

Drinking Water

Lead Risk Housing
Pesticides

Toxic Releases

Traffic

Effect Indicators
CleanUp Sites
Groundwater

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators
Impaired Water Bodies
Solid Waste

Sensitive Population
Asthma
Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

55.4
35.0
16.6
35.3
10.0
74.0
9.73
254

0.00
41.0
1.80
0.00
36.5

43.5
80.2
51.3

66.6
30.6
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Linguistic
Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

15.6
38.1
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The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Economic
Above Poverty
Employed
Education

Bachelor's or higher

High school enroliment

Preschool enroliment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households
Voting
Neighborhood
Alcohol availability
Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy

Housing

58.7065315

78.94264083
41.92223791
24.48351084
59.77158989
98.98626973
7.481072758
90.36314641
80.41832414
89.42640832
15.60374695
5.286795842
13.22982163

7.134607982
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Homeownership

Housing habitability

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden

Uncrowded housing
Health Outcomes

Insured adults

Arthritis

Asthma ER Admissions
High Blood Pressure
Cancer (excluding skin)
Asthma

Coronary Heart Disease
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease
Diagnosed Diabetes

Life Expectancy at Birth
Cognitively Disabled
Physically Disabled
Heart Attack ER Admissions
Mental Health Not Good
Chronic Kidney Disease
Obesity

Pedestrian Injuries
Physical Health Not Good
Stroke

Health Risk Behaviors

Binge Drinking

Housing Element Site 18 Project Detailed Report, 9/20/2022

76.8766842
70.96111895
89.20826383
11.6514821
79.21211344
61.8760426
0.0

59.9

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

35.8

21.0

29.8

39.6

0.0

0.0

0.0

19.6

0.0

0.0

0.0

45/ 47



Current Smoker

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity
Climate Change Exposures
Wildfire Risk

SLR Inundation Area

Children

Elderly

English Speaking

Foreign-born

Outdoor Workers

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity
Impervious Surface Cover

Traffic Density

Traffic Access

Other Indices

Hardship

Other Decision Support

2016 Voting

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

91.6
36.8
48.1
28.4
19.2

88.2

44.7

23.0

38.2

71.9
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CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a)

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b)

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535)
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550)

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617)

29.0
73.0
No
No

No
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a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health and Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Land Use Lot acreage adjusted to include total actual site acreage.
Construction: Construction Phases Architectural coating assumed to start two weeks after building construction and last for the same
duration.
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SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN
.

T

AIR QUALITY

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

December 22, 2022

Craig Hoffman

Community Development Director

City of Galt Community Development Department - Planning
495 Industrial Drive

Galt, CA 95632

Subject: Housing Element Site 18 Project Mitigated Negative Declaration (SAC202203088)
Dear Craig Hoffman:

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (Sac Metro Air District) reviewed the
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Housing Element Site 18 Project. The project includes a
general plan amendment and rezone of 9.9 acres south of Simmerhorn Road and east of Highway 99
from Commercial/Highway Commercial to High Density Residential/High Density Multiple Family (R4A).
Sac Metro Air District comments on the MND and project follow.

Sac Metro Air District appreciates the inclusion of a Friant analysis in the MND. The discussion on page
21 references “draft” Sac Metro Air District Friant guidance. The guidance was finalized in October 2020,
therefore can be referenced as final guidance®.

The MND recognizes that impacts from Highway 99 emissions on the proposed project are not required
to be considered under CEQA and notes the project site is greater than 500 feet away from Highway 99
which is a siting recommendation in CARB’s 2005 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook. The Sac Metro Air
District’s Mobile Sources Air Toxics mapping tool? estimates potential elevated cancer risk at the project
location. To protect the health of future residents, the Sac Metro Air District recommends the City
require a vegetative barrier on the western edges of the project as part of the site design review. The
Sac Metro Air District’s Landscaping Guidance for Improving Air Quality Near Roadways? is available to
assist in developing an effective barrier

Greenhouse gas mitigation measure VIII-1 requires the project proponent to complete the Climate
Action Plan (CAP) sustainability checklist to ensure project consistency with the sustainability measures
listed in the City’s CAP prior to grading permit issuance. The Sac Metro Air District recommends the CAP
sustainability checklist be required as part of the site design review to ensure measures are considered
as the proponent designs the project.

1 Sac Metro Air District Friant Guidance:

https://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents /SMAQMDFriantRanchFinalOct2020.pdf

2 Sac Metro Air District Mobile Source Air Toxic Mapping Tool: https://sacramentorisk.azurewebsites.net/

3 Sac Metro Air District Landscaping Guidance:
https://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/LandscapingGuidanceforImprovingAirQual
ityNearRoadwaysMay2020V2.pdf

777 12th Street, Ste. 300 * Sacramento, CA 95814
Tel: 279-207-1122 o Toll Free: 800-880-9025
AirQuality.org
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Greenhouse gas mitigation measure VIII-2 requires the project proponent to use tier 4 construction
equipment if the project is constructed after 2025. The construction equipment list would be provided
to the City Engineer prior to construction activities to demonstrate compliance. This measure should
inform the discussion of the use of tier 4 engines on page 74 of the MND, which states that “all
construction equipment in operation would be reported to SMAQMD on a monthly basis.” Reporting to
the Sac Metro Air District would not be required unless added to mitigation measure VIII-2.

All projects are subject to Sac Metro Air District rules in effect at the time of construction. A list of the
most common construction related rules is available on the Sac Metro Air District’s website®.

Thank you for considering these recommendations. Please contact Paul Philley at 279-207-1122 or
pphilley@airquality.org if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

Karen Huss
Associate Air Quality Planner/Analyst

cc: Paul Philley, AICP, Program Supervisor

4 List of common construction related rules:
https://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/RulesAttachment10-2020Final.pdf
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\‘ ., Department of Toxic Substances Control

Meredith Williams, Ph.D.
Yana Garcia Director Gavin Newsom
Secretary for 8800 Cal Center Drive Governor
Environmental Protection . .
Sacramento, California 95826-3200

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
January 5, 2023

Mr. Craig Hoffman

Community Development Director
City of Galt

Community Development Department
495 Industrial Drive

Galt, CA 95632
CHoffman@cityofgalt.org

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR HOUSING ELEMENT
SITE 18 PROJECT — DATED DECEMBER 2022 (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
NUMBER: 2022120138)

Dear Mr. Hoffman:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) received a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) for the Housing Element Site 18 Project (Project). The Lead Agency
is receiving this notice from DTSC because the Project includes one or more of the
following: groundbreaking activities, importation of backfill soil, and/or work on or in
close proximity to an agricultural or former agricultural site.

The MND references the listing compiled in accordance with California Government
Code Section 65962.5, commonly known as the Cortese List. Not all sites impacted by
hazardous waste or hazardous materials will be found on the Cortese List. DTSC
recommends that the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the MND address
actions to be taken for any sites impacted by hazardous waste or hazardous materials
within the Project area, not just those found on the Cortese List. DTSC recommends
consulting with other agencies that may provide oversight to hazardous waste facilities
and sites in order to determine a comprehensive listing of all sites impacted by
hazardous waste or hazardous materials within the Project area. DTSC hazardous
waste facilities and sites with known or suspected contamination issues can be found
on DTSC’s EnviroStor data management system. The EnviroStor Map feature can be
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Mr. Craig Hoffman
January 5, 2023
Page 2

used to locate hazardous waste facilities and sites for a county, city, or a specific
address.

DTSC recommends that the following issues be evaluated in the Hazards and
Hazardous Materials section of the MND:

1. A State of California environmental regulatory agency such as DTSC, a Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), or a local agency that meets the
requirements of Health and Safety Code section 101480 should provide
regulatory concurrence that the Project site is safe for construction and the
proposed use.

2. The MND should acknowledge the potential for historic or future activities on or
near the Project site to result in the release of hazardous wastes/substances on
the Project site. In instances in which releases have occurred or may occur,
further studies should be carried out to delineate the nature and extent of the
contamination, and the potential threat to public health and/or the environment
should be evaluated. The MND should also identify the mechanism(s) to initiate
any required investigation and/or remediation and the government agency who
will be responsible for providing appropriate regulatory oversight.

3. If any projects initiated as part of the proposed Project require the importation of
soil to backfill any excavated areas, proper sampling should be conducted to
ensure that the imported soil is free of contamination. DTSC recommends the
imported materials be characterized according to DTSC’s 2001 Information
Advisory Clean Imported Fill Material.

4. If any sites included as part of the proposed Project have been used for
agricultural, weed abatement or related activities, proper investigation for
organochlorinated pesticides should be discussed in the MND. DTSC
recommends the current and former agricultural lands be evaluated in
accordance with DTSC’s 2008 Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural
Properties (Third Revision).

DTSC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the MND. Should you choose DTSC
to provide oversight for any environmental investigations, please visit DTSC’s Site
Mitigation and Restoration Program page to apply for lead agency oversight. Additional
information regarding voluntary agreements with DTSC can be found at DTSC’s
Brownfield website.
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If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 255-3710 or via email at
Gavin.McCreary@dtsc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Y

Gavin McCreary, M.S.

Project Manager

Site Evaluation and Remediation Unit
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program
Department of Toxic Substances Control

cc:  (via email)

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

Mr. Dave Kereazis

Office of Planning & Environmental Analysis
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov
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Powering forward. Together.

@ SMUD’
Sent Via E-Mail

January 9, 2023

Craig Hoffman

Community Development Director
Galt Planning Department

495 Industrial Drive

Galt, CA 95632
choffman@cityofgalt.org

Subject: Housing Element Site 18 Project / SCH 2022120138 / MND
Dear Mr. Hoffman:

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) appreciates the opportunity to
provide comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) prepared for the
Housing Element Site 18 Project (Project, SCH 2022120138). SMUD is the primary
energy provider for Sacramento County and the proposed Project area. SMUD’s
vision is to empower our customers with solutions and options that increase energy
efficiency, protect the environment, reduce global warming, and lower the cost to
serve our region. As a Responsible Agency, SMUD aims to ensure that the
proposed Project limits the potential for significant environmental effects on SMUD
facilities, employees, and customers.

It is our desire that the Project will acknowledge any impacts related to the following:

e Overhead and or underground transmission and distribution line
easements. Please view the following links on smud.org for more
information regarding transmission encroachment:

e https://www.smud.org/en/Business-Solutions-and-Rebates/Design-
and-Construction-Services

e https://www.smud.org/en/Corporate/Do-Business-with-SMUD/Land-
Use/Transmission-Right-of-Way

Utility line routing

Electrical load needs/requirements

Energy Efficiency

Climate Change

Cumulative impacts related to the need for increased electrical delivery
The potential need to relocate and or remove any SMUD infrastructure
that may be affected in or around the project area

SMUD HQ | 6201 S Street | P.O. Box 15830 | Sacramento, CA 95852-1830 | 1.888.742.7683 | smud.org
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We aim to be partners in the efficient and sustainable delivery of the proposed
Project. Please ensure that the information included in this response is conveyed to
the Project planners and the appropriate Project proponents.

Environmental leadership is a core value of SMUD and we look forward to
collaborating with you on this Project. Again, we appreciate the opportunity to
provide input on this Project. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please
do not hesitate to contact me at 916.732.7406, or by email at jerry.park@smud.org.

Sincerely,

by -

Jerry Park

Environmental Services Specialist
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
6201 S Street

Sacramento, CA 95817

CC: Entitlements

SMUD HQ | 6201 S Street | P.O. Box 15830 | Sacramento, CA 95852-1830 | 1.888.742.7683 | smud.org
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COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, HOUSING ELEMENT SITE 18 PROJECT, SCH#2022120138,
SACRAMENTO COUNTY

Pursuant to the State Clearinghouse’s 7 December 2022 request, the Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed the
Request for Review for the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Housing Element Site
18 Project, located in Sacramento County.

Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and
groundwaters of the state; therefore, our comments will address concerns surrounding
those issues.

. Regulatory Setting

Basin Plan

The Central Valley Water Board is required to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for
all areas within the Central Valley region under Section 13240 of the Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act. Each Basin Plan must contain water quality objectives to
ensure the reasonable protection of beneficial uses, as well as a program of
implementation for achieving water quality objectives with the Basin Plans. Federal
regulations require each state to adopt water quality standards to protect the public
health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the purposes of the Clean
Water Act. In California, the beneficial uses, water quality objectives, and the
Antidegradation Policy are the State’s water quality standards. Water quality
standards are also contained in the National Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.36,
and the California Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.38.

The Basin Plan is subject to modification as necessary, considering applicable laws,
policies, technologies, water quality conditions and priorities. The original Basin
Plans were adopted in 1975, and have been updated and revised periodically as
required, using Basin Plan amendments. Once the Central Valley Water Board has
adopted a Basin Plan amendment in noticed public hearings, it must be approved by
the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), Office of

Mark BRADFORD, cHAIR | PATRIcK PuLupa, Esa., EXECUTIVE OFFICER

11020 Sun Center Drive #200, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley
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Administrative Law (OAL) and in some cases, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA). Basin Plan amendments only become effective after
they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the USEPA. Every three
(3) years, a review of the Basin Plan is completed that assesses the appropriateness
of existing standards and evaluates and prioritizes Basin Planning issues. For more
information on the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin
River Basins, please visit our website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/

Antidegradation Considerations

All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy (State Water
Board Resolution 68-16) and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy contained in
the Basin Plan. The Antidegradation Implementation Policy is available on page 74
at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/sacsjr 2018

05.pdf
In part it states:

Any discharge of waste to high quality waters must apply best practicable treatment
or control not only to prevent a condition of pollution or nuisance from occurring, but
also to maintain the highest water quality possible consistent with the maximum
benefit to the people of the State.

This information must be presented as an analysis of the impacts and potential
impacts of the discharge on water quality, as measured by background
concentrations and applicable water quality objectives.

The antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDRs) permitting processes. The environmental review document should evaluate
potential impacts to both surface and groundwater quality.

. Permitting Requirements

Construction Storm Water General Permit

Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects
disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that
in total disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land
Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit), Construction General Permit
Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ. Construction activity subject to this permit includes
clearing, grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling, or
excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities performed to restore
the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit
requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP). For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the
State Water Resources Control Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.sht
ml
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Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters
or wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be
needed from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If a Section 404
permit is required by the USACE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the
permit application to ensure that discharge will not violate water quality standards. If
the project requires surface water drainage realignment, the applicant is advised to
contact the Department of Fish and Game for information on Streambed Alteration
Permit requirements. If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act
Section 404 permits, please contact the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento
District of USACE at (916) 557-5250.

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit — Water Quality Certification

If an USACE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit,
Letter of Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic
General Permit), or any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act or Section 9 from the United States Coast Guard), is required for this
project due to the disturbance of waters of the United States (such as streams and
wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central
Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities. There are no waivers for
401 Water Quality Certifications. For more information on the Water Quality
Certification, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/water_quality certificatio
n/

Waste Discharge Requirements — Discharges to Waters of the State

If USACE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “non-
federal” waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed
project may require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by
Central Valley Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act, discharges to all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other
waters of the State including, but not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to
State regulation. For more information on the Waste Discharges to Surface Water
NPDES Program and WDR processes, visit the Central Valley Water Board website
at:https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/waste to surface wat
er/

Projects involving excavation or fill activities impacting less than 0.2 acre or 400
linear feet of non-jurisdictional waters of the state and projects involving dredging
activities impacting less than 50 cubic yards of non-jurisdictional waters of the state
may be eligible for coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board Water
Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DWQ (General Order 2004-0004). For more
information on the General Order 2004-0004, visit the State Water Resources
Control Board website at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board decisions/adopted orders/water _quality/200
4/wqo/wqo2004-0004.pdf
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Dewatering Permit

If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be
discharged to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board
General Water Quality Order (Low Threat General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central
Valley Water Board’s Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge
Requirements (Low Threat Waiver) R5-2018-0085. Small temporary construction
dewatering projects are projects that discharge groundwater to land from excavation
activities or dewatering of underground utility vaults. Dischargers seeking coverage
under the General Order or Waiver must file a Notice of Intent with the Central
Valley Water Board prior to beginning discharge.

For more information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application
process, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board decisions/adopted orders/water quality/2003/
wqo/wqo2003-0003.pdf

For more information regarding the Low Threat Waiver and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/waiv
ers/r5-2018-0085.pdf

Limited Threat General NPDES Permit

If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to
discharge the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will
require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit. Dewatering discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to
water quality and may be covered under the General Order for Limited Threat
Discharges to Surface Water (Limited Threat General Order). A complete Notice of
Intent must be submitted to the Central Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under
the Limited Threat General Order. For more information regarding the Limited
Threat General Order and the application process, visit the Central Valley Water
Board website at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/gene
ral_orders/r5-2016-0076-01.pdf

NPDES Permit

If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface
waters of the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed project
will require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. A complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted with the
Central Valley Water Board to obtain a NPDES Permit. For more information
regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process, visit the Central Valley
Water Board website at: https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/permit/
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If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4684
or Peter.Minkel2@waterboards.ca.gov.

Ketar Wenked

Peter Minkel
Engineering Geologist

cc:  State Clearinghouse unit, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
Sacramento



Housing Element Site 18 Project
Response to IS Comments

An Initial Study (IS) was prepared for the Housing Element Site 18 Project (proposed
project) in accordance with CEQA indicating that the proposed project will not have a
significant effect on the environment. The IS provides a thorough description and analysis
of the potential environmental effects of the project. The public review period for the IS
began on December 7, 2022 and ended on January 9, 2023 at 5:30 PM. The City received
four comment letters during the public review period.

The responses below include responses to each comment letter submitted regarding the
proposed project. Where revisions to the IS text are required in response to a comment,
new text is double underlined and deleted text is struek-through.

Letter 1....... Karen Huss, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Letter2....ccovveveeeeiiis Gavin McCreary, Department of Toxic Substances Control
Letter 3.............. Peter Minkel, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
Letterd ..., Jerry Park, Sacramento Municipal Utility District

1. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District

A comment letter from Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
(SMAQMD) was received on December 22, 2022. In response to SMAQMD’s comment
regarding the finalized Friant Ranch guidance, page 21 of the IS is hereby revised as
follows:

[...] SMAQMD released the Guidance to Address the Friant Ranch Ruling for CEQA
Projects in the Sac Metro Air District (Braft Einal Guidance) for the analysis of criteria
emissions in areas within the SMAQMD jurisdiction. The Braft Final Guidance represents
SMAQMD’s effort to develop a methodology that provides a consistent, reliable, and
meaningful analysis in response to the Supreme Court’s direction on correlating health
impacts to a project’s emissions.

As acknowledged by SMAQMD, impacts from State Route 99 emissions on the proposed
project are not required to be considered under CEQA; thus, there is no nexus for
mitigation regarding such impacts. However, the recommendations regarding a
vegetative barrier on the western edge of the project site have been noted for the record,
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers as part of their consideration of the proposed
project.

In response to the comment regarding the timing of completion of the City’s Climate Action
Plan sustainability checklist, Mitigation Measure VIII-1, on page 48 of the IS, is hereby
revised as follows:

VilI-1. Prior to the-+ssuance-of-grading-permits approval of the site design review,
the project applicant/developer shall complete a CAP Sustainability

Checklist to ensure the project’s consistency with the sustainability
measures listed in the City’s CAP, which shall be submitted to the City of



Galt Community Development Department for review and approval.
Applicable sustainability measures required for the proposed project may
include, but not be limited to: [...].

In response to the comment regarding the need to submit a construction equipment list
to SMAQMD, page 47 of the IS is hereby revised as follows:

[...] Additionally, project construction would be required to include a percentage of
construction equipment meeting the USEPA’s Tier 4 standards. In addition to resulting in
reduced particulate matter and NOx emissions, use of Tier 4 engines consumes
approximately five percent less fuel than standard construction equipment. Increased fuel
efficiency and decreased total fueI consumptlon would dlrectly reduce construction-related
GHG emissions. A 8 v ,
on-a-menthly-basis. Furthermore the Galt CAP sustalnablllty checkllst requrres outdoor
electrical outlets or infrastructure to support the use of all electric landscaping equipment.

The foregoing revisions would not change the analysis or conclusions presented within
the IS.

2. Department of Toxic Substances Control

The comment letter from the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) was
received on January 5, 2023. The DTSC recommends that the IS address the potential
for the project site to appear on a list of sites impacted by hazardous waste or hazardous
materials that is not the Cortese List. The IS evaluates whether the project site is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5, which comprises the Cortese List; thus, the IS adequately addresses the
potential for the project site to be located on a site impacted by hazardous waste or
hazardous materials, pursuant to CEQA requirements. Furthermore, as noted on page
51 of the IS, the project site does not appear on the DTSC’s EnviroStor database.
Therefore, concerns regarding the project site’s presence on a list of sites impacted by
hazardous waste or hazardous materials has been adequately addressed in the IS.

The DTSC also recommends that the IS include a discussion of the past and future
release of hazardous waste on-site. The potential for release of hazardous materials is
adequately discussed in Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the IS. As
noted therein, impacts related to hazardous materials would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with implementation of Mitigation Measure 1X-1, which requires the
analysis of on-site soils to determine whether substantial concentrations of
organochloride pesticides or other soil contaminants are present above the applicable
direct exposure Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs). Compliance with Mitigation
Measure IX-1 will ensure that if the project site has been subject to historic activities
resulting in the release of hazardous waste and/or hazardous substances on-site, proper
remediation would occur. With regard to the potential for future on-site activities to result
in the release of hazardous materials, the proposed project consists of a General Plan
Amendment and Rezone to change the site’s current land use and zoning designations
from Commercial and Highway Commercial, respectively, to residential uses. As stated
on page 50 of the IS, residential uses are not typically associated with the routine



transport, use, disposal, or generation of substantial amounts of hazardous materials; due
to the regulations governing use of hazardous products and the small amount anticipated
to be used on-site, use of such products would not represent a substantial risk to public
health or the environment. Therefore, the IS adequately addresses the potential for the
project to result in the release of hazardous materials.

In response to the commenter’s concern about proper sampling of imported soil used to
backfill excavated areas, Mitigation Measure VII-1, on page 45 of the IS, requires that a
design-level geotechnical report be prepared for the project site, which would ensure
compliance with applicable City construction standards, including requirements for
suitable fill materials.

As stated above, Mitigation Measure 1X-1, on page 51 of the IS, requires the analysis of
on-site soils to determine whether substantial concentrations of organochloride pesticides
or other soil contaminants are present above the applicable direct exposure ESLs.
Therefore, impacts related to on-site soil contaminants have been adequately addressed
in the IS.

3. Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

The comment letter from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board was
received on January 9, 2023. The comment is a standard letter that provides background
information regarding applicable regulations and required permits. The comment does
not include any project specifics to address the adequacy of the IS, has been noted for
the record, and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of
the proposed project.

4. Sacramento Municipal Utility District

The comment letter from the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) was received
on January 9, 2023. Regarding the presence of overhead and/or underground
transmission and distribution line easements in the project vicinity, the land uses
surrounding the project site are described on page 1 of the IS. As noted therein, SMUD
easements are not located on or in the vicinity of the project site. The comment does not
directly address the adequacy of the IS, and has been forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration.

Regarding utility line routing, it is noted that the proposed project involves a General Plan
Amendment and Rezone of the project site from Commercial and Highway Commercial,
respectively, to residential uses, but does not currently propose any development of the
project site. Therefore, the exact utility line routing on the project site is currently
undefined. However, as stated on page 81 of the IS, electrical utilities would be provided
to the project site by connecting to existing SMUD infrastructure in the project vicinity,
including the residences located immediately north of the project site. In addition, as
stated therein, sufficient capacity exists to serve the electrical demand of the project site.
Therefore, utility line routing and electrical needs of the proposed project are adequately
addressed in the IS.



As described throughout Section VI, Energy, beginning on page 38 of the IS, the proposed
project would be subject to all applicable California Building Standards Code (CBSC)
requirements. The IS determined that compliance with such regulations would ensure that
energy use associated with the proposed project would not be inefficient. Therefore,
energy efficiency has been adequately addressed in the IS. In addition, Mitigation
Measure VIII-1, located on page 48 of the IS, requires the proposed project to comply
with the sustainability measures listed in the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP). As
described therein, compliance with the CAP would reduce impacts related to greenhouse
gas emissions, and, by extension, climate change. Therefore, impacts related to climate
change have been adequately addressed in the IS.

As stated above, the IS determined that adequate capacity exists to serve the electrical
demands of the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to the need for increased
electrical delivery have been adequately addressed in the IS. Furthermore, the proposed
project would not require the relocation or removal of any existing SMUD infrastructure.
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Public Hearing Process

Receive a presentation;
Open public hearing and receive comments;

Upon closing the public hearing, adopt the resolution approving the Initial Study,
Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the 2021 — 2029 Housing Element Site 18 project;

Adopt the resolution approving the General Plan Amendment of 9.9 acres from C

to HDR;

Introduce the ordinance approving the proposed rezoning of the 9.9 acres from HC
to R4a; and

Introduce and waive the first reading (by title only) of an ordinance
amending sections 18.16.020 and 18.16.040, of the Galt Municipal
Code regarding high density multiple-family residential dwellings G

CITY oF GALT




Housing Element Site 18

As part of the housing element update process, the City is required to
find sites that are suitable for the development of housing for all
income categories and are deemed likely to build out over the

planning period. The planning period (also known as 6t cycle planning
period) spans from May 15, 2021 to May 15, 2029.

The City identified one site that would need a General Plan
Amendment and Rezone to meet our regional housing obligation. It is

known as ‘Site 18’

CITY oF GALT




Public Review Process

The review and approval of the 2021 — 2029 Housing Element has been a very public
and open process. There have been numerous workshops and public hearings before
the Planning Commission and City Council.

City Council has held a public workshop on December 16, 2020 for the Housing
Element kick-off and March 16, 2021 for a review of the RHNA sites inventory. On May
4, 2021 the City Council held a public meeting to accept comments and forward the
draft Housing Element to HCD to initiate the formal 60 day review process. The City
Council held a public workshop on August 17, 2021 to review the proposed HCD
changes and receive public comments. The City Council adopted the 2021 — 2029

Housing Element at the September 7, 2021 meeting. /\

CITY oF GALT




Public Review Process

The Planning Commission held public study sessions on January 14, 2021 for the
housing element requirements, legislative guidelines, project schedule and public
outreach; February 11, 2021 for a discussion on constraints to providing housing,
March 11, 2021 to discuss the RHNA sites inventory; and on April 22, 2021, the
Planning Commission reviewed the Draft 2021-2029 Housing Element Update
document and unanimously recommended that City Council direct staff to submit the

draft 2021 — 2029 Housing Element Update to HCD to start the State’s 60-day review
period. On August 12, 2021 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to review
changes required by HCD and recommend approval to the City Council. The Planning
Commission recommended that the City Council certify the Initial Study / Negative

Declaration and adopt the 2021 — 2029 Housing Element.

V(O
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Public Review Process

The 2021-2029 Housing Element Update has been noticed in The Galt
Herald newspaper, there have been five newspaper articles written on the
Housing Element Update process, and the City Manager Biweekly update
has also included four updates on upcoming public meetings. To date,
there are 11 people signed up to receive the housing element update
emails. The Planning Division also has a website page dedicated to the
update. Staff has attempted to make the process very transparent and

open for public participation.
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